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Abstract 

 

TITLE:                        Development and Validation of an Instrument for Measuring  

                                    Instructor Satisfaction in Massive Open Online Courses 

(MOOCs) 

 

AUTHOR:                   Yahya Mathashi 

MAJOR ADVISOR:   Thomas J. Marcinkowski, Ph.D. 

 

To support the pursuit of quality in MOOCs, this study follows the Sloan 

Consortium online education quality framework. This framework includes five 

pillars of quality online education that need to be assessed on an ongoing basis: 

learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, access, faculty satisfaction, and student 

satisfaction. At present, there is no measures for any of these five pillars. The 

purpose of this study was to develop and validate a measure for one pillar, faculty 

satisfaction, the MOOC Instructor Satisfaction Measure (MISM). 

This was a quantitative study which used instrument development methods 

to develop the MISM and examine its validity and reliability, and survey methods 

to gather data from study participants. This study used a combination of instrument 

development steps mentioned in five frameworks in the literature. Those steps were 

divided into three phases: Phase I: Purpose and Construct Definition; Phase II: Item 

Generation; Phase III: Instrument Validation. 

The purpose of the first phase was to specify purpose of the instrument and 

provide construct definition to determine clearly what I was measuring. In this 
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phase, I confirmed that there was no existing instrument that adequately served the 

purpose of measuring instructor satisfaction in MOOCs. I concluded this phase by 

specifying six dimensions of instructor satisfaction and defining each dimension: 

student-related, instructor-related, system-related,  

instruction-related, support-related, and feedback-related.  

The second phase involved item generation. First, I generated an item pool 

and used a Kano survey to review them. Then, I selected and developed a scaling 

technique for use with these items. A panel of five experts, each of whom had 

taught more than two MOOCs, reviewed the initial pool for content and face 

validity. The results from that expert review were used to revise the initial items. In 

the pilot study of the MISM, I administered the revised MISM to a sample of 

MOOC instructors who had used edX, Coursera, and FutureLearn, and examined 

their responses (n=29) for psychometric properties. At the end of this second phase, 

I revised the items based on these analyses of pilot data. 

 In the final phase, I administered MISM to a larger sample of MOOC 

instructors drawn from that population (n=84) and examined its reliability and 

validity. Results from the Maximum Likelihood method of Exploratory Factor 

Analysis were used to answer the research question about which dimensions or 

factors were most useful in assessing MOOCs instructor satisfaction. Although 

eight factors had Eigenvalues greater than 1.0, the best model was found to be the 

9-factor solution. The total variance explained by nine factors was 73.57%. The 

Chi-square for goodness of fit was 102.8 (p = 0.299).  Those nine factors were: 
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intrinsic rewards, extrinsic reword, resources, platform, interactions, percentage  

of students, time, administration and technical support. 

The reliability of the MISM was measured using Cronbach’s alpha. Those 

results were used to answer the second question, which asked about the extent to 

which the estimates of the MISM validity and reliability fell within an acceptable 

range. In final administration of the MISM, the alpha value was 0.845, which is 

considered fairly high and reliable. 

The procedures and results from each of the 13 steps to build MISM were 

documented.  The generalizability, implication, and recommendations for research 

relative to study delimitations, limitations, and limitations were offered. 
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Chapter 1  

                                                 Introduction 

 

Introduction  

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are among the latest innovations 

being introduced into the educational field. MOOCs are open courses offer by 

different universities including elite universities such as Harvard, MIT, and 

Stanford University.  Through MOOCs platforms, learning contents can be 

delivered to any person in the world who has access to the internet. MOOCs were 

first developed and offered in late 2011 when the first Stanford MOOCs took off. A 

year later, in November 2012, the New York Times named 2012 “The Year of the 

MOOC”.   

Since then, several MOOCs platforms were developed to support 

universities and faculty members interested in offering MOOCs. Several platforms 

have become prominent and dominant such as Coursera, which offered more than 

1000 courses from 112 universities in 2015, and edX, offered more than 500 

courses from 40 universities in 2015 (Shah, 2015). In addition, MOOCs have the 

advantage of no enrollment limit, so thousands of students can register in one 

single course in one session, “meaning that MOOCs may be the most accessible 

form of higher education ever conceived" (Evans & Myrick, 2015, p. 295). Figure 

1.1 (p. 2) shows the number of MOOCs offered over the last five years. 
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Despite disagreement about the effect of MOOCs in higher education and 

students stopout rate, the MOOC phenomena is increasing year after year. In 2015, 

the number of students who registered in MOOCs doubled the numbers of those 

who had done so in the  

 

 Figure 1.1. Number of MOOCs growth over years, adopted from (Shah, 2015) 

 

previous three years. In 2015, about 35 million students registered in at least one 

MOOC in comparing to18 million in 2014 (Shah, 2015). 

The early advocates of MOOCs believed that MOOC will provide free or 

low price access to cutting edge courses that in return could drive down the cost of 

university-level education and possibly disrupt the current models of higher 
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education (Yuan & Powell, 2013; Flynn, 2013). On the other hand, critics of 

MOOCs believe that MOOCs might not be the revolutionary force that its 

advocates had imagined (Kolowich, 2013; Perelman, 2014). However, according to 

Amara’s law, individuals and organizations usually tend to overestimated the 

effects of technology in the short run and underestimated them in the long run 

(Kinser, 2015). MOOCs are still in their first generation. From this perspective, it is 

early to tell how effective MOOCs may be right now, and more appropriate to 

consider how MOOCs might be doing 5–10 years from now (Murphy, Williams, & 

Lennox, 2013). As usage of effective innovation may take about 30 years to mature 

(Fidler 1997), MOOCs may come of age in the 2030s. 

Background 

Models of MOOCs. The review of literature indicated that there are 

xMOOCs and cMOOCs. Some studies pointed out to the existence of these two 

models of MOOC (e.g., Cole & Timmerman, 2015; Daniel, 2012; Jacoby, 2014; 

Liyanagunawardena, Adams& Williams, 2013; Rodriguez, 2012;). Of these, 

cMOOCs ware started early in 2008, while xMOOC were started in 2011. The 

main differences can be summarized in two points: First, the cMOOCs are based on 

the learning theory of connectivism, a theory that developed by one of the cMOOC 

instructors, George Siemens (Jacoby, 2014), while the xMOOCs are based on 

cognitivist-behaviorist approach (Hew & Cheung, 2014). Second, in xMOOCs, the 

design of the course and the role of instructors is similar to the one in traditional 

higher education online system.  The instructors provide the course content and 
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tends to structure the course in a manner very similar to traditional course that 

include syllabus, readings, assignments, quizzes, activities, projects, and video of 

lectures. On the other hand, in cMOOCs, the design of the course and the role of 

instructors is much different than traditional online course. The instructors provide 

a course outline and the content of the course is defined by student as the course 

progressed. There is no syllabus, assignment, quizzes or any kind of assessment. 

Learner autonomy is emphasized and students create their own personal learning 

environment and networks of co-learners (Connle, 2013).  

Throughout this study, whenever the word MOOC mentioned, it always is 

used in refer to xMOOC. xMOOCs are the mainstream of MOOCs right now. 

Courses that are provided through famous platforms like edX, Coursera, 

FutureLearn, and Udacity are xMOOCs. To see how widespread is cMOOC today, 

a search of the internet yield no cMOOC currently running; only archived 

cMOOCs were found and they were limited in number. 

 Based on the chronological review of each MOOC model literature, Ebben 

and Murphy (2014) described xMOOC and cMOOC as two distinct phases of the 

MOOC phenomenon. This idea of two distinct chronological phases of MOOC 

phenomenon was supported by Bozkurt, Keskin and Waard, (2016) who 

investigated trends in MOOC research apparent in  MOOC theses and dissertations 

published between 2008 and 2015.  Bozkurt et al. (2016) pointed to the two 

models: the first-generation MOOCs (cMOOC) and a second-generation MOOC 

(xMOOC).  
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Research Problem and Rationale for the Study 

Today, higher education faces a new set of challenges, including a new 

large number of students who want to enroll in the colleges and universities and 

face limited enrolment and admission requirements, increased cost of tuition, and 

strong competition from other countries. These reflect three challenges, which have 

been referred to as higher education’s iron triangle: access, cost, and quality 

(Daniel, Kanwar, & Uvalic-Trumbic, 2009). One of the solutions to these 

challenges is the use of online education. 

 Even though traditional online education has addressed some of the higher 

education’s challenges such as the cost, the others remain. On the basis of my 

review of literature and my experience, I would argue that MOOCs have the 

potential to address all the three challenges in the higher education’s iron triangle: 

access, cost, and quality.  

In term of access, through MOOCs platforms, learning contents can be 

delivered to any person in the world who has access to the Internet, and there is 

virtually no limit for enrollment. As mentioned earlier, one platform, Coursera, 

offered 1000 courses from 112 universities in 2015. Further, another platform, 

FutureLearn had, 440,000 students signed up for one session of a MOOC it offered.   

In term of cost, most of the courses in MOOCs can be taken for free unless 

learners are seeking a certificate that has an average price about $49.  On the other 

hand, if the learners are looking to earn credits by completing MOOCs, an average 



 

6 
 

price is about $100 per hour. This price is cheaper than traditional face-to-face 

courses or even traditional online courses.  

In term of quality, although this is very controversial issue, MOOCs have 

started to gain greater acceptance in higher education. In 2015, Arizona State 

University Arizona, in partnership with edX, became one of the first to allow 

students to enroll in a limited number of MOOCs for university credit during their 

first year (Straumsheim, 2015). Since then, other higher education institutions such 

as Charter Oak State College have chosen to accept transfer credit for selected 

MOOC offered by MIT and the University of California (Lequerica, 2016). Finally, 

The American Council on Education sponsors the Alternative Credit Project in 

which participating colleges accept credits for MOOCs (Lequerica, 2016). 

Although educational quality remains an ongoing question that needs to be 

addressed, increasing involvement by prominent universities and organizations will 

help ensure that attention is given to this.  

In pursuit of quality MOOCs, this study follows the Sloan Consortium 

online education quality framework. The intent of this framework, which is always 

a work in progress, is to help institutions identify goals and measure progress 

towards them. This framework includes five pillars of quality online education: 

learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, access, faculty satisfaction, and student 

satisfaction.  These pillars of quality need to be assessed on an ongoing basis 

(Moore, 2002). Faculty satisfaction is one of these five pillars and needs to be 

assessed on an ongoing basis. 
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According to Bolliger, and Wasilik (2009), faculty satisfaction is considered 

an important factor in the quality of online courses and has been closely tied to 

student success. Faculty satisfaction is the quality principle that recognizes faculty 

as central to quality learning (Moore, 2002). Shea, Pickett, and Li (2005) believe 

that faculty satisfaction is essential for adopting or continuing of online teaching in 

higher education. This is why faculty satisfaction serves as the focus of this study.  

For institutions and platforms that want to improve the quality of MOOCs 

by following Sloan Consortium online education quality framework, they need to 

develop assessment tools for each pillar in quality framework. As of the start of this 

study, there was no tool for assessing faculty (instructor) satisfaction available in 

the literature. This study was designed to address the absence of and apparent need 

for a MOOC instructor satisfaction assessment tool. 

Definition of Key Term  

Key terms and phrases relative to the current study were operationally defined as 

follows: 

1. MOOCs: Massive open online course (MOOC) is “The online platform that 

delivers learning material to any person who wants to take a course and has 

Internet access. A MOOC differs from a traditional online course in that it 

is usually free, does not offer credit, and features huge enrollment. Some 

MOOCs provide “certificates of completion” or course credit upon 

successfully passing course assignments and paying a small fee” 

(Bartolomeo, 2015, p. 17). 
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Fauvel and Yu (2016, p. 2) offer the following generic definition for 

MOOCs. 

Massive: they can accommodate thousands to tens of thousands of students 

taking the same course simultaneously. 

Open: they are freely accessible – anyone can register with no financial 

barriers, and there are no prerequisites or preconditions for learners. 

Online: they are accessed through a computing device (e.g. a computer, a 

smartphone or a tablet) with an Internet connection. 

Course: they offer a well-thought-out learning sequence, as opposed to 

unconnected learning objects or modules.  

2. MOOC/online Instructors: In this study, the term instructor and faculty 

member are used interchangeably to mean those individuals who teach a 

MOOC or online course at university level. In data collection in this study, 

MOOCs instructors are the individuals whose names are clearly identified 

in the platforms as instructors of a MOOC  

3. Online Instructors Satisfaction: Bolliger et al (2014) defined faculty 

satisfaction as the perception that the process of teaching in the online 

environment is efficient, effective, and beneficial for the individual. 

4. MOOC Instructors Satisfaction: On the basis of Oliver’s work (1977,1980), 

this is defined as the feeling derived from the instructor’s judgment of the 

difference between their expectations and their actual or perceived 

experience with regard to MOOCs, as well as their judgment as to whether 
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MOOCs as an educational system meets any expectations they may have 

about efficient, effective, and productive teaching and learning 

environments (i.e., including all aspects of the system related to student, 

instructor, virtual learning environment system and its integrated tools, 

teaching and learning process, and support). 

Research Purpose and Questions 

Research purpose. The purpose of this study was to develop and validate 

an instrument to measure instructor satisfaction in Massive Open Online Courses 

(MOOCs). I planned to develop a valid, reliable and adaptable tool that can be used 

by institutions and providers of MOOCs to assess instructor satisfaction and 

improve MOOCs quality. When I began this study, there was no instrument that 

empirically measures MOOCs instructors’ satisfaction in the literature. Thus, 

instrument could serve as a standardized assessment tool for measuring instructor 

satisfaction across MOOCs platforms and generate result that enable MOOCs to 

improve instructor satisfaction and the overall quality of MOOCs. In addition, this 

instrument may be used by MOOCs researchers in future research, which would 

contribute to the literature of MOOCs studies.  

This study was not designed to identify the best practices of teaching 

MOOCs. Rather, the construct this instrument was designed to measure is 

instructor satisfaction. This construct is one of the five pillars of the Sloan 

Consortium quality framework that needs to be assessed on an ongoing basis 

(Moore, 2002). 
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 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik (2014) defined online faculty satisfaction “as 

the perception that the process of teaching in the online environment is efficient, 

effective, and beneficial for the individual” (p.184). In the context of this study, 

MOOCs instructor satisfaction is defined as the satisfaction related to the 

perception that MOOC as an educational system (including all the aspect of the 

system related to student learning, instructor teaching, virtual learning environment 

system and its integrated tools, and support) meet the expectations for efficient, 

effective, and productive teaching and learning environment.  

MOOCs are among the latest innovations being introduced into the 

educational field. Thus, this study is timely and relevant because it develops and 

validates an instrument that measures MOOCs instructor satisfaction. 

Research questions. This research was guided by the following question:  

1. Which dimensions or factors are most useful in assessing MOOCs 

instructor satisfaction?  

2. To what extent do the estimates of the MOOCs Instructor Satisfaction 

Measure (MISM) validity and reliability fall within an acceptable 

range?  

Study Design 

This is a quantitative study used instrument development methods to 

develop the MISM and examine its validity and reliability. It used survey methods 

to gather data from study participants. This study used a combination of the 

instrument development steps mentioned in five frameworks (DeVellis, 2016; 
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Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; McCoach, Gable, & Madura, 2013; Netemeyer, 

Bearden, & Sharma, 2003; Wymer & Alves, 2013). For the purpose of this study, 

those steps were divided into three phases. Phase I: Purpose and Construct 

Definition; Phase II: Item Generation; Phase III: Instrument Validation. 

In Phase II, instrument items were generated using the Sloan Consortium’s 

framework, Expectation Confirmation Theory (Oliver, 1977, 1980) and Attractive 

Attribute Theory (Löfgrenv & Witell, 2008), an examination of relevant 

instruments and a broad review of the literature on instructor satisfaction.  

In Phase III, survey methods were used to gather data from participants 

during pilot and final tests of the MISM. To estimate validity of the instrument, I 

used exploratory factor analysis to explore theoretical structure and to provide 

evidence of construct based on the internal structure of items within the MISM. To 

estimate the reliability of the instrument I used Cronbach Alpha.  

Significance of the Study  

This study has both research and practical significance. On the basis of an 

extensive reviews of the literature and therefore to the best of my knowledge, there 

is no instrument to measure MOOCs instructors’ satisfaction in the literature. 

In general, “research on online instructor satisfaction is extremely limited in 

the field of higher education” (McLawhon & Cutright, 2012). More specifically, 

Veletsianos and Shepherdson, (2016) conducted a review of empirical studies that 

focus exclusively on MOOCs that were published in a peer-reviewed journal, or in 

conference proceedings in between 2013- 2015.   They found 183 empirical papers, 
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defining empirical papers as “those that gathered and analyzed primary or 

secondary data in their investigation” (p. 204).  They found that those 183 papers 

fall into five categories: student-focused (83.6%), design-focused (46.4%), 

instructor-focused (8.2%), context and impact (10.9%), and other (9.8%). Their 

analysis indicated that there is a limited research reported on instructor-related 

topics that support the significance of this instructor-related study. Therefore, this 

study is designed to help fill the gap in the literature, as well as to establish the base 

of literature related to developing instrument to measure the instructor satisfaction 

in MOOCs.  

In a practical way, this study will help the institutions and platforms 

involved in the delivery of MOOCs by providing a theoretically based yet practical 

and usable, instrument to measure MOOCs instructor satisfaction. The study could 

have several potential benefits to professionals in the MOOC education 

community. The field test of the MISM is designed to include instructors from 

different academic fields, institutions, and countries, which, if fruitful, will allow 

the results to be generalized to instructors who provide MOOCs in English around 

the world. Finally, the researcher hopes that by developing the instrument, other 

researchers will have a better tool to investigate the role of MOOC instructor’s 

satisfaction in the quality of MOOCs and other related variables.  
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Study Delimitation and Limitation  

Study delimitations. The scope and methods of the current study were 

delimited to make the implementation of this study more feasible.  The 

delimitations are described briefly, below. 

First, this study is delimited to MOOCs that used English as the language of 

teaching, and with assumption that instructors who teach these MOOCs would be 

able to answer an English survey.  

Second, since the primary purpose of this study is to develop and validate 

an instrument to measure MOOCs instructor satisfaction, and not to determine the 

level of instructors satisfaction inworld-wide MOOCs, this study is delimited to 

collect data from a sample of instructors who teach MOOCs in only these well-

established platforms: Coursera, edX, FutureLearn. 

Third, MOOC have been offered since 2011. The sample for the pilot and 

full study included instructor who have taught MOOCs in recent years, on 

particular since2014. 

Study limitations. Generalizability, conclusions, or inferences based on the 

results of this study should be considered with respect to the limitations listed 

below. 

First, the study relied on self-reported data (i.e., in response to items 

pertaining to different dimensions of instructor satisfaction), thus producing 

subjective information. However, the researcher assume that participants answered 

questions honestly and to the best of their ability.  
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Second, due to the short history of MOOCs as educational innovation, the 

literature in MOOCs instructor satisfaction is very limited, thus the researcher 

relied heavily on the online education literature to help provide a broad conception 

of instructor satisfaction, which included and subsumed MOOCs. 

Third, like any type of research, finding may be generalized only to the 

population that was assessed. MOOCs are provided worldwide and in different 

languages, although the population of this study was delimited to instructors 

teaching in MOOCs that are provided in English. Therefore, the instrument would 

need to be translated into and then tested in languages other than English before its 

generalizability to the larger population of MOOC instructors would be 

appropriate. However, even though this study’s pilot and field test samples were 

limited to instructors in MOOCs offered in English, these samples included courses 

that are provided by universities from different countries that are not essentially 

native-English speaking countries.  As a result, instructors from such diversity are 

expected to provide a broad demographic, and thus the results should be capable of 

being generalized to the larger population to some extent. 
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review 

 

Introduction  

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section is a discussion of 

the literature relevant to the research problem, specifically in regard to quality of 

MOOCs and role of instructor satisfaction. Even though quality is not directly 

measured in this study, it is an important component of MOOCs, and is given brief 

attention as a problem relevant to the context of this study. The second section is a 

review of related theoretical frameworks, specifically the Online Education Quality 

Framework, Expectation Confirmation Theory, and the Theory of Attractive 

Quality. The third section presents a review of the literature related to measurement 

and development procedures. The fourth section is a review of studies conducted 

on instructor satisfaction, the instrument used in those studies, and factors that 

influence and affect instructor satisfaction. The chapter concludes with a summary 

of the most relevant theories, instruments, and research in regard to this study. 

Review of Literature Relevant to the Research Problem 

Today, higher education system in the United Stated is still considered to be 

one of the best higher education systems in the entire world. In 2012, Universitas21 

ranked the US higher education system number one in the world (Cheng, 2012). 

However, higher education faces a new set of challenges, including the following: a 

new large number of students; the ever-increasing cost of tuition; and strong 
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competition from other countries such as China and India. These are the three 

challenges: access, cost, and quality, which are called higher education’s iron 

triangle (Daniel, et al. 2009; Immerwahr & Gasbarra, 2008).  

In higher education, MOOCs is a topic that has received much attention in 

recent years; due to its explosive growth. On the basis of my review of literature 

and my experience, I would argue that MOOCs, at least in theory, have the 

potential to solve the higher education’s iron triangle challenges: access, cost, and 

quality.  

In term of access, through MOOCs platforms, learning contents can be 

delivered to any person in the world who has access to the Internet, and there is 

virtually no limit for enrollment.  One platform, Coursera, offered 1000 courses 

from 112 universities in 2015. Further, another platform, FutureLearn had, 440,000 

students signed up for one session of a MOOC it offered in 2015 (Shah, 2015). 

In term of cost, most of the courses in MOOCs can be taken for free unless 

learners are seeking a certificate that has an average price about $49. On the other 

hand, if the learners are looking to earn credits by completing MOOCs, an average 

price is about $100 per credit hour. This price is cheaper than traditional face-to-

face courses or even online courses. 

 In term of quality, although this is very controversial issue, MOOCs have 

started to gain great acceptance in higher education. By 2016, there were more than 

35 MOOCs that students could take to receive credits (Straumsheim, 2015). 

Arizona State University, in partnership with edX, offers seven freshman-level 
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MOOCs with transferable college credit (Straumsheim, 2015). Charter Oak State 

College also offers official credits for specific credit-eligible MOOCs that are 

taught by MIT and University of California, as long as student complete these 

MOOCs and successfully pass the course with an 65% grade or higher and then pay 

a fee of $100 per credit hour. These credits are transferable to any institution that 

accepts credit form Charter Oak State College. Further, American Public 

University accepts some MOOCs as part of their online degrees. Finally, the 

American Council on Education (ACE) who organizes and sponsors the Alternative 

Credit Project recommends and accepts three MOOCs for credits that can be 

transferred directly to ACE Alternative Credit Project participating collages.  

In addition to courses credit, degrees can be granted by taking courses 

through MOOC platforms completely or partially, such as Georgia Tech’s Online 

Computer Science Master’s Degree with Udacity, the University of Illinois’ Online 

MBA Degree with Coursera, MIT’s MicroMaster’s with edX,  and the Master of 

Information Systems from the University of Colorado, Denver, with Coursera. 

However, the acceptance of some MOOCs for credits does not mean the problem 

of quality is fixed. There is still a lot to be done to improve MOOCs quality, and 

the increasing involvement of prominent universities and organizations will ensure 

that attention is given to this.  

The early advocates of MOOCs believe that they will provide free or low-

cost access to cutting edge courses that in return could drive down the cost of 

university-level education and possibly disrupt the current models of higher 
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education (Flynn, 2013; Yuan & Powell, 2013). On the other hand, critics of 

MOOCs believe that MOOCs might not be the revolutionary force that its 

advocates had imagined (Kolowich, 2013; Perelman, 2014). However, according to 

Amara’s law, individuals and organizations usually tend to overestimate the effects 

of technology in the short run and underestimated them in the long run (Kinser, 

2015). MOOCs are still in their first generation. From this perspective, it is still 

early to determine the effectiveness and impact of MOOCs now, and more 

appropriate to consider how MOOCs might be doing 5–10 years from now 

(Murphy, Williams, & Lennox, 2013). As usage of effective innovation may take 

about 30 years to mature (Fidler, 1997), MOOCs may come of age in the 2030s. 

 Models of MOOCs. The review of literature indicated that there are 

xMOOCs and cMOOCs. Some studies pointed out to the existence of these two 

models of MOOCs (e.g., Cole & Timmerman, 2015; Daniel, 2012; Jacoby, 2014; 

Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams, 2013; Rodriguez, 2012;). Of these, 

cMOOCs were started early in 2008, while xMOOCs were started in 2011.  

The main differences between xMOOC and cMOOC can be summarized in 

two points: First, the cMOOC is based on the learning theory of connectivism, a 

theory that developed by one of the cMOOC instructors, George Siemens (Jacoby, 

2014), while the xMOOC is based on cognitivist-behaviorist approach (Hew & 

Cheung, 2014). Second, in xMOOC, the design of the course and the role of 

instructors is similar to the one in traditional higher education online system.  The 

instructors provide the course content and tends to structure the course in manner 
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very similar to traditional course that include syllabus, readings, assignments, 

quizzes, activities, projects, and video of lectures. On the other hand, in cMOOCs, 

the design of the course and the role of instructors is much different than traditional 

online course. The instructors provide a course outline and the content of the course 

is defined by students as the course progressed. There is no syllabus, assignment, 

quizzes or any kind of assessment. Learner autonomy is emphasized, and students 

create their own personal learning environment and networks of co-learners 

(Connle, 2013).  

This study’s investigation is in the context of xMOOC. As mentioned 

earlier in the introduction chapter, whenever the word MOOC mentioned 

throughout this study, it always will be used in reference to xMOOC. It is the 

mainstream of MOOCs right now. Courses that are provided through platforms like 

edX, Coursera, FutureLearn, and Udacity are xMOOCs. 

Based on the chronological review of each MOOC model literature, Ebben 

and Murphy (2014) described them as two distinct phases of the MOOC 

phenomenon. This idea of two distinct chronological phases of MOOC 

phenomenon was supported by Bozkurt, Keskin and Waard, (2016) who 

investigated the trends in MOOC research apparent in theses and dissertations 

published between 2008 and 2015.  Bozkurt et al. (2016) pointed to these two 

models: the first-generation MOOCs (cMOOC), and a second-generation MOOC 

(xMOOC).  
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MOOCs quality. The educational quality of MOOCs is an ongoing 

question and that needs to be addressed by researchers and evaluators, as well as 

administrators and instructors. The issue of the quality of MOOCs is not new; some 

argue that MOOCs may have inherited some of the negative perceptions that online 

education is inferior to face-to-face education. This argument reflects the result 

from a study by Seaman (2009), which included responses from more than 10,700 

faculty from 69 colleges and universities across the country. More than one-third 

(34.4 percent) of the faculty members in this sample have taught online. The result 

showed that over 80 percent of faculty with no online teaching believe that the 

learning outcomes for online are inferior to those for face-to-face instruction. At the 

same time, over 90 percent of faculty with online teaching experience believe that 

the learning outcomes are as good as or better than in face-to-face instruction. 

The Sloan Consortium online education quality framework is one of the 

attempts to improve online quality, and to address questions and issues associated 

with the quality of MOOCs. The intent of this framework, which they view as an 

ongoing work in progress, is to help institutions identify goals and measure 

progress towards them. This framework includes five pillars of quality online 

education: learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, access, faculty satisfaction, 

and student satisfaction. According to Moore (2002), these pillars of quality need to 

be assessed on an ongoing basis.  

Role of faculty satisfaction. As mentioned above, faculty satisfaction is 

one of these five pillars of the quality framework. This illustrates the importance of 
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faculty satisfaction in teaching online, and how important it is for this construct to 

be assessed on an ongoing basis. Faculty Satisfaction is “the quality principle that 

recognizes faculty as central to quality learning” (Moore, 2005, p. 9). Shea et al. 

(2005) believe that faculty satisfaction is essential for adopting or continuing online 

teaching in higher education.  

Perhaps more importantly, faculty satisfaction has been closely tied to both 

student satisfaction and student success (Bolliger, & Wasilik 2009).  

Faculty satisfaction and student satisfaction are believed to impact each 

other (Moore, 2002). Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) recognized that student 

satisfaction was an important element in faculty satisfaction. “Student satisfaction 

is defined as the value students associate with their educational experiences in 

formal settings” (Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009, p 184). Bolliger et al (2009) argue that 

“when students are satisfied with their online learning experiences faculty may be 

more satisfied with their online teaching experience than when students are less 

satisfied” (p. 184). 

Job satisfaction. This review of literature found that there are two different 

approaches to the study of faculty satisfaction. The first approach, which pertains to 

this study, is faculty satisfaction that is focuses on the quality of online education. 

This approach defines instructor’s satisfaction as the instructors’ perception that the 

process of teaching and learning in the online environment is efficient, effective 

and that online teaching and learning meet expectations, and needs of teachers and 

learners (Bolliger et al. 2014). For the sake of differentiation, this approach will be 
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called instructor satisfaction. The second approach, which is of lesser interest to 

this study, is faculty job satisfaction. This approach is focused on the level of 

satisfaction that online faculty members have with their job itself (Hoekstra, 2013). 

This is more concerned with job- related issues such as benefits and salary 

received, promotion opportunities, training, intent to leave, and workload. 

The instructor satisfaction approach and job satisfaction approach may 

interact with each other. Therefore, a briefed review of the literature on online 

faculty job satisfaction and related theories is discussed here. 

McLawhon and Cutright, (2012) mentioned three theories in their 

theoretical framework, Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, Vroom’s expectancy theory, 

Hagedorn’s model of Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory. They summarized and 

related these three theories and their relationship to job satisfaction as follows. 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs describes the pattern that human motivations 

generally move through. These needs are organized in a hierarchy of levels, starting 

with physiological needs, and moving on to safety, belongingness and love, esteem, 

and self-actualization needs, respectively (McLawhon & Cutright, 2012).  

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory applies to job satisfaction as when the job and 

its environment meet the needs of the individual   

Vroom’s expectancy theory describes the choices individuals make about 

their work based on three variables. These variables are expectancy, which means 

perceived ability to successfully perform a task, instrumentality, which is making 

connection between success and reward, and valence, which is the value of the 



 

23 
 

expected reward. McLawhon and Cutright, (2012) mentioned this theory, but did 

not directly explain how it may be related to job satisfaction.  

Hagedorn’s model is based on Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory and 

contains two primary constructs for conceptualizing faculty job satisfaction, 

triggers and mediators. A trigger is a significant life event that could affect the 

entire self and view of life and consequently affect job satisfaction, such as a 

transfer to a new institution. On the other hand, a mediator is a variable such as a 

motivator, a demotivator, or demographics that produce interaction effect between 

variables and affect the relationship between variables. McLawhon and Cutright, 

(2012) related Herzberg’s model to job satisfaction as useful for categorizing 

factors that contribute to faculty job satisfaction. 

Theoretical Framework  

The Online Education Quality Framework. The Online Quality 

framework, the Sloan-C Framework, and the Online Learning Consortium’s (OLC) 

Five Pillars of Quality Online Education are different names for the same 

framework, developed by the Online Learning Consortium, previously known by 

Sloan Consortium (Sloan-C). The intent of this Sloan Consortium framework, 

which is always a work in progress, is to help institutions identify goals and 

measure progress towards them (Moore, 2002). This framework includes five 

pillars of quality online education: learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, 

access, faculty satisfaction, and student satisfaction (Figure 2.1, p. 21). These 
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pillars of quality need to be assessed on an ongoing basis (Moore, 2002). Faculty 

satisfaction is one of these five pillars. 

The story behind this framework goes back to 1997 when Frank Mayadas, 

President of the Online Learning Consortium, asserted strongly that any student in 

online education should have education that represents the quality of the provider’s 

overall institutional quality. “Any institution, he maintained, demonstrates its 

quality in five inter-related areas – learning effectiveness, access, cost-effectiveness 

and institutional commitment, faculty satisfaction, and student satisfaction” 

(Rajasingham, 2009 p. 60). These five inter-related areas have become the Sloan 

Consortium’s framework (Figure 2.1) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Five Pillars of Quality Online 
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This study is concerned with only the faculty satisfaction pillar. However, 

the other pillars are described briefly in this paragraph. First, the learning 

effectiveness pillar is concerned with ensuring that online students are provided 

with quality education equivalent to that of traditional students. The cost-

effectiveness pillar is concerned with achieving capacity enrollment as well as to 

control costs so that tuition is affordable yet sufficient to meet development and 

maintenance costs. The access pillar is concerned with ensuring that all qualified, 

motivated students are provided with the means to complete courses, degrees, or 

programs in their disciplines of choice. This includes providing access to the three 

areas of support: academic (such advising, and library); administrative (such as 

financial aid); and technical (such as help desk). Further, the student satisfaction 

pillar is concerned with ensuring that students are satisfied with their experience in 

learning online. Finally, the faculty satisfaction pillar is concerned with ensuring 

that instructors are satisfied online teaching experience. 

Expectation Confirmation Theory. Expectation Confirmation Theory 

(ECT), known also as the Expectation Disconfirmation Theory (EDT), is a theory 

that is developed in two papers by Oliver (1977, 1980).  The essence of this theory 

includes both (a) the initial expectation of an event, and (b) the subsequent 

evaluation after the event combine to determine satisfaction decision (i.e., the 

expectation-disconfirmation process).  Oliver ((1977, 1980) developed two models 

for the ECT. The first model includes three primary constructs: expectations, 

disconfirmation of beliefs, and satisfaction. The second model include four primary 

constructs, the three from the first model plus perceived performance. Lankton, and 
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McKnight (2012) named the model with three constructs as the Simplified Model 

(Figure 2.2) and the one with four constructs as the Complete Model (Figure 2.3) 

 

 

 
Figure 2.2. Expectation Disconfirmation Theory, simplified model, by Oliver 

(1980) 

 

 
Figure 2.3. Expectation Disconfirmation Theory, complete model, by Oliver (1980) 
 

 

According to Oliver (1980), there may be three different results from the 

disconfirmation process. First, when the performance tops expectations, then 

positive disconfirmation happens. Second, when performance is lower than 

individual's expectations, then negative disconfirmation happens. Third, when 

performance is equal to individual's expectations, then simple confirmation 

happens. The level of satisfaction is based upon the level of confirmation 
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(Oliver,1980). Therefore, positive disconfirmation brings about satisfaction, and 

negative disconfirmation brings about dissatisfaction, while simple confirmation 

brings about either satisfaction or neutral state (Oliver,1980). 

Kano’s Theory of Attractive Quality - The Kano Model.  About 30 years 

ago, a Japanese professor named Kano developed the Theory of Attractive Quality, 

also known as the Kano model. This theory is usually used for measuring quality 

and customer satisfaction (Witell, Löfgren, & Dahlgaard, 2013). The goal of this 

theory is to gain a better understanding of the relationship between quality 

attributes and satisfaction, and to improve quality through the classification of 

quality attributes and identify customer needs more specifically (Paraschivescu & 

Cotîrlet, 2012). In light of this theory’s goal and main elements, it could be adapted 

and used to evaluate various aspects of MOOCs education quality based on faculty 

satisfaction. This theory also supports investigations of the role of various MOOCs 

quality attributes as factors that contribute to faculty satisfaction.  

The Kano model categorizes quality attributes into five categories based on 

the relationship between the presence or degree of achievement of that quality 

attribute and the perceived satisfaction of that attribute (Hogstrom, Rosner, & 

Gustafsson, 2010). The five categories of the quality are: must-be quality, attractive 

quality, one-dimensional quality, indifferent quality, and reverse quality (Verduyn, 

2013). The meaning of each category as applied to MOOCs may be explained as 

follows.  
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1. Must-be Attributes. This includes those attributes that must be present. 

In the context of MOOC education, these are considered by instructors 

to be basic requirements for quality MOOC education. If they are not 

present or not achieved, MOOC quality will be lower and instructors 

will be dissatisfied. On the other hand, if they are present or achieved, 

they do not increase instructor satisfaction (Verduyn, 2013, p. 4). 

2.  One-dimensional attributes. In the context of MOOC education, these 

are desired quality attributes that instructors could use or provide. 

Instructor satisfaction is proportional to the level of their presence and 

performance. Instructor should be able to identify them easily (Verduyn, 

2013, p. 3). 

3. Attractive attributes. These attributes are neither required nor expected. 

In the context of MOOC education, an instructor does not know that 

s/he wants such attributes or if they existed before using MOOCs, but 

once s/he finds out they exist and can be provided them, they will bring 

higher satisfaction. However, they do not cause any dissatisfaction when 

missed because the instructor never expected them in the first place 

(Verduyn, 2013, p. 5). 

4. Neutral attributes.  These attributes are not required, desired or 

attractive. In the context of MOOC education, they tend not to affect 

instructor satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Verduyn, 2013, p. 6). 
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Figure 2.4. Kano model as suggested by Hogstrom et al. (2010, p 6). 

 

5. Reverse attributes. These are negative attributes. In the context of 

MOOC education, instructors tend to be dissatisfied when present and 

satisfied when absent (Verduyn, 2013, p. 6). 

One important aspect of these quality attributes is that they are considered 

dynamic by the theory of attractive quality (Hogstrom et al. 2010). In other words, 

over time, a feature may change from satisfactory to unsatisfactory, or shift from 

one category to another. Therefore, what is considered or classified as an attractive 

attribute today may be become a desired quality or basic quality over time. Figure 

2.4 shows a representation of the Kano model as suggested by Hogstrom et al. 

(2010). 

Classification of each quality attribute into one of Kano model five categorizes is 

achieved by using a Kano-styled questionnaire (Hogstrom et al., 2010).  
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Figure 2.5 Kano methodology (adopted from Löfgren &Witell, 2008, p. 61). 

 

According to Hogstrom et al. (2010), a Kano questionnaire uses two question for 

each quality attribute.  The first question asks if the quality attribute exists, which is 

the functional form of the question, while the second question asks if the quality 

attribute does not exist, which is the dysfunctional form of the question. By 

combining the two answers, the quality attribute then can be classified in one of 

Kano model five categories, as shown in Figure 2.5.  
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Review of Measurement, Assessment, and Evaluation  

Definitional features of measurement. Stevens (1946) defined as 

measurement as “the assignment of numerals to objects or events according to rule” 

(p. 677). Bruschi (2016) believed such definition of measurement is “incorrect, or 

at least ambiguous” and claimed that “measurement is never of objects, but of 

proprieties of which objects are holders” (p. 11). Finkelstein (2009) defined 

measurements as “a process of empirical, objective assignment of symbols to 

attributes of objects and events of the real world in such a way as to represent them, 

or to describe them” (p. 1271). He also included several definitional 

features/properties of measurement arising from this definition.  

1. Measurement provides an objective description of the measurand. 

The description is not merely a matter of opinion or feeling. It is 

invariant in rational discourse. 

2. Measurement is verifiable. Given a specification of the measurement 

process the same symbolic description of a measurand should in 

principle be obtainable by any observer. 

3. Measurement is based on a well-defined empirical process of 

observation. It is thus a basis of justified, true belief; in other words, 

it is the basis of true knowledge. 

4. Measurement is not naming. It provides descriptions of relations of 

the property manifestation measures to other manifestations of the 

same property. 
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5. The value of a measurement process depends upon the richness of 

the relations it can represent. 

6. Measures are descriptions of great conciseness. A single number 

tells us what it would take many words to express. 

7. Measurement gives, further, a description that is precise, pinpointing 

by a single number a particular entity, where a verbal description 

indicates a range of similar but differing things. (p. 1271) 

 

 Finally, in his definition of measurement, Thorndike (1991) both reflects and 

summarizes many of Bruschi’s and Finkelstein’s ideas.  

Measurement in any field involves three common steps: (1) identifying 

and defining the quality or the attribute that is to be measured, (2) 

determining the set of operations by which the attribute may be isolated 

and displayed, and (3) establishing a set of procedures or definitions for 

translating observations into quantitative statements of degree or 

amount. An understanding of these steps and of the difficulties that 

each present provides a sound foundation for understanding the 

procedures and problems of measurement in psychology and education. 

(p. 9)  

 

 Features of assessment, and evaluation as they apply to this study. Chase 

(1999) viewed assessment as an umbrella term and described it as “the broad area 



 

33 
 

of monitoring, or taking stock of, the performance of students or the impact of 

programs. It involves a variety of procedures, both quantitative and non-

quantitative” (p. 4). In this study, assessment refers to the procedures used to take 

stock of the quality and impact of MOOCs, which are reflected in the five pillars of 

quality online education identified by Moore (2002). Of particular interest to this 

study is the assessment of instructor satisfaction. Consistent with the definitions of 

measurement presented above, quantitative procedures involved in the assessment 

of instructor satisfaction include the identification of relevant attributes or 

dimensions of instructor satisfaction, as well as the development and use of 

procedures to gather, score, and interpret evidence relevant to those attributes or 

dimensions. As described previously, the frameworks and methods provided by 

Oliver (1977, 1980) and Kano (e.g., Hogstrom et al., 2010; Löfgren & Witell, 

2008) was serve as primary sources to inform and guide the development of the 

MISM and procedures for administering it, scoring it, and interpreting results.  

 The literature on program evaluation is as complex as the literature on 

measurement and assessment (e.g., Alkin, 2004; Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991; 

Worthen & Sanders, 1973).  

Literature on theory and practice in education evaluation has some relevance to this 

study, so key ideas apparent in this literature was reviewed here.  First, as described 

by Bloom and his colleagues, evaluation involves critique or judgment (Anderson 

& Krathwohl, 2001; Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwohl, 1956). A second 

key idea presented in collections cited above is that evaluation focus on educational 
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programs, which may vary in size and which may contain any number of features. 

Thus, it is common to talk about the evaluation of educational programs (e.g., Joint 

Committee on Educational Evaluation Standards, 1981, 1994; Yarbrough, Shulha, 

Hopson, & Caruthers, 2001). The specific educational programs of interest in this 

study are MOOCs. Third, many of the theorists included in collections cited above 

indicate that judgments about educational programs and their features require at 

least two elements: (a) the collection, organization, and analysis of data that 

describe how the program and its relevant features work; and (b) the selection of a 

set of standards, criteria, and/or values against which those data are to be compared 

and judged. Of these elements, (a) reflects the description of assessment presented 

above. Further, both of these elements are apparent in the major features of the 

Expectation Disconfirmation Theory by Oliver (1980) presented in Figure 2.3 (p. 

26), specifically performance and expectations. The final key idea is that evaluation 

results should be useful to and usable by program administers and other key 

stakeholders, such as MOOC instructors (Joint Committee, 1981, 1994; Patton, 

1997; Yarbrough et al., 2001). Given these key features, MOOC instructors may 

assume multiple roles in program evaluation: as collectors of assessment data 

(performance); in the selection of standard, criteria or values against which data 

about MOOCs can or should be judged, and even as one source of these 

(expectations); as evaluators who compare data against criteria or values 

(disconfirmation); and as users of the results of such evaluations. These multiple 

roles may apply to any of Moore’s (2002) five pillars presented in Figure 2.1 (p. 
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24), including instructor satisfaction. In summary, I intend to consider and account 

for these roles as part of the design, development, and validation of the MISM. 

Review of literature on instrument development and validation.  Over 

the past 20 years, a number of authors in the fields of psychology and education 

have described the steps or procedures that should be taken to develop a new 

instrument to be used for assessment or evaluation purposes. The steps outlined and 

described by five authors are presented below to illustrate variations in the 

literature about these steps. After presenting each, I summarized all five approaches 

in one chart in an effort to identify their similarities and differences.  

Two of these approaches consist of a small number of general or broad 

steps. Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma, (2003, p. 16) also identified 4 major steps 

in the instrument development process: 

1. construct definition and content domain;  

2. generating, judging measurement items; 

3. designing and conducting studies to develop a scale; and 

4. finalize a scale. 

Similarly, Wymer and Alves (2013, pp. 70- 75) identified 4 major steps in the 

instrument development process: 

1. construct definition and specification; 

2. item generation, judging, and measurement; 

3. scale refinement and validation; and 

4. cross-validation. 
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Two of additional approaches have split the instrument development and validation 

process into a larger number of more specific steps. 

Hinkin, Tracey, and Enz, (1997, p. 4) identified 7 major steps in the 

instrument development process. 

1. item Generation; 

2. content adequacy assessment; 

3. questionnaire administration; 

4. factor analysis; 

5. internal consistency assessment; 

6. construct validation; and 

7. replication. 

Further, in his book on scale development, DeVellis, (2016, pp. 105 - 146) 

identified 8 major steps in the instrument development process: 

1. determine clearly what it is you want to measure;  

2. generate an item pool; 

3. determine the format for measurement; 

4. have initial item pool review by experts;  

5. consider inclusion of validation items;  

6. administer item to a development sample;  

7. evaluate the items; and  

8. optimize scale length. 
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Finally, in their book on developing instruments in the affective domain, 

McCoach, Gable, and Madura, (2013, p. 278) present the most detailed set of steps 

in the instrument development process. The 16 major steps they listed are: 

1. specify the purpose of the instrument; 

2. confirm that there are no existing instruments that will adequately 

serve your purpose; 

3. describe the constructs and provide preliminary conceptual 

definitions; 

4. specify the dimensions of the construct(s); 

5. develop final conceptual definitions for each dimension based on 

a thorough literature review; 

6. generate operational definitions—generate/select items for each of 

the dimensions; 

7. select a scaling technique, select/generate response scales;     

8. match items back to dimensions, ensuring adequate content 

representation of each dimension; 

9. conduct a judgmental review of the items; 

10. develop directions for responding; create final version of survey 

(including formatting, demographic questions, etc.);  

11. pre-pilot instrument with a small number of respondents from 

the target group. Make any necessary revisions based on their 

feedback; 
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12. gather pilot data from a sample that is as representative as 

possible of your target population; 

13. conduct EFA, reliability analyses, initial examination of item 

and scale properties; 

14. revise the instrument based on the initial pilot data analyses; 

15. conduct a second pilot study followed by CFA, reliability 

analyses, additional examination of item and scale properties. 

16. prepare test manual and/or manuscript based on results of steps 

1-15. 

 

Table 2.1 (p. 39) presents a comparative charting of the steps included in all 

five of these approaches to the instrument development and validation process. A 

comparison of the steps in the five works shows that they all shared three major 

features: construct definition, items generation, and instrument validation. 

McCoach et al. (2013) provided the more detailed steps. They have two steps at the 

beginning of their list, where the other four do not. These two steps may seem to be 

so obvious that other four work did not need to emphasis them, but this may not be 

the case with naïve or new researchers who need more comprehensive steps. 

McCoach et al. (2013) and Hinkin et al. (1997) gave more detailed steps regarding 

the reliability and validity of the instrument. They mentioned some statically 

analysis to help find the reliability and validity of the instrument such as factor 

analysis. 
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Table 2.1.  

A Comparison of Approaches for Developing and Validating Instruments 
McCoach, Gable, and 

Madura, (2013) 
DeVellis, 

(2016) 
Hinkin, 

Tracey, and  

Enz, (1997) 

Netemeyer, 

Bearden, and 

Sharma, 

(2003) 

Wymer and  

Alves (2013) 

Specify the purpose of the 

instrument   
    

Confirm that there are no 

existing instruments  
    

Describe the constructs 

and provide preliminary 

conceptual definitions  

 
 

Determine 

clearly what it 

is you want to 

measure     

 

  

 

 

Construct 

definition and 

content 

domain 

 

 

 

Construct 

definition and 

specification 

Specify the dimensions of 

the construct(s) 
 

Develop final conceptual 

definitions for each 

dimension  

 

Generate operational 

definitions generate items 

for each of the dimensions   

 
Generate an 

item pool 

 

Item 

Generation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Generating, 

judging 

measurement 

items 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item 

generation, 

judging, and 

measurement 

Select a scaling technique, 

generate response scales  
Determine the 

format  
 

Match items back to 

dimensions, ensuring 

adequate content 

representation of each 

dimension   

Have initial 

item pool 

review by 

expert  

 
Content 

Adequacy 

Assessment 

Conduct a judgmental 

review of the items  
 Consider 

inclusion of 

validation 

items  

 

Develop directions for 

responding; create final 

version of survey (e.g., 

formatting, demographic 

questions, etc.)   

  

Pre-pilot instrument. 

Make revisions based on 

their feedback  

 

Administer 

item to a 

development 

sample 

 

Questionnaire 

Administration 

 

Designing and 

conducting 

studies to 

develop a 

scale 

Scale 

refinement 

and validation 

Gather pilot data from a 

sample  

Conduct EFA, reliability 

analyses, initial 

examination of item and 

scale properties   
 

 

 

Evaluate the 

item  

 

Factor 

Analysis 

 

 

 

Finalize a 

scale 

Internal 

Consistency 

Assessment 

Cross-

validation 

Construct 

Validation 
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Revise the instrument 

based on the initial pilot 

data analyses  

Optimize scale 

length 
  

Conduct a second pilot 

study followed by CFA, 

reliability analyses, 

additional examination of 

item and scale properties 

    

Prepare test manual 

and/or manuscript based 

on results of steps 1-15. 

    

 

Review of Relevant Research 

Existing measures of faculty satisfaction. On the basis of my review of this 

literature and therefore to the best of my knowledge, there is no instrument to 

measure MOOCs instructor satisfaction in the literature. However, in the literature I 

did find two instruments for measuring instructor satisfaction in online education, 

which I reviewed in this section. In addition, there are other instruments in the 

literature that have been used to assess instructor’s satisfaction in online education, 

but they were not developed for use in other studies, and limited attention was 

given to their validity and reliability. For this reason, these other instruments was 

reviewed in the following section where I review studies of instructor satisfaction.   

The two measures included in this section are the ones developed for use by 

others, and where more attention was given to their validity and reliability. One of 

these is an instrument called the Online Faculty Satisfaction Survey (OFSS). The 

OFSS was developed by Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) and is used to measure 

perceived faculty satisfaction in the context of the online learning environment. 

They conducted a study to investigate and confirm factors affecting the satisfaction 

of online faculty. They administered the OFSS to 102 instructors who had taught at 
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a small research non-profit university in the USA. They developed 26 Items for the 

three subscales: (a) student related issues, (b) instructor-related issues, and (c) 

institutional related issues, respectively 14, 8, and 4 items. According to the 

authors: 

Most of the factor loadings on the student and instructor dimensions 

were satisfactory and explained 32.98% of the variance. Some 

loadings on these subscales were complex, and five items loaded on 

a different factor than initially anticipated. Three items were 

expected to load on the teacher-related factor but loaded on the 

student subscale, and two items loaded on the instructor instead of 

the student factor. …Twenty-two items had loadings more than 

0.40; other loadings were fair. The total variance explained by the 

three extracted factors was 40.29%. (p. 111) 

The three sets of factors were found to affect satisfaction of faculty in the 

online environment. The result also showed that student factors had the greatest 

influence on the satisfaction of online faculty. The respondents were more satisfied 

with the fact that online education provides student flexible and convenient access 

to course. 

The instrument’s internal consistency (reliability) of this instrument was 

determined using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Table 2.2 , p. 42).   

The second measure of instructor satisfaction is instrument called the 

Online Instructor Satisfaction Measure (OISM), also developed by (Bolliger, Inan, 
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Table 2.2 

Data on OFSS’s Internal Consistency (Bollinger & Wasilik, 2009, p. 113) 
 

 

 

 

& Wasilik, 2014). The OISM is a revised version of the OFSS that previously 

developed by Bolliger and Wasilik (2009). In the OISM, Bolliger et al (2014) 

divided faculty satisfaction into five factors: instructor-to-student interaction, 

affordances, institutional support, student-to-student interaction, and course design/ 

development/teaching. This is a self-reported measure of instructor satisfaction for 

use within the context of teaching in the online environment. They began with four 

faculty satisfaction significant themes in online education literature: interaction 

between students and peers and between instructors and students; (b) instructor 

planning, designing, and delivering online instruction; (c) necessary institutional 

support; and (d) affordances of online teaching and learning. On the basis of prior 

work on the OFSS and this literature review, they developed the OISM and 

submitted it for expert panel review. Then, they conducted a pilot study in which 

they administered this instrument to 168 instructors who taught courses in the 

online environment at a large, public western university. They used an exploratory 
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factor analysis to confirm their hypothesized five-factor model: Instructor-to-

Student Interaction, Affordances, Institutional Support, Student-to-Student 

Interaction, and Course Design/Development/Teaching. They generated 27-item for 

the OISM, which they claimed to be psychometrically sound with a good factor 

structure and high internal reliability coefficients for the instrument and its 

subscales. 

The OISM’s internal consistency (reliability) was determined using 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Table 2. 3) 

Table 2.3 

Data on OISM’s Internal Consistency (Bollinger et al., 2014, p.191) 

 

 

Studies of MOOC and Online instructor satisfaction. According to the 

Sloan-C framework (Moore, 2002), faculty satisfaction means that faculty 

experience teaching online as effective, personally rewarding and professionally 

beneficial. Bolliger et al. (2014) defined faculty satisfaction “as the perception that 

the process of teaching in the online environment is efficient, effective, and 

beneficial for the individual”.  On the basis of Oliver’s (1977,1980), MOOC 

Instructors Satisfaction is defined as the feeling derived from the instructor’s 

judgment of the difference between their expectations and their actual or perceived 

experience with regard to MOOCs, as well as their judgment as to whether MOOCs 
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as an educational system meets any expectations they may have about efficient, 

effective, and productive teaching and learning environments (i.e., including all 

features of the system related to student, instructor, virtual learning environment 

system and its integrated tools, teaching and learning process, and support) 

The studies related to faculty satisfaction in MOOCs are extremely limited 

because MOOCs are still considered to be a relatively new phenomenon. My 

review of the literature indicated that most of the MOOC studies are focused on the 

topics related to completion, retention, understating students’ dropout behaviors, 

and developing dropout prediction tools (e.g., Schulze, 2014; Wang & Baker, 2015; 

Ye & Biswas, 2014; Onah, Sinclair, & Boyatt, 2014; Rosé, Carlson, Yang, Wen, 

Resnick, Goldman, & Sherer, 2014).  

This conclusion is supported by a recent review of the literature by 

Veletsianos and Shepherdson (2016). Their review of the literature focused 

exclusively on empirical MOOC studies that are published in peer-reviewed 

journals and in conference proceedings during the period between 2013- 2015.   

They found 183 empirical papers that meet their definition and selection criterion: 

papers that collected and analyzed primary or secondary data in their inquiry. They 

found that these papers fell into five categories: student-focused (83.6%), design-

focused (46.4%), instructor-focused (8.2%), or context and impact (10.9%), other 

(9.8%). Student-related areas were addressed in 83.6% of the papers, which 

included subtopics such as learner behaviors, performance, learner participation 

and interaction, learner perceptions and preferences, learner experiences, 
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motivation, and demographics. The topics of completion and retention, and analysis 

of learner subpopulations regarding their completion and dropout (or stopout) rates 

were two popular areas of research in student-related papers. 

 Veletsianos and Shepherdson (2016) analysis also showed that there was a 

limited number of studies conducted on MOOC instructor-related topics (8.2%, or 

15 studies). This provides additional evidence regarding the significance of this 

study and, by extension, of the need for a valid an instrument to measure MOOC 

instructor satisfaction.  

  My review of the literature also found a very small number of studies of 

MOOC faculty satisfaction. Evans and Myrick’s (2015) study appears to be the 

only study that has been done on MOOC faculty satisfaction so far. Evans and 

Myrick (2015) did not develop any instrument to directly measure MOOCs faculty 

satisfaction; rather, their study mainly investigated how MOOC instructors viewed 

the pedagogy and purposes of MOOCs. However, at the end of their survey to 162 

MOOCs instructors, the researchers included items pertaining to faculty 

satisfaction, first by asking respondents to respond to three items on a 5-point 

Likert-type scale “I enjoy teaching MOOCs” “I am satisfied teaching MOOCs” 

and, “I find teaching MOOCs to be satisfying experience for me”. Internal 

reliability was high for these three items, and the mean was well above the 

midpoint of the scale, indicating a high level of satisfaction among the participants 

(α = .93, M = 4.07, SD = .88). Evans and Myrick (2015) used a second indicator of 

satisfaction by asking respondents if they would consider teaching another MOOC. 
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The majority said yes (66%) or maybe (17.9%), while a minority said no (1.9%) or 

reported that they were unsure (4.9%).  

In light of Veletsianos and Shepherdson’s (2016) review and my own 

review of the research literature on MOOC instructor satisfaction, a review of 

studies of online instructor satisfaction was undertaken. This is justifiable because 

MOOCs are considered to be online courses, with qualification that MOOC “is an 

online course with two additional features: openness and massiveness” (AlDahdouh 

& Osório, 2016, p.48).   

Shea et al. (2005) believe that faculty satisfaction is essential for adopting 

or continuing of online teaching in higher education. They conducted a study that 

asked a sample of 913 professors from community colleges, four-year colleges, and 

university centers to define possible obstacles to the continued growth in adoption 

of online teaching in higher education. They developed an instrument of 35 items 

survey using a five-point Likert-type scale in which participants responded to 

statements about their online teaching experience. They used factor and regression 

analysis and concluded that four factors (variables) are significantly associated with 

faculty satisfaction and their likelihood to adopt or continue online teaching. These 

four variables included: levels of interaction in the online course, technical support, 

a positive learning experience in developing and teaching the course, and the 

discipline area in which the faculty taught. In general, nearly 90 percent of faculty 

in this study reported that they were satisfied with online teaching, they would like 
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to teach an online course again, or would recommend online teaching to a 

colleague, and that their students learned a great deal in their online course. 

Ward (2007) investigated a relationship between seven predictors of the 

level of satisfaction among higher education faculty members with developing and 

teaching fully online courses: competency, time, resources, participation, 

institutional rewards, intrinsic rewards, and course management delivery platform. 

The result showed that intrinsic rewards, competency, and course management 

delivery system were significant predictors of faculty members’ satisfaction, while 

participation, institutional rewards, resources, and time were not significant (Table 

2.4). 

Table 2.4 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Faculty Satisfaction 

(Ward, 2007, p.148) 
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Ward (2007) also investigated whether demographic variables affect the 

satisfaction of faculty (i.e., gender; ethnic group, highest academic degree, 

academic rank, age, number of years in higher education, number of years faculty 

spent developing or teaching fully online courses, and course management systems 

used by faculty). The result showed that none of the demographic variables 

significantly affected the satisfaction of faculty. 

Niklason (2012) conducted a dissertation to determine the general level of 

satisfaction with online teaching and learning at Weber State University (WSU), 

and to investigate whether the level of faculty satisfaction with the online learning 

environment had any relationship to the mean rate of successful online course 

completion of students of those faculties. She used a revised version of OFSS 

developed by Bolliger and Wasilik (2009). The revised instrument included six 

constructs: (1) student-to-student interaction, (2) teacher-to-student interaction, (3) 

considerations of course design/development/teaching, (4) institutional support, (5) 

attitudes, and (6) affordances. The result showed that faculty is generally satisfied 

with the online learning environment at WSU. Student-to-student interaction 

related issues reduced overall satisfaction the most, while affordance issues 

increased overall satisfaction the most. The result also showed that instructor 

satisfaction with the online learning environment has small but significant, positive 

correlation with student success in an online course. 

Curran (2013) replicated Bolliger and Wasilik’s (2009) study. He explored 

the influence of the same three factors on online faculty satisfaction at a for-profit 
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institution: student-related, instructor-related, and institution-related factors. He 

used the OFSS and used similar procedures and analysis of Bolliger and Wasilik’s 

(2009) study, and compared his findings on online faculty satisfaction in for-profit 

institution to Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) findings on online faculty satisfaction in 

the non-profit institution. Curran’s result showed that all three factors on the survey 

contributed to overall faculty satisfaction. The result also showed student-related 

factor was the most significant. In general, the level of faculty satisfaction with 

online teaching was moderately satisfied. Curran also examined the effect of 

personal factor: gender, language status, years of online teaching, and age. He 

found that language status is a significant satisfaction variable for faculty who are 

non-native English speakers. Those faculty had higher levels of satisfaction levels 

than did native English-speaking faculty. 

 Al-Zahrani (2015) used Bollinger et al.’s (2014) OISM instrument to 

examine faculty satisfaction with online teaching in Saudi Arabia. He also 

investigated if there was a significant difference in faculty satisfaction levels-based 

gender, position, teaching experience, Internet experience, and workload. Al-

Zahrani (2015) used a survey questionnaire that included two sections. The first 

section collected information about gender, qualification, teaching experience, 

Internet experience, and workload. The second section was the OISM. The survey 

questionnaire was administered to 104 participants. The result showed that 

instructors were less satisfied with institutional support and highly satisfied 

student-to-student interaction, instructor-to-student interaction, affordances, and 
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course design, development, and teaching. However, the result also showed that the 

suggested factors including gender, position, teaching experience, Internet 

experience, and workload had no significant effect on instructor satisfaction. These 

results are inconsistent with the findings of Shea et al. (2005) who reported that 

instructor satisfaction was affected by level of interaction, support, learning 

experience in teaching online, and the discipline area.  

Bolliger’s faculty satisfaction factors. The five factors included in 

Bolliger et al.’s (2014) OSIM are considered significant for this study for 

developing MOOC instructor satisfaction measure, particularly because the OISM 

was based on a measure of online instructor satisfaction, the OFSS that had been 

developed previously by Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) as well as on their review of 

more recent research. Therefore, these five factors are given greater attention and 

reviewed more carefully in the context of online education and MOOCs in 

following sections. 

Instructor-to-student interaction. Bolliger et al. (2014) defined instructor-

to-student interaction as “the format, type, frequency, and quality of two-way 

communication and interaction with online students to facilitate student 

engagement and learning” (p. 187). Quality of online teaching can be enhanced by 

effective interactions between instructors and students (Bolliger et al., 2014; 

Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009; Mandernach, Dailey-Hebert & Donnelli-Sallee, 2007; 

Shea, Pickett, & Li,2005; Sher, 2009). The interactions between instructors and 

students in online education can and does take several forms, including email, 
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video and text chat, threaded discussion, feedback, and grading (Mandernach et al., 

2007). Hartman, Dziuban, and Moskal, (2000) reported 97% of the faculty in their 

sample of 45 faculty members, indicated the amount of interaction in their online 

classes was greater than in the same courses taught in a traditional mode.  

Wasilik and Bolliger (2009) found that more satisfied online instructors had 

a high level of interaction with online students compared to less satisfied 

instructors. Khalil & Ebner, (2014) explained that student to instructor interactions 

is the interaction between students and experts, which create an environment that 

encourages students to understand the content better. Students with high level of 

interaction with the online course instructor and other students reported greater 

level of learning than their peers who had lower level of interaction (Wuensch, 

Aziz, Ozan, Kishore, & Tabrizi, 2008).  

The review of the MOOC literature showed mix result regarding the 

instructor’s willingness to interact with students. Some instructors refused or prefer 

not to interact with students (as cited in Hew & Cheung, 2014), while some other 

instructors rarely interacted with or had a minimal level of interact with students (as 

cited in Hew& Cheung, 2014). Many instructors interact through forum by posting 

once or twice a week (Kolowich, 2013). On the other hand, some instructors set up 

online office hours to address student questions (Martin, 2012; Rodriguez, 2012), 

or used live video chatting applications to live exchanges with students (Duneier, 

2012).  
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Student-to-student interaction. Bolliger et al. (2014) defined student-to-

student interaction as “the quality and quantity of active communication, 

interaction, and collaboration among online students that supports and facilitates 

student learning” (p. 187).  Student-to-student interaction happens in the presence 

or in the absence of the instructors, and it refers to the exchange of knowledge and 

ideas between students (Moore, 1989). Sher, (2009) found that both student-student 

and student-instructor interactions are significant factors to the level of student 

learning and satisfaction in online education. In her monograph on distance 

education, Meyer (2002) reviewed the online learning literature and concluded that 

quality learning is largely the result of the right amount of interaction with the 

faculty, other students, and content.  

Student-to-student interaction also can take many forms including sharing 

resources and knowledge, working in a project together, posting in discussion 

forum, collaborating, peer reviewing, tutoring each other, and through using social 

networks like Facebook, Twitter, and blogs. Faculty in online education are 

satisfied when their students when they are actively sharing ideas, experiences, and 

opinions (Bolliger et al., 2014). 

Khalil and Ebner, (2014) pointed out to interaction between students, 

especially by participating in discussion forums, was one of the keys to promoting 

student to success in and completion of their MOOCs. Yang, Sinha, Adamson, & 

Rosé, (2013) used student participation in these forums, as a predictor of 

completion and dropout from MOOCs. They found that social factors affect 
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dropout. In addition, student interaction in MOOCs helps them develop new ideas, 

make friends, and express themselves (Mak, Williams, & Mackness 2010). 

One of the advantages of MOOCs is their potential to provide instructors 

with greater insight into student interaction. Famous MOOCs platforms such as 

Coursera, edX, and Udacity track the interactions each student has with the course 

materials, and with one another (Kolowich, 2013). These data on student 

interactions give professors the ability to identify which students are working and 

which ones are not, as well as inform them about their assessment methods and 

materials (Kolowich, 2013). Such data could have a positive or negative influence 

on instructors’ satisfaction, but such data are hard to come by in the traditional 

classroom. 

Course design/development/teaching. Bolliger et al. (2014) defined this 

factor as “instructor satisfaction derived from the teaching process that involves 

online course design, development, delivery, and student” (p. 187).  Two main 

issues related to this factor have been reported in the literature: time and workload. 

The increased time commitment necessary for preparing and facilitating online 

courses was commonly noted as a barrier to faculty satisfaction (Bhati, Mercer, 

Rankin, & Thomas, 2010; Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy, 2012; Seaman, 2009).  In the 

survey conducted by Seaman, (2009) which included 10,700 faculty from 69 

colleges and universities across the country, over one-third (34.4%) of them have 

taught online, indicated increasing of workload in online education. Nearly 64 

percent of faculty said it takes “somewhat more” or “a lot more” effort to teach 



 

54 
 

online compared to a face-to-face course, while over 85 percent of the faculty with 

online course development experience said it takes “somewhat more” or “a lot 

more” effort for online course development.  

A survey of 103 professors who have taught MOOCs shows that the process 

of designing, developing, and teaching in MOOC is time consuming (Kolowich, 

2013). “Typically, a professor spent over 100 hours on his MOOC before it even 

started, by recording online lecture videos and doing other preparation” (Kolowich, 

2013 p. 7). According to the same survey, one of professor of electrical engineering 

at the University of California at Berkeley, who has co-taught three MOOCs for 

Coursera said “It takes an immense amount of work to produce an adequate 

MOOC" (p. 9). 

Institutional support. Bolliger et al. (2014) defined this factor as “instructor 

satisfaction derived from the amount, quality, and timeliness of support provided 

by their institutions to assist them in the design and delivery of online courses 

efficiently and effectively” (p. 187). Seaman (2009) identified eight dimensions of 

institutional support: technological infrastructure, support for online development, 

support for online delivery, support for online students, policy on intellectual 

property, recognition in tenure and promotion, incentives for developing online, 

and incentives for delivering online. The result of Seaman’s (2009) survey of 

10,700 faculty members showed that faculty rated support in seven of the eight 

dimensions as below average at their institution (i.e., in all but technological 

infrastructure).  
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Affordances. Bolliger et al. (2014) defined this factor as “instructor 

satisfaction derived from functionary and potential benefits of the online learning 

environment in regard to convenience, flexibility, and potential value of providing 

accessible learning opportunities” (p. 187). Flexibility and convenience are the 

most positive elements of online teaching mentioned by instructors (Bolliger et al., 

2014). Integration of resources such as external links, tutorials, and audio or video 

files is one of affordance of online education. Instructors indicated that they have 

easy access to online course materials (Bolliger et al., 2014).  

Evans and Myrick’s (2015) conducted a survey in which 162 MOOC 

instructors were invited to answer an open-ended question about the greatest 

benefits and challenges of teaching MOOCS. The results of their qualitative 

analysis of responses to this question indicated that “The most frequently invoked 

benefit was the ability to reach enormous numbers of students from around the 

world” (p. 305). 

Additional factors associated with faculty satisfaction. Although 

Bollinger’s framework identifies five factors that are relevant to faculty 

satisfaction, there is evidence of additional relevant factors in the research 

literature. Research pertaining to each of these additional factors is reviewed below. 

Discipline area, and positive learning experience. Shea et al. (2005) found 

four variables associated with online faculty satisfaction. Two of those variables 

were consistent with factors identified by Bollinger: levels of interaction in the 

online course, technical support. The additional two factors are the discipline area 
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in which the faculty taught, and a positive learning experience in developing and 

teaching the course. In terms of the discipline area, Shea et al. (2005) reported that 

faculty who identified themselves as teaching courses in Math/ Science, 

Humanities and Business/Professional Development have higher levels of 

satisfaction than those identifying themselves as teaching in the Social Sciences, 

Art, or “Other” categories. In terms of positive learning experience in developing 

and teaching the course, “Faculty who felt that developing and teaching online was 

a learning experience for themselves, tended to report more positive outcomes – 

higher levels of satisfaction” (Shea et al., 2005, p. 15) 

Intrinsic rewards, competency, and course management delivery system. 

Among the studies reviewed earlier in this chapter, the Ward study (2007) 

investigated seven predictors of the level of satisfaction among higher education 

faculty members: competency, time, resources, participation, institutional rewards, 

intrinsic rewards, and course management delivery platform. The results showed 

that only four of those factors were significant predictor of satisfaction level: 

intrinsic rewards, competency, and course management delivery system.  

Language status.  In the Curran study (2013), in which he used OFSS, the 

result showed that all three factors from Bolliger and Wasilik’s (2009) contributed 

to overall satisfaction: student-related, instructor-related, and institution-related 

factors. However, Curran also examined the effects of personal factors: gender, 

language status, years of online teaching, and age. Among those factors, Curren 
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found only language status was a significant satisfaction variable for faculty, 

specifically for those who are non-native English speakers 

Quality attributes, Negative critical incidents, attitude, experience, 

perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness. Lin (2011) investigated other 

factors than those posed by Bolliger et al. (2014). In fact, Lin, (2011) did not 

intentionally look for instructor satisfaction factors directly. He explored the 

determinants of the e-learning continuance intention of users of e-learning systems 

and investigated the relationships among those determinants.  One of those 

determinants was the cumulative satisfaction.  Lin (2011) explained this as follows.  

The quality attributes of e-learning services comprise system 

quality, instructional quality and interactive quality. Service quality 

measures the difference between what the user expects from a 

service and what is actually provided, while system quality refers to 

user perception of the e-learning platform in terms of ease of use, 

reliability, level of technical support and the speed of response. 

Instructional quality corresponds to user evaluation of all aspects of 

instruction on a global level such as curriculum planning, design, 

course materials and assessment. As for interactive quality, it 

signifies user perception of two main types of interaction in an e-

learning setting, learner to instructor and learner to learner. Quality 

attributes [of] cumulative satisfaction [are] defined as a user’s 
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affective state based on an overall evaluation of quality attributes. 

(p. 516) 

The other determinants were negative critical incidents, perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use, continuance intention, and experience (i.e., as a 

group membership factor: more experience vs. less experience). The most 

important findings of the relationships among the determinants were the following 

(Lin, 2011, pp. 521 – 525):  

• regardless of experience, negative critical incidents and attitude are the 

main determinants of the users’ intention to continue using e-learning; 

• cumulative satisfaction had a direct effect and a stronger relationship with 

continuance intention for less experienced users than for more experienced 

users; 

• the experience of user plays a moderating role; and  

• the relationship between quality attributes of cumulative satisfaction and 

continuance intention is stronger for less experienced users than for more 

experienced users.  

Summary of the Most Relevant Theory, Instruments, and Research 

The Online Education Quality Framework includes five pillars of quality 

online education: learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, access, faculty 

satisfaction, and student satisfaction. Faculty satisfaction is the pillar this study is 

concerned about. As with all pillars of quality, faculty satisfaction needs to be 
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assessed on an ongoing basis (Moore, 2002). The assessment of this pillar is 

reflected in the purpose of this study.  

 Expectation Confirmation Theory is a theory that is developed by Oliver 

(1977, 1980).  This theory seeks to explain satisfaction as a function of 

expectations, perceived performance, and disconfirmation process.  The level of 

satisfaction is based upon the result of disconfirmation process (e.g. when the 

performance tops expectations, then positive disconfirmation happens and brings 

about satisfaction). This theory is the basis for understanding the construct this 

study is planning to measure. Therefore, this theory is used as the basis for defining 

the construct and identifing related factors. 

The Theory of Attractive Quality was developed by Kano (1984). This 

theory seeks to explain the relationship between quality attributes and satisfaction, 

and to classify quality attributes based on the relationship between the degree of 

achievement/presence of that quality attribute and the perceived satisfaction of that 

attribute. It categorizes quality attributes into five categories must-be quality, 

attractive quality, one-dimensional quality, indifferent quality, and reverse quality. 

Classification of each quality attribute into one of Kano model five categorizes is 

achieved by using a Kano-styled questionnaire. This theory was useful at the time 

of generating items for the instrument this study is developing. Specifically, it was 

used to classify MOOCs quality attributes into Kano’s model five categorizes, and 

to include only those items that affects satisfaction according to this theory.  
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Online instructor satisfaction is instrument OISM was developed by 

Bolliger et al,. (2014). This instrument is a five factors model: instructor-to-student 

interaction, affordances, institutional support, student-to-student interaction, and 

course design/ development/teaching. This instrument is built upon the OFSS. Both 

the first instrument (OFSS) and the second instrument (OISM) have been used by 

in several studies as illustrated earlier in this chapter. The OISM is the most related 

instrument to this study. The OISM has a lot in common with this study, since both 

the OISM and the MISM are designed to measure the same construct (instructor 

satisfaction) with same type of population (online instructors). Therefore, the 27-

generated items for the OISM, and the five factors is used to guide the factors 

model and items generating for this study.  

In addition to the Bolliger et al. study (2014), where they reported the 

development of OISM, there are four studies that are very related to this study and 

useful in terms of identifying factors related to instructor’s satisfaction.  The first 

study is the one that was conducted by Shea et al. (2005). In this study, they found 

that discipline area in which the faculty taught is a significant factor in instructor 

satisfaction. The second study is the one that was conducted by Ward (2007). He 

found that intrinsic rewards, competency, and course management delivery system 

are significant factors in instructor satisfaction. The third study is the one that was 

conducted by Curran (2013). He found that language status is a significant 

satisfaction factor for faculty who are non-native English speakers. The fourth and 

final study is the one that was reported by Lin (2011). He found that negative 



 

61 
 

critical incidents, attitude, experience, perceived ease of use, and perceived 

usefulness are playing significant role in e-learning user satisfaction and therefore 

affect the users’ intention to continue using e-learning. All of the significant factors 

in these four studies, along with the five factors in Bolliger et al. study (2014), are 

all going serve as the basis for the factor model and source of the items generated in 

this study. 
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Chapter 3  

                                                 Methodology 

 

Introduction   

“Measurement is the first step that leads to control and eventually to 

improvement. If you can’t measure something, you can’t understand it. If you can’t 

understand it, you can’t control it. If you can’t control it, you can’t improve it” 

(McCoach et al., 2013, p. 109). This famous quote reflects the purpose of this study 

to develop and validate an instrument to measure instructor satisfaction in MOOCs. 

In this chapter, I provide a description of the research methodology, design, and 

procedures that are going to be used to answer the research questions.  This chapter 

explains in detail the process for developing a reliable and valid instrument that is 

used to measure faculty satisfaction in MOOCs.  The first section discusses the 

methodology and the design of this study. The second section layouts the 

procedures for developing the instrument. Before any process of collecting any 

kind of data, this study started with paying attrition to human subject principle and 

procedure. The following section addresses the development of an instrument 

according to the chosen procedures. These procedures include defining the 

construct, developing items, expert review of the items, pilot testing, validity and 

reliability estimates, administer the instrument to a large sample, confirm the 

validity and reliability estimates. The sample and population are described as well 

as how data is collected and then analyzed. A summary at end of this chapter is 
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provided to conclude the whole methodology used to answer the research 

questions.  

Methodology and Design  

This is a quantitative study that follows an instrument development 

approach. The steps inherent in this approach reflect the purpose of this study: to 

develop and to establish the validity and reliability of a newly developed 

instrument of MOOC instructor satisfaction, the MISM. The steps involved in 

validating the MISM used survey methods to gather data from participants on a 

pilot and field test basis. Thus, the researcher carefully designed and tested the 

instrument to ensure that it is measuring what it is intended to measure in a 

consistent manner. Therefore, this study followed the standards and procedures that 

are recommended in the literature. 

Expectation Confirmation Theory was used as the base to better understand 

the construct and then to came up with more accurate operational definition. This 

study identified the factors and generated items based on the Sloan Consortium’s 

framework, Expectation Confirmation Theory (Oliver, 1977, 1980) and Attractive 

Attribute Theory (Löfgrenv & Witell, 2008), an examination of relevant 

instruments and a broad review of the literature on instructor satisfaction. The Kano 

Model was used to categorize qualities and functions, related to the system, based 

on their importance and their effect on the construct. The generated items was 

reviewed by experts. The initial version of the instrument consisted of these 

reviewed items and was administered to small sample.  
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A comparison of the steps in the five works presented in Chapter 2 (Table 

2.1, p. 39), shows that they all shared three major features: construct definition, 

items generation, and instrument validation. These three features was used as 

phases to organize the steps to be followed in this study. 

This study did not use any particular one of the frameworks presented in 

Chapter 2, but included most of the steps mentioned in all five of those frameworks 

(i.e., Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003; 

McCoach, Gable, & Madura, 2013; Wymer & Alves 2013; DeVellis, 2016). The 

list of phases and the steps was followed in this study, in order, are outlined in 

Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 

Phases and Steps for Instrument Development. 

 

Phase 1: Purpose and Construct Definition 

1. Specify the purpose of the instrument. 

2. Confirm that there are no existing instruments that will adequately 

serve your purpose 

3. Provide construct definition: determine clearly what it is you want to 

measure. 

4. Specify the dimensions of the construct and definitions of each 

dimensions 

Phase 2: Item Generation 

5. Generate an item pool 

6. Determine the format for measurement: select a scaling technique 

7. Have initial item pool review by expert: content validity, face validity  

8. Revise the items based on the expert feedback 

9. Administer instrument to a development sample: pilot testing  

10. Examine pilot data for psychometric properties: reliability and 

validity. 

11. Revise the items based on the initial pilot data analyses   

Phase 3: Instrument Validation 

12. Replicate: administer the instrument to a large- scale sample.  

13. Reexamine psychometric properties: reliability and validity. 
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Procedures  

Phase I: Purpose and Construct Definition.  

Specify the purpose of the instrument. As indicated in Chapter 1, the 

purpose of this study is to develop and validate an instrument to measure instructor 

satisfaction in MOOCs. 

Confirm that there are no existing instruments that will adequately serve 

your purpose. After my extensive review of the literature, to the best of my 

knowledge, there is no established and validated instrument to measure instructor 

satisfaction in MOOCs. 

Provide construct definition: determine clearly what it is you want to 

measure. The construct this study is measuring is instructor satisfaction in 

MOOCs. Based on Oliver’s work on Expectation Confirmation Theory (1977, 

1980), this construct is defined as the feeling derived from the instructor’s 

judgment of the difference between expectation and experience or perceived reality 

regarding MOOCs as an educational system (including all the aspects related to 

student, instructor, virtual learning environment system and its integrated tools, 

teaching and learning process, support, and feedback) and whether this difference is 

important to him or her.  

Specify the dimensions of the construct and definitions of each 

dimensions. Based on the review of the literature, this study begun with and focus 

on six identified dimensions or sets of factors: student-related, instructors-related, 

system-related, instruction-related, support-related, and feedback- related. For the 
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purposes of this study, the definition or description of each of these sets of factors 

has been adapted from Oliver’s work (1977, 1980).  

Student-related factors. This dimension or set includes variables such as 

grade and interaction. These are associated with students’ behavior, performance, 

that affect instructor satisfaction when s/he judge the difference that happens 

between her/his expectation from these variables and his/her experience or 

perceived reality of these variables and the importance of this difference to him or 

her. 

Instructors-related factors. This dimension or set includes variables such as 

years of experience, mindset, and age. These are associated with instructor’s 

experience, attitude, or demographics that may influence his/her expectations 

and/or perceptions of reality and therefore affect her/his satisfaction. 

System-related factors. The dimension or set includes variables such desired 

qualities, ease of use, and availability. These are associated with system features, 

usability, or performance that affect instructor satisfaction when s/he judge the 

difference that happens between her/his expectation from these variables and 

his/her experience or perceived reality of these variables and the importance of this 

difference to him or her. 

Instruction-related factors. This dimension or set includes variables such 

course design, performance, and time spent.  These are associated with the 

instruction task, performance, or workload that affect instructor satisfaction when 

s/he judge the difference that happens between her/his expectation from these 
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variables and his/her experience or perceived reality of these variables and the 

importance of this difference to him or her. 

Support-related factors. This dimension or set includes variables such 

training, technical support, and instruction support. These are associated with the 

institute and platform support that affect instructor satisfaction when s/he judge the 

difference that happens between her/his expectation from these variables and 

his/her experience or perceived reality of these variables and the importance of this 

difference to him or her. 

Feedback-related factors. This dimension or set includes variables such 

peer comment, student evaluation, institution recognition, and the timing of these 

kinds of feedback. These are associated with others’ feedback that affect instructor 

satisfaction when s/he judges the difference between her/his expectation associated 

with these variables and his/her experiences or perceived reality of these variables, 

and the importance of this difference to him or her. 

Summary. Through the process of identifying these sets of factors and 

individual factors, the researcher is aware of what Messick (1995) claimed as the 

two major threats to construct validity: construct underrepresentation and 

construct-irrelevant variance. Of these, the first refers to an instrument where the 

dimensions or sets of factors are too narrow and fails to include important 

dimensions that would help explain variance of the construct. The second refers to 

an instrument where the factors are too broad, containing additional or extraneous 

variance associated with other distinct constructs. 
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Phase II: Item Generation. 

 Generate an item pool. For this study, a large pool of items was generated 

to ensured adequate representation of included constructs in the pilot study. 

Generation of items reflected material presented in Chapter 2: the Sloan 

Consortium’s framework; Expectation Confirmation Theory (Oliver, 1977, 1980) 

and Attractive Attribute Theory (Löfgrenv & Witell, 2008); a review of relevant 

instruments such as the one developed by Bolliger et al. (2014); and a review of 

research on instructor satisfaction. Items adapted from existing measures and new 

items were organized under the six dimensions identified in Step 4.  The Kano 

model was used to place quality and functionality attributes of MOOCs into five 

categories: must-be, attractive, desired, indifferent, and reverse. Indifferent 

qualities and functionalities was not included as items because according to Kano’s 

theory, they do not affect satisfaction. Items for demographic variables were 

included under instructors-related factors, including gender, age, academic field, 

faculty rank, and native language. 

McCoach et al. (2013) compiled a list of 16 suggestions for writing self-

report items: 

• address one dimension within the stem of each item; 

•  response scale should accommodate all possible answers; 

•  avoid comparative statements (i.e., I like reading more than math); 

•  all items should be in the same direction; 

•  avoid overly complex and/or ‘double-barrelled’ items; 
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• avoid attaching reasons to affect. ‘‘I like my school because I have 

good friends there.;’ 

• create items that produce variable responses; 

• save demographic items for the end; 

•  avoid implying a desired answer within the item stem; 

• use simple and direct wording. Item stems should be several grade 

levels below the target audience’s reading level; 

• do not use slang or jargon; 

• make your response scale as ‘‘equal interval’’ as possible; 

•  begin with easy items. Place difficult or sensitive questions toward 

the end of survey. 

• be sure that the item stem can be answered using the response scale 

provided; and 

• when possible, build strength or magnitude into the item stem. (p. 

75) 

Nearly all of these suggestions were followed in this study. One exception to this is 

to include negatively and positively worded items.  

Determine the format for measurement: Select a scaling technique. Items 

was scaled using a five-point Likert scale. “Measures with five- or seven-point 

scales have been shown to create variance that is necessary for examining the 

relationships among items and scales and create adequate coefficient alpha (internal 

consistency) reliability estimates” (as cited in Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997 p. 9). 
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Have the initial item pool review by expert. A panel of experts were 

selected and invited to review the instrument to establish the content and face 

validity of the instrument. Experts who were invited to serve on this review panel 

include instructors who have taught more than one MOOCs. 

Attention to Human Subject principles and procedures. The researcher 

submitted an application to and gain approval from the Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) at Florida Institute of Technology before any kind of data collection in Steps 

7, 9, and 12.  These principles and procedures was given careful attention to ensure 

that researcher is following the standards required by the university and recognized 

by the research community. First, an informed consent form was accompanied any 

invitation to participate in this study. This consent form included a description of 

the study to help participant decide if s/he wish to participate in the study. It also 

included a description what participant would be asked and expected to do if s/he 

decides to participate in the study, as well as the risks and benefits of the study. 

Second, this consent form pointed out to the fact that participation in this study is 

voluntarily and participant can decide to stop participation in this study at any time 

should s/he become uncomfortable. It also pointed out that participants can change 

his/her mind at any time about being in this study, and that there was no penalty for 

participant if s/he wants to stop participation in the study. Third, the anonymity of 

all participants was maintained. Any information provided by participant in this 

study that could identify him/her were kept confidential. Finally, the researcher 

kept all responses in in a password protected computer and during survey data 
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collection on a password protected website. Only the researcher, research 

supervisor and, if and as necessary, dissertation committee members, are able to 

review this information. 

Review panel procedures. Those who agree to serve on the review panel 

were asked if the items (a) represent all facets of the given construct, and (b) 

indicate the relevance of the items to the construct. The panel of experts also 

reviewed the instrument to establish the face validity of the instrument. They were 

asked to evaluate the clarity and phrasing of each item, as well as the sequencing of 

items and organization of the instrument.  

Evidence of validity. In this step, attention was paid to content validity. 

“Validity evidence based on instrument content should receive the highest priority 

during the early stages of the instrument development process” (McCoach et al., 

2013, p 94). The main goal of expert review is to establish its content validity. This 

refers to “the degree to which the items of data-collection instrument are a 

representative sample of the universe of content and/or behavior of the domain 

being addressed” (McKenzie, Wood, Kotecki, Clark, & Brey, 1999, p. 298). 

I collected quantitative and qualitative feedback from experts. McKenzie et 

al. (1999) recommended this.  Table 3.2 (p. 72) contains a list of samples of 

potential questions designed to solicit qualitative feedback from content experts, 

while Table 3.3 (p. 73) contains a template to show how quantitative data were 

collected. 
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Table 3.2 

Sample questions to solicit qualitative data (adopted from McCoach et al., 2013, 

p.100) 

 

Revise the items based on the expert feedback. The changes recommended  

 

 

 

Revise the items based on the expert feedback. The changes recommended 

by and suggestions provided by the expert panel were used to modify the items. 

These recommendations and suggestions were reviewed with my major advisor 

and, as appropriate, with Committee members, and then used to modify the 

instrument to ensure content and face validity.   

Administer instrument to a development sample.  

Pilot testing. The instrument was administered to a stratified sample of  

MOOC instructors (i.e., stratified on the basis of gender, academic field, platform, 

and year). Selected MOOCs instructors were invited to participate in the pilot study 

via an email sent by the researcher. Each instructor received an invitation with an 

embedded link to the survey, which was housed in an online survey tool.  

Examine pilot data for psychometric properties: Reliability and validity. 

All data collected from participants in the pilot study was analyzed as additional 

evidence for the validity and reliability of the instrument.  

After the survey is administered and the pilot study data set prepared, I used 

Cronbach’s Alpha to measure internal consistency as a form of reliability; the 

• Do you have any suggestions regarding the definitions of the constructs? 

• Do the items appear to cover the full range of content within each construct? Do you have 

   any suggestions for improving content coverage? 

• Are the instrument items clearly worded and unambiguous? Are they appropriate for  

   faculty members? Do you have any suggestions for improving the item stems (feel free to  

   provide comments directly on the item stems regarding rewording and/or eliminating)? 

• Do you have any suggestions for items that you would add? 

• Please feel free to add any additional thoughts or comments below. 
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Table 3.3 

Content Validation Template Adopted from McCoach et al. (2013, pp. 278-290) 

 
Instructions: Each of the following items is being considered for inclusion in a new 

instructor satisfaction in MOOCs instrument that Yahya Mathashi is developing. You will be 

providing three ratings for each item. The conceptual definitions of the constructs these items 

are supposed to reflect are listed below. The rating tasks are listed on the next page. 

 
   
Constructs/Factors and their conceptual definition. 

I. Student-related: variables (such as grade, interaction) associated with students’ 

behavior, performance, that affect instructor satisfaction when … 
II. … 
III. … 

Rating Tasks 

Please detach this sheet for use as a reference in examining the proposed item stems. You will 

rate each item stem in regard to the following aspects: 

A. Category 

Please indicate the construct that each item best fits into by circling the appropriate numeral. 

(Items not fitting any category should be placed in Category VI) 

B. Certainty 

Please indicate how certain you feel about your placement of the item into the 

construct by circling the appropriate number as follows: 

1. Completely Unsure 

2. Unsure 

3. Pretty Sure 

4. Very Sure 

C. Relevance 

Please indicate how relevant you feel each item is to the construct. 

1. Completely Irrelevant 

2. Somewhat Relevant 

3. Highly Relevant 

Please Note: 

Feel free to write comments regarding item stems directly on the stem. (These comments could 

regard suggested changes in wording or if you feel the item should be eliminated). 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Item                                                              Category                                         Certainty                               Relevance 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------- 
1. Students actively collaborate         I   II   III   IV   V   VI                        1   2   3   4                               1   2   3 
2.                                                        I   II   III   IV   V   VI                         1   2   3   4                               1   2   3 
3. …                                                   I   II   III   IV   V   VI                         1   2   3   4                               1   2   3 

 

consistency of results across items. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is the most 

commonly used estimate of internal consistency reliability (McCoach et al., 2013, 

p. 254). It is a procedure to estimate the reliability of a test from a single 
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administration of a single form. “Internal consistency depends on the individual’s 

performance from item to item based on the standard deviation of the test and the 

standard deviations of the items” (Suhr & Shay 2009 p. 2). In addition, I calculated 

alpha if item deleted to determine which items, if any, may be reducing the internal 

consistency of items in the pilot instrument.  

Further, I had planned to use exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to examine 

the internal structure of the instrument. Factor analysis is the most common 

analytic technique for examining the internal structure of an instrument (McCoach 

et al., 2013, p. 163).  The underlying factor structure or construct are either 

identified by EFA or supported by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (McCoach et 

al., 2013). However, the pilot sample turned out to be too small to use EFA, so this 

could not be done.  

I planned to use the results of these reliability and exploratory factor 

analyses to reduce the number of items in the instrument. There are two primary 

reasons for using exploratory factor analysis in scale development: “A) to reduce 

the number of items in a scale so that the remaining items maximize the explained 

variance in the scale and maximize the scale reliability and B) to identify potential 

underlying dimensions in a scale” (Netemeyer et al., 2003 p. 121). 

Revise the items based on the initial pilot data analyses. The results from 

the analysis of pilot test data were used to modify the instrument. 
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Phase III: Instrument Validation.  

Replicate: Administer the instrument to a large- scale sample. The 

instrument was administered on a large-scale to the accessible population of 

MOOC instructors of courses offered on three MOOCs platforms (i.e. edX, 

Coursera, and FutureLearn). Data was collected using survey through the survey 

website SurveyMonkey.com  

Population and Sample. The population for Step 12 included all instructors 

who teach in MOOCs that uses English as language of teaching. Accessible 

population include all the instructors who provide their email address at their 

institution’s website, which is as public domain. The sample included all the 

instructors who teach in the largest three MOOCs platforms: edX, Coursera, and 

FutureLearn, who provide their emails in their institute website as public domain, 

and who agree to participate in this study.  

CLASS CENTRAL is a website that has been developed by Shah (2011) as 

a free directory of MOOCs, and it contains information that helps users find and 

track MOOCs. Using CLASS CENTRAL, I was able to get some useful numbers, 

such as number of MOOCs by language and running status, (Table 3.4, p.76). I also 

was able to find the number of MOOCs by academic fields (Table 3.5, p. 77) 

The number of instructors who teach MOOCs is not available. However, 

researchers estimated the number to be about 2,500 instructors. This researcher 

used available data of number of the courses offered each year. In March 2016, the 

number of MOOCs reached 4,180 courses (Shah, 2015). Given that the number of 
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MOOCs offered in the English language was about 75% in 2015 (Shah, 2015), an 

estimate of the number of MOOCs offered in English is about 3000 courses. 

Assuming for the moment that each course has one instructor (i.e., some courses 

has up to 4 instructors), and 250 instructors repeat their courses more than once, the 

estimate number is about 2500 instructors.  

 

Table 3.4  

Number of MOOCs by Language and Running Status, 2012-2016 (Shah, n.d., 

accessed November 16, 2016)) 
Platform Total  

Number of 

MOOCs 

Number of  

English 

MOOCs 

Future  

MOOCs  

Self-paced  

MOOCs 

In progress 

MOOCs  

Finished 

MOOCs 

        edX 1224 1095 201 238 241 543 

Coursera 2245 1699 1199 24 489 515 

FutureLearn 445 438 158 - 76 211 

 

Reexamine psychometric properties: Reliability and validity. All data 

collected from participants in the large-scale sample were used to develop evidence 

of validity and reliability of the instrument as in Step 10. I had planned to use CFA 

to verify that internal structure of the instrument is consistent with the hypothesized 

structure of the instrument. “CFA allows the researcher to test the hypothesis that a 

relationship between the observed variables and their underlying latent constructs 

exist” (Suhr & Shay 2009 p. 3). However, because EFA could not be used to 

analyze pilot data, EFA rather than CFA was used to analyze large-scale sample 

data. 
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Table 3.5  

Number of MOOCs by academic field. 2012-2016 (Shah, n.d., accessed November 

16, 2016) 

Platform 
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        edX 142 71    154 147 110 162 112 123 67 77 

Coursera 258 177 459 213 116 232 113 211 149 162 

FutureLearn 19 76 63 78 13 53 40 58 21 5 

 

 

Summary. In this chapter, I have provided a description of the research 

methodology, design, and procedures that are going to be used to answer the 

research questions.  The procedures are reflected in these 13 steps, and include 

defining the construct, developing items, carrying out an expert review of the items, 

pilot testing, estimating validity and reliability, administering the instrument to a 

large sample, and confirming validity and reliability estimates.  
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By the end of these steps, I was able to answer the research questions: (1) 

identified factors relevant to MOOC instructor satisfaction; (2) estimated the 

validity and reliability of the MISM; and (3) determined the extent to which the 

MISM is a useful measure of instructor satisfaction across platforms, universities, 

and academic fields.    

Potential Threats to Internal Validity 

Internal validity is "the condition that observed differences on the 

dependent variable area direct result of the independent variable, not some other 

variable." (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 345). Campbell and Stanley (1963), Frankel 

and Wallen (2011), and others have identified major threats to internal 

validity:  subject selection and characteristics, maturation, subject selection – 

maturation interactions, history, location, instrumentation (e.g., instrument decay), 

testing (e.g., pretesting), implementer characteristics and bias, diffusion, data 

collector characteristics and bias, mortality, and statistical regression.  

In its origins, the internal validity threats identified by Campbell and 

Stanley (1963) applied to experimental studies. Of the potential threat identified 

above, those that apply to experimental studies but not to this study, as this study 

did not use experimental methods or designs, include testing, implementer 

characteristics and bias, diffusion, and statistical regression. In addition, because 

this study involved MOOC experts and instructors, and change over time is not 

relevant to this study, threats associated with maturation and subject selection – 

maturation interactions also do not apply.  
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Any of the remaining potential threats to internal validity may apply to this 

study. First, in general, they may apply to the study design and procedures as a 

whole.  In attempt to avoid these kinds of threats to internal validity, I have paid 

careful attention to the identification of steps involved in the development and 

validation of instruments presented in the literature and addressed each step in a 

manner consistent with its purpose.  Second, of the remaining threats in the list 

above, it is highly unlikely that location have any effect on this study because 

expert reviewers involved in Step 7 and MMOC instructors involved in Steps 9 and 

12 did not respond to my instruments in one set location, but rather in a location of 

their own choosing. In addition, it is unlikely that history have any effect on this 

study. However, it was possible that there could be media coverage related to 

MOOCs during the data collection process in Steps 7, 9, and 12, and for this 

reason, I monitored media coverage for this during these time periods.  Third, 

efforts were made to reduce any possible effect of any of the four remaining threats 

during Steps 7, 9 and 12 as follows.  Efforts were made to reduce selection bias in 

Steps 9 and 12 by using stratified random sampling methods to identify MOOC 

instructors who were invited to participate in these steps.  Efforts were made to 

reduce the potential effects of instrumentation during these steps by developing the 

instrument(s) to be used only in English and limiting the accessible population to 

only MOOC instructors who offer MOOCs in English. In addition, steps were 

taken to involve members of my Committee in the review each of these instruments 

for face and content validity prior to their use. Further, I did have no direct contact 
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with experts and MOOC instructors other than through introductory e-mail 

messages.  I presented them with information about this study and the nature of the 

tasks I asked of them and avoid any other messages or communications that could 

have a biasing effect on their response. Finally, it was possible that any of the 

experts (Step 7) or MOOC instructors (Steps 9 and 12) who were invited to 

participate in this study may decline to do so, may drop out during the course of the 

study, or may fail to provide a complete response. These forms of subject mortality 

were addressed as follows: (a) in Steps 7 and 9, using appropriate selection 

procedures to identify a replacement for each participant who drops from this 

study; and (b) in Step 12, selecting a sample that is large enough to allow for some 

degree of participant mortality.  Any mortality and replacement that occurs within 

these three steps were documented and, as appropriate, described in a final set of 

study limitations.  
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Chapter 4  

                                                     Results 

 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the results from the steps in last two phases of the 

instrument developments of MISM mentioned in the methodology (Table 3.1, p. 

64). These phases were: Phase 2: Item Generation, and Phase 3: Instrument 

Validation. In the Item Generation Phase section, I present the results of item pool 

generation, scaling technique we created based on Expectation Disconfirmation 

Theory, the results of the Kano model survey, the results of expert review of the 

initial item pool, and the revision of the items based on both the Kano survey and 

expert review. In the Instrument Validation Phase section, I present the result of 

pilot testing of the instrument including the result from the analysis of pilot data for 

psychometric properties, the revision of the instrument based on the analyses and 

comments from the pilot testing, the result from administrating the instrument to a 

larger-scale sample, and the result of my reexamination of the psychometric 

properties of the MISM, specifically reliability and validity. I concluded this 

chapter with summary of the main results. 

Phase 2: Item Generation 

Procedures and results for Step 5: Generate an item pool. In order to 

create a comprehensive item pool related to MOOC instructor satisfaction, I started 

with a literature review to identify dimensions of instructor satisfaction, review 
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items related to those dimensions in related measures, adaptation of selected items, 

and generation of items for remaining dimensions. As mentioned in Chapter One, 

the limited MOOC literature on this topic represented one challenge in this step. To 

overcome this, I searched for and reviewed relevant literature on online education 

(e.g., Boliger et al., 2014).  The similarities between MOOCs and online education 

helped identify and select items pertained to online education that also appeared to 

apply to MOOCs. After reviewing the literature, I formed a theoretical framework 

for MOOC instructor satisfaction; it consisted of six dimensions to guide item and 

scale development (Table 4.1, p. 83).  As indicated in Table 4.1, each dimension 

consisted of a set or cluster of related conceptual factors (e.g., student-related 

factors that may influence instructor satisfaction). The dimensions were: student-

related, instruction-related, support-related, platform-related, feedback-related, and 

instructor-related. In turn, those conceptual factors were used to generate items. All 

of these items in the MISM were intended to serve as one or more indicators of 

instructor satisfaction (e.g., a total score).  

In addition, 12 items were included in the MISM but not used to calculate 

instructor satisfaction scores. These pertained to selected aspects of MOOC 

instructor demographics, experience, attitudes, and self-efficacy (Table 4.2, p. 84). 

I included those items because I inferred that they were associated with or may 

indirectly influence satisfaction (e.g., as moderator variables), and the purpose was 

to investigate whether result associated with any of these items supported the 

decision to include each. 
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Table 4.1  

Dimensions of and Item Specifications for the MISM 
Dimension Item 

I. Students 1. student to student interactions 

2. student to instructor interactions 

3. Number of students registered 

4. percentage of students completed  

5. the numbers of students stopped out  

6. the level of student participation  

7. the overall quality of student work  

8. student understanding of course material 

9. the distribution of student grades 

II. Instruction 10. the amount of time to design, and develop 

11. access to the resources to design and develop 

12. Responsibility for all decisions about the length, structure, content,  

      and depth  

13. time available to assess and provide feedback to students  

14. student access to teaching/learning resources 

III. Support  15. training and support provided by the platform 

16. training and support provided by college/university 

17. technical support to help resolve technical problems 

IV. Platform 18. the basic features and functions of the platform 

19.  the availability of basic elements of the platform 

20. the availability of additional features or elements on the platform 

21. the usability of the platform 

V. Feedback  

(subjective 

norms) 

 

22. comments I received from my students 

23. comments I received from my peers 

24. comments I received from my administrator  

25. comments I received from family members and friends  

26. general comments (e.g., in reports, articles, the media) 

27. the timing of the comments 

VI. Instructors 28. intrinsic reward 

29. academic demands 

30. gain of new knowledge, skills, experience, and/or opportunities 

31. extrinsic reward 
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Table 4.2  

Additional Instructor Demographic, Experiential, Attitudinal, and Self-Efficacy 

Items Included in the MISM 
1. my university should offer/accept credit for my MOOC 

2. MOOCs should not be offered/accepted for credit at my university 

3. only selected MOOCs should be offered/accepted for credit at my university 

4. the quality of MOOCs is lower than in traditional online courses  

5. have the basic computer/technical skills that I needed to develop a MOOC 

6. have the pedagogical knowledge/experience to design, develop a MOOC 

7. If I had the chance to offer another MOOC, I would do it 

8.Year of experience with MOOCs 

9. Years of experience in online education   

10. negative incidents you have experienced in MOOCs 

11. Gender 

12. Primary Academic Field 

 

Procedures and results for Step 6: Determining the format for 

measurement. This step involved the selection and develop of a scaling technique 

for use with the items in Table 4.1 (p. 83). In order to measure the construct of 

instructor satisfaction, I relied on expectation disconfirmation theory (Oliver, 

1980). This theory presents the construct of satisfaction as a function of 

expectation. In this theoretical framework, the degree of satisfaction is the result of 

the difference between what was expected (to happen) and what actually happened. 

According to Oliver (1980), there are three possible results. First, positive 

disconfirmation occurs when the performance exceeds expectations. Second, 

negative disconfirmation occurs when performance is lower than the individual's 

expectations. Third, simple confirmation occurs when performance is equal to the 

individual's expectations. According to Oliver, the level of satisfaction is based 

upon the level of confirmation. Therefore, positive disconfirmation brings about 
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satisfaction, and negative disconfirmation brings about dissatisfaction, while simple 

confirmation brings about either satisfaction or a neutral state. I chose to expand 

the spectrum of the result to capture the individual’s degree of satisfaction using a 

five-point rating scale. Thus, instead of three results, there could be five. Below is 

the scale I developed for use in the pilot study.  

What I experienced in my MOOC regarding (the content of this item) was:  

• Well Below My Expectation ( )   

• Slightly Below My Expectation ( )    

• About Right ( )   

• Slightly Above My Expectation ( )   

• Well Above My Expectation ( ) 

Procedures and results for Step 7: The expert review. The target 

population from which members of this expert review panel were selected include 

all MOOC instructors since 2012. The accessible population included all MOOC 

instructor identified in Class Central website (publicly available). From this 

accessible population, I identified and invited 12 MOOC instructors who had 

taught more than two MOOCs to serve on this Expert Review Panel. I invited 12, 

although I was seeking only five experts to complete the Instrument Review Form 

by rating and commenting on the face and content validity of the draft items. With 

an incentive of a $25 Amazon gift card for each completed form, five instructors 

completed the form.  
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Experts were asked four questions about each item. First, they were asked 

to rate the degree to which the wording/phrasing in each item was reasonably clear, 

and they had four responses to choose from: Very Unclear, Somewhat Unclear, 

Somewhat Clear, and Very Clear. Second, they were asked to indicate the 

dimension that each item best matched or fit by selecting the appropriate numeral 

(Table 4.1, p. 83). Third, they were asked to indicate how certain they were about 

their match/fit of each item to that dimension by selecting the appropriate rating of 

certainty: Very Uncertain, Somewhat Uncertain, Somewhat Certain, and Very 

Certain. Fourth, they were asked to indicate how important they thought each item 

was to that dimension by selecting the appropriate rating of importance: Very 

Unimportant, Somewhat Unimportant, Somewhat Important, and Very Important. 

The results from expert review qualitative data are summarized in Table 4.3 (p. 87). 

In addition to quantitative data, I collected qualitative data from these 

experts. They were asked to respond to three open-ended questions. The first was 

“Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding the manner in which the 

dimensions of instructor satisfaction are identified and/or defined?” The second 

was “To what extent do the items in this version of the instructor satisfaction 

instrument adequately addresses all salient aspects of each of the five identified 

dimensions (i.e., what, if anything, is missing among items associated with each 

dimension)?”  The third and final question was “On the basis of your expertise and 

experience, which items, if any, should added to this pool of items?” 
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Table 4.3  

Result from the Expert Review Panel (n=5) and Kano Questionnaire (n=5) 
Items Clarity Categorization Certainty Importance K
an

o
 

 

N
eed

 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4  1   2 3 4   

1 … student to student 

Interactions 

 2  3 4 1     1  3 1   4 1 O C 

2 … student interactions with me, 

as instructor 

   5 1 3  1     1 4   3 2 O M 

3 … the number of students who 

registered 

 1  4 3 1 1.  1     1 3   2 2 O   

I 

N 

4 … the percentage of students 

who completed the course 

  1 4 4 2     4 1    1 4 1 A N 

5 … the numbers of students who 

dropped/stopped out  

 1 2 2 4 1       2 2  3 1 1 R D 

6 … the level of student 

participation in course activities 

  1 4 4   1     3 2   3 2 O N 

7 … the overall quality of student 

work 

   5 4 1       1 4  1 1 3 O

I 

N 

8 … student understanding of 

course material  

 2 1 2 4 1      1 2 2 1  2 2 O C

D 

9 … the distribution of student 

grades was 

  1 4 3 2       1 4 1  2 2 I D 

10… the amount of time I had to 

design, develop, and prepare my 

MOOC 

  2 3  3 1 1     2 3   1 4 O N 

11 … access to the resources I 

needed to design 

and develop/prepare my MOOC 

  1 4  2 1 1  1   3 2   1 4 O N 

12 … the responsibility for 

decisions about the 

length, structure, content, and 

depth of my MOOC 

 2  3  3 1 1     4 1   2 3 O  

N 

13 … time available to assess and 

provide feedback to students in 

my MOOC 

  4 1  2  2 1    3 2 1  2 2 O  

I 

C 

14 … student access to 

teaching/learning resources (e.g., 

textbooks, necessary software, 

access to libraries and virtual labs) 

 1 2 2 1 1 1 2    1 4   2 2 1 I  

D 

15 … the training and support 

provided by the platform (e.g. 

Coursera, edX, FutureLearn) to 

develop and offer my MOOC 

  1 4   5      2 3   2 3 O  

N 

16 … the training and support 

provided by my college/university 

to develop and offer my MOOC 

  1 4  3  2     4 1    5 A

O 

N 

17 … the technical support to help 

resolve technical problems that 

arose when developing or 

offering my MOOC 

  3 2  1 2 2    1 2 2   1 4 O C 
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18 … the basic features and 

functions of the platform (e.g., it 

had an acceptable design and 

usable interface; it was accessible 

and available, secure, flexible and 

convenient) 

  1 4   5      1 4   2 3 O

M 

N 

19 … the availability of basic 

elements of the platform (e.g., 

weekly modules that include 

lectures, videos, links, and 

assignments; a discussion forum; 

auto-grading for quizzes and tests; 

a mechanism for student 

feedback) 

  3 2   5      2 3   1 4 M C 

20 … the availability of additional 

features or elements on the 

platform (e.g., to monitor 

student participation and task 

completion, to prevent cheating, to 

check on plagiarism) 

  2 3   5     2 1 2   3 2 A

O 

C 

21 … the usability of the platform 

(ease of use to interact with the 

system and navigate the website) 

  3 2  1 4      3 2  1 1 3  N 

22 … comments I received from 

my students about my MOOC 

(e.g., via rating, evaluation, 

emails, survey, discussion forum 

or review) 

 1  4 2   1 2   1 2 2  1  4 A N 

23 … comments I received from 

my peers, including other 

instructors, about my MOOC 

 1 2 2    3 1 1  1 3 1   4 1 A C 

& 

M 

24 … comments I received from 

my administrator(s) about my 

MOOC 

 1 3 1   2  2 1  1 3 1  1 3 1 A N 

25 … comments I received from 

family members and friend about 

my MOOC 

  2 3    2 3    3 2  3 1 1 A D 

26… general comments about 

MOOCs (e.g., in reports, articles, 

editorials, the media) 

  3 2    1 3 1   5  1 2 2  O

I 

D 

27… the timing of the comments I 

received about my MOOC (e.g., 

when I could address questions or 

concerns raised) 

 1 2 2   1 2 2    2 2  1 3 1  N 

28… the intrinsic rewards I 

received from offering my MOOC 

(e.g., enjoyment, sense 

of achievement) 

  2 3  4   1    3 2   1 4  N 

29 … other academic demands 

and distractions that conflicted 

with plans for my MOOC (e.g., 

when developing or offering my 

MOOC) 

  3 2  3   1 1   3 2   2 3 R N 
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30 … the new knowledge, skills, 

experience, and/or opportunities 

that I gained from offering 

my MOOC 

  2 3  4   1    3 2   1 4 A N 

31 … the extrinsic rewards that I 

received from offering my MOOC 

(e.g., income, recognition, 

popularity) was 

  4 1  3   1 1   3 2   2 3  C 

32. I believe that my university 

should offer/accept credit for my 

MOOC  

  1 4   2   3   3 2   2 3 A

I 

N 

33. In general, I believe that 

MOOCs should not 

be offered/accepted for credit at 

my university. 

  1 4    2  3   3 2 1  1 3 I N 

34. I believe that only selected 

MOOCs should 

be offered/accepted for credit at 

my university. 

  1 4    2  3   2 3  2  3  N 

35. I believe that the quality of 

MOOCs is lower than 

in traditional online courses 

offered by my university 

  1 4  1  2  3   3 2 1 1 1 2  N 

36. I have the basic 

computer/technical skills that I 

needed to develop and offer 

MOOC 

  2 3  5       3 2   3 2 O N 

37. I have the pedagogical 

knowledge to design, develop, and 

offer my MOOC 

  1 4  5       3 2   4 1 M

O 

C 

38. If I had the chance to offer 

another MOOC, I would do it 

  1 4  5       3 2   1 4 O

I 

N 

 

 

In addition to this expert review, I used the Kano model to help investigate 

how important each item may be to instructor satisfaction. Five additional 

instructors (i.e., not members of the expert review panel) completed this Kano 

survey (see Appendix A). The survey posed two questions about each item. Below 

is an example of one item to illustrate how the Kano survey was designed.  

If the platform you’re using to develop and implement your MOOC (e.g., Coursera, 

edX, FutureLearn) provides the needed training and guidance to help you, how do 

you feel?  
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1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If the platform you’re using to develop and implement your MOOC (e.g., Coursera, 

edX, FutureLearn) does not provide the needed training and guidance to help you, 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way. 

The answers from these two questions are analyzed using an evaluation 

table developed by Kano (Table 4.4, p.91). The responses are classified in one of 

six categories. The letters (M, O, A, I, R, Q) were used to represent those 

categories. The paragraph below explains what each letter stands for and how I 

interpreted these results. 

Must- be (M): if what is featured in that item is not present, instructors will 

be dissatisfied, and if it is present, it does not increase instructor satisfaction.  One-

dimensional (O): instructor satisfaction is proportional to the level of the presence 

of what is featured in this item. Attractive (A): if what is featured in an item exists, 
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Table 4.4  

Kano Evaluation of Responses to the Two Survey Questions for Each Item  

 Dysfunctional 

Like Must-be Neutral Live with Dislike 

F
u
n
ctio

n
al  

Like  Q A A S O 

Must-be R I I I M 

Neutral  R I I I M 

Live with R I I I M 

Dislike R R R R Q 

 

it will bring higher satisfaction, but does not cause any dissatisfaction when it is 

missing. Neutral (I): what is featured in this item tend not to affect instructor 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Reverse, (R): instructors tend to be dissatisfied when 

what is featured in this item is present and to be satisfied when it is absent. 

Questionable (Q), there is something inconsistent with the response to the two 

questions for that item. The results from Kano questioner are presented as the 

majority votes under column “Kano” (Table 4.3, p. 87). 

Procedures and results for Step 8: Revise the items based on the 

feedback. In order to be consistent in the revision of items based on Expert Review 

Panel and Kano questionnaire, I developed rules to assist in deciding which item 

should be revised or deleted. The rules were: 

1. consider moving the item to another dimension: if the majority of experts 

choose a dimension different than the default, except when the majority 

choose DOES-NOT-FIT-ANY- DIMENSION; 

2. consider changing the items wording if: (a) the majority of experts select 

Somewhat Unclear and/or Very Unclear; or (b) one of the experts 

commented on the clarity of an item; and 



 

92 
 

3. consider dropping the item if: (a) the majority of experts vote for Somewhat   

Unimportant and/or Very Unimportant; or (b) two or more of the expert’s 

comment reflects the lack of access to an item or unimportance; and (c) 

Kano study results show an item is Indifferent with most respondents. 

The specific decision pertaining to each item is included in Table 4.3 (p. 

87). When I applied these decisions rules, 21 of the 38 items did not need any 

revision (N), five items were dropped (D), four items were moved to a different 

dimension (M), and 10 items were changed (C). Changes included either a change 

in wording, or they were broken into separated items. Below is a brief description 

of how or why items were moved, changed, or dropped.  

Items that were moved.   

Item 2: Student interactions with me, as instructor. This item was moved 

from student dimension to instructor dimension. 

Item 10: The amount of time I had to design, develop, and prepare my 

MOOC. This item was moved from instruction dimension to instructor dimension. 

Item 12: The responsibility for decisions about the length, structure, 

content, and depth of my MOOC. This item was moved from instruction dimension 

to instructor dimension. 

Item 15: The training and support provided by the platform (e.g. Coursera, 

edX, FutureLearn) to develop and offer my MOOC. This item was moved from the 

support dimension to the platform dimension. 
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Items that were changed. 

Item 1: Student to student Interactions. This item was changed to: 

“observable student interactions with other students.” 

Item 2: Student interactions with me, as instructor. In addition to being 

moved, this item was changed to: “how student interacted with me, as instructor.” 

Item 8: Student understanding of course material. This item was changed to: 

“available evidence of student understanding of course material.” 

Item 10: The responsibility for decisions about the length, structure, 

content, and depth of my MOOC. This item was broken into three items: (a) the 

length of my MOOC, (b) the selection and organization of content, and (c) the 

approaches used for teaching and learning in my MOOC. 

Item 13: The time available to assess and provide feedback to students in 

my MOOC. This item was changed to: “the time and resources available to assess 

and provide feedback to students (e.g., other instructors, TAs) in my MOOC.” 

Item 17: The technical support to help resolve technical problems that arose 

when developing or offering my MOOC. The only change in this item had to do 

with the order of this item. It was placed before sixteen and fifteen because it is 

more general in nature.  

Item 19: The availability of basic elements of the platform This item was 

changed by dropping the word “availability.” 

Item 22: The availability of additional features or elements on the platform 

(e.g., to monitor student participation and task completion, to prevent cheating, to 
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check on plagiarism). This item was broken into two items: (a) the feature/element 

on the platform to monitor student participation and task completion was; and (b) 

the feature/element on the platform to prevent cheating and check on plagiarism. 

Item 22: Comments I received from my students about my MOOC (e.g., via 

rating, evaluation, emails, survey, discussion forum or review). This item was 

changed to “comments I received from students about my MOOC (e.g., reasonable, 

fair, constructive, and/or positive comments).” 

Item 31: The extrinsic rewards that I received from offering my MOOC 

(e.g., income, recognition, popularity). This item was broken into two items: (a) 

“tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering my MOOC (e.g., income, 

release time)”, and (b) “less tangible extrinsic rewards that I received or offering 

my MOOC (e.g., recognition, popularity).”  

Items that were dropped.  Five of the 38 items in the original MISM were 

dropped: 

Item 5: The numbers of students who dropped/stopped out; 

Item 9: The distribution of student grades; 

Item 14: Student access to teaching/learning resources; 

Item 25: Comments I received from family members and friend about my 

MOOC; and 

Item 26: General comments about MOOCs. 

 The revised version of the MISM. After these changes had been made, the 

revised MISM included 37 items (Table 4.5, p. 95).   



 

95 
 

Table 4.5  

Items Included in the Revised MISM 
Items 

1 …  the number of students who registered for this MOOC 

2 …  the percentage of students who completed this MOOC 

3 …  the level of student participation in activities in this MOOC 

4 …  observable student interactions with other students in this MOOC 

5 …  how student interacted with me, as instructor, in this MOOC 

6 …  the overall quality of student work (e.g., assignments, papers, projects) in this MOOC 

7 …  available evidence of student understanding of course material was 

8 …  the amount of time I had to design, develop, and prepare this MOOC was 

9 …  access to the resources I needed to design and develop/prepare this MOOC (e.g., equipment,  

         material, human) 

10… the length of this MOOC 

11 … the selection and organization of content (e.g., breadth and depth) in this MOOC 

12 … the approaches used for teaching and learning in this MOOC  

13 … the time and resources available to assess and provide feedback to students (e.g., other  

          instructors, TAs) in this MOOC 

14 … the technical support needed to resolve any technical problem(s) that arose when developing or   

          offering this MOOC 

15 … the training and support provided by the platform (e.g. Coursera, edX, FutureLearn) to develop  

          and offer this MOOC 

16 … the training and support provided by my college/university to develop and offer this MOOC 

17 … the basic features and functions of the platform (e.g., it had an acceptable design and usable  

          interface; it was accessible and available, secure, flexible and convenient) 

18 … the basic elements of the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., weekly modules that include  

          lectures, videos, links, and assignments; a discussion forum; auto-grading for quizzes and tests;  

          a mechanism for student feedback) 

19 … the features/elements of the platform to monitor student participation and task completion in this  

          MOOC 

20 … the features/elements of the platform to prevent cheating and check on plagiarism in this MOOC 

21 … the usability of the platform (ease of use to interact with the system and navigate the website) 

22 … comments I received from students about this MOOC (e.g., reasonable, fair, constructive, and/or  

          positive comments) 

23 … comments I received from my peers, including other instructors, about my MOOC 

24 … comments I received from my administrator(s) about my MOOC 

25 … the timing of the comments I received about this MOOC (e.g., when I could address questions or  

          concerns raised) 

26… the intrinsic rewards I received from offering this MOOC (e.g., enjoyment, intellectual  

          stimulation, sense of achievement) 

27… other academic demands and distractions that conflicted with plans for this MOOC (i.e., either  

         when developing or offering it 

28… the new knowledge, skills, experience, opportunities that I gained from offering this MOOC 

29 … tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering this MOOC (e.g., income, release time) 

30 … less tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering this MOOC (e.g., recognition,  

          popularity) 

31. I believe that my university should offer/accept credit for my MOOC  

32. In general, I believe that MOOCs should not be offered/accepted for credit at my university. 

33. I believe that only selected MOOCs should be offered/accepted for credit at my university. 

33. I believe that the quality of MOOCs is lower than in online courses offered by my university 

35. I have the basic computer/technical skills that I needed to develop and offer my MOOC 

36. I have the pedagogical knowledge to design, develop, and offer my MOOC 

37. If I had the chance to offer another MOOC, I would do it 
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Procedures and results for Step 9: Administer instrument to a 

development (pilot) sample. After revising the items based on expert feedback, I 

administered the revised MISM in a pilot test. Again, the target population include 

all MOOC instructors since 2012, and the accessible population were all MOOC 

instructor identified in Class Central website. A sample of 231 instructors who 

offered MOOC since January 2015 were drawn from that accessible population 

using stratified sampling strategy based on academic field and MOOC platform.  

Seven instructors who offered MOOCs on each of three platforms in each of 11 

academic fields were selected in this manner (i.e., 21 per academic field). These 

three platforms were edX, Coursera, and FutureLearn.Further, these 11 academic 

fields reflected the widest possible range of MOOCs offered since 2015. They 

were: Humanities, Business, Computing, Education, Engineering, Health, 

Mathematics, Professional Development, Social Sciences, Sciences, and Other.  

Thirty-seven of these MOOC instructors opened the instrument link and 

agreed to participate, although only 29 completed the pilot version of the MISM. 

The extent to which those 29 respondents reflect stratified sampling characteristics 

is summarized in Table 4.6 (p.97). These 29 participants represented all chosen 

platforms: seven used Coursera, 11 used edX, and 12 used FutureLearn. They also 

represented all of the years from which the sample was drawn:  2015, 2016, 2017, 

and 2018. Although most academic fields were represented in this sample, there 

were no responses from sample members in the health field.  
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Table 4.6   

Sampling Characteristics of Pilot Study Respondents (n=29) 
 Platform You Used to Offer this MOOC  Responses 

Coursera 24.14% 7 

edX 37.93% 11 

FutureLearn 41.38% 12 

Other (Please Identify in the comments box) 6.90% 2 

Primary Academic Field(s) of the MOOC You 

Selected and Used in Your Responses  Responses 

Arts & Humanities 24.14% 7 

Social Science 27.59% 8 

Business 10.34% 3 

Computing/CS 3.45% 1 

Education 20.69% 6 

Engineering 6.90% 2 

Mathematics 3.45% 1 

Health & Medical 0.00% 0 

Sciences, Natural & Physical 27.59% 8 

Personal Development 6.90% 2 

Other 10.34% 3 

Calendar Year this MOOC Was Offered Responses 

2018 31.03% 9 

2017 20.69% 6 

2016 27.59% 8 

2015 20.69% 6 
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Additional characteristics of the pilot sample are summarized in Table 4.7 

(p. 99).  Of the 29 respondents, 19 were males, nine were females, and one chose 

other. In terms of Years of experience in higher education, 18 reported having more 

than 20 years of experience, five between 13-20 years, and only one has less than 3 

years of experience in higher education. In terms of Years of Experience in Online 

Education, 18 reported having at least 5 years of experience, while nine had two 

less years of experience in Online education. 

Procedures and results for Step 10: Examine pilot data for psychometric 

properties: Reliability and validity. To determine the reliability of the pilot 

version of the MISM, I calculated Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, the most 

commonly used estimate of internal consistency reliability (McCoach et al., 2013, 

p. 254). The Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was .827, which is consider good 

(Table 4.8, p. 100). In addition, I calculated alpha-if-item deleted to identify which 

items, if any, may be reducing the internal consistency of items in the pilot 

instrument. For those 30 items, only five had an alpha-if-item-deleted value greater 

than 0.827, and none of those values were greater than 0.831(Table 4.9, p.101). 

For validity, I have already collected some evidence to validity through 

expert review of the face validity and content validity of items (i.e., they rated and 

commented in the clarity, representation and importance of the items). To check on 

the face validity and content validity of the pilot version of the MISM, I also 

included a comment box under each item in the pilot study, which allowed 

participants to offer any comment regarding the item itself.   A factor analysis was 
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Table 4.7  

Additional Demographic of Pilot Study Respondents (n=29) 
Gender  Responses 

Male 65.52% 19 

Female 31.03% 9 

Years of experience in higher education Responses 

More than 20 years 62.07% 18 

13-20 years 17.24% 5 

8-12 years 10.34% 3 

4-7 years 6.90% 2 

Less than 3 years 3.45% 1 

Years of experience in online education   Responses 

More than 6 years 34.48% 10 

5-6 years 27.59% 8 

3-4 years 6.90% 2 

1-2 years 17.24% 5 

Less than 1 year 13.79% 4 

 Years of experience with MOOCs   Responses 

More than 6 years 3.45% 1 

5-6 years 20.69% 6 

3-4 years 37.93% 11 

1-2 years 20.69% 6 

Less than 1 year 17.24% 5 

Number of MOOCs you have taught  Responses 

More than 10 0.00% 0 

8-10 6.90% 2 

5-7 10.34% 3 

2-4 55.17% 16 

1 27.59% 8 
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Table 4.8  

Results of Cronbach’s Alpha Analysis for the Pilot Version of the MISM (n=29)  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of 

Items 

.827 .821 30 

 

not run using pilot study data because the actual number of pilot participants (n=29) 

was smaller than the recommended minimum number to run this type of analysis 

(i.e., three participants x the number of items in the measure, in this case 30, or a 

total of 90 participants).  

 Procedures and results for Step 11: Revise the items based on the 

initial analyses of pilot data. On the basis of results and comments received, one 

major revision in this step was to the format of the response scale. The scale used in 

the pilot version of the MISM was: 

• Well Below My Expectation ( );  

• Slightly Below My Expectation ( );   

• About Right ( );  

• Slightly Above My Expectation ( ); and   

• Well Above My Expectation ( ). 

The original scale was revised as follows:  

• Much Worse Than It Should Be ( );   

• Slightly Worse Than It Should Be ( );    

• About Right ( );   

• Slightly Better Than It Should Be ( ); and   

• Much Better Than It Should Be ( ). 
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Table 4.9  

Results of Item-Total Correlation and Alpha-If-Item-Deleted Analyses for the Pilot 

Version of the MISM (n=29) 

Scale 

Item 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item 

Deleted 

Q1 .373 .821 

Q2 .258 .825 

Q3 .492 .815 

Q4 .404 .819 

Q5 .529 .816 

Q6 .268 .824 

Q7 .519 .818 

Q8 .229 .826 

Q9 .419 .818 

Q10 .091 .828 

Q11 .323 .823 

Q12 .359 .821 

Q13 .330 .822 

Q14 .484 .816 

Q15 .307 .823 

Q16 .425 .818 

Q17 .071 .831 

Q18 .216 .825 

Q19 .145 .828 

Q20 .123 .827 

Q21 .540 .815 

Q22 .585 .813 

Q23 .164 .828 

Q24 .279 .824 

Q25 .068 .827 

Q26 .486 .815 

Q27 .091 .830 

Q28 .481 .816 

Q29 .377 .820 

Q30 .546 .814 
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There were several reasons for this change. One of them was the comments 

I received from participant regarding how confused they felt when they were 

answering these questions. Examples of such comments were: (Items 11, 12, and 

25) “I'm not sure what above and below mean in this context” and (Item 12) “I’m 

not sure how I could come out above or below what I was building.” Another 

reason was the dynamic interaction of expectation and experience over time: a 

number of participants indicated that they adjusted their expectation based on their 

previous experience. Therefore, their expectation associated with that item were 

met, but the scale did not capture whether the item met their expectation in positive 

or negative way. The following is an example of this: 

If you process my answers with a statistical software, you will get an 

entirely wrong picture, as your reference point is MY expectations - and I knew 

exactly where I am, I knew the platform, etc. So there were excellent things and 

very bad ones - but no surprises, as I had my expectations right - but this does not 

and should not matter to you, the question is whether these are good or bad. 

Items that were changed. Item 1: The number of students who registered 

for this MOOC. This item was changed to: “the total number of students who 

eventually registered for this iteration of this MOOC.” This changed was based on 

comments such as 

• “This question and response doesn't really align with my MOOC 

experiences - our MOOCs have continuous enrollment so there wasn't 

just 'one' cohort of students,”  
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• “This is my second MOOC. The first, which ran in three iterations, 

recruited up to 20k learners, but numbers were lower in the third 

iteration; the new MOOC has about 2k learners,” and  

• “MOOC has been offered through four cycles, enrolling over 100,000 

students.” 

Item 3: The level of student participation in activities in this MOOC. This 

item was broken into two items: (a) “the percentage of students who participated in 

course activities in this MOOC,” and (b) “the quality of participation among 

students who engaged in course activities in this MOOC”. This change is based on 

the comment “Student discussion and participation in MOOCs is notoriously low, 

so those students who did engage, engaged more than expected.” 

Items 17 and 21: (Item 17) The basic features and functions of the platform 

(e.g., it had an acceptable design and usable interface; it was accessible and 

available, secure, flexible and convenient); and (Item 21) The usability of the 

platform (ease of use to interact with the system and navigate the website). These 

two items were merged to become one item: the design and usability of the 

platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., ease of use in interacting with the system 

and navigating the website) was … 

Item 19: The features/elements of the platform to monitor student 

participation and task completion in this MOOC. This item was changed to “the 

analytics on the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., tracking student 

engagement, progress, and task completion)” 
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Items that were dropped.  Six of the 37 items in the pilot MISM were 

dropped. 

Item 6: the overall quality of student work (e.g., assignments, papers, projects) in 

this MOOC. 

The decision to drop this item was based on comments that reflect the item is not 

applicable in some MOOC. Comments such as:  

• “NOT APPLICABLE!!! Our MOOC contains no formal assignments,” 

and 

• “I was not assessing participants' work (they are NOT students), there 

was peer assessment, and those who purchased certificates were 

assessed by moderators I trained.” 

Item 10, 11, and 12: (Item 10) The length of this MOOC; (Item 11) The 

selection and organization of content (e.g., breadth and depth) in this MOOC; and 

(Item 12) The approaches used for teaching and learning in this MOOC. The 

decision to drop these items was based on comments that indicated that the 

instructor has control over these items and therefore these questions are not 

applicable (e.g., “I created the whole content - nonsense question”).    

Item 18: The basic elements of the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., 

weekly modules that include lectures, videos, links, and assignments; a discussion 

forum; auto-grading for quizzes and tests; a mechanism for student feedback). The 

reason for dropping this item is these basic features are given in each platform and 

the difference is in the flexibility, usability or design which covered in other items.  
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Item 20: The features/elements of the platform to prevent cheating and 

check on plagiarism in this MOOC was dropped based on the comments such as: 

“did not experience this.”, “not applicable”, “I used no such feature. Not sure that it 

existed”, and “not applicable - an arts/expressive course” 

Item 25: The timing of the comments I received about this MOOC (e.g., 

when I could address questions or concerns raised). The decision is based on 

frequency where more than 93% chose about right which reflect very low variance 

in satisfaction regarding this item. “Items associated with either high or low means 

and low standard deviations should be reviewed and considered for deletion” 

(McCoach et al., 2013, p. 282). In addition, there were comment such as “Not 

applicable,” and “not sure what you mean.” 

 Final version of items in the MISM. After these changes had been made, 

the final MISM included 31 items (Table 4.10, p. 106).   

Phase III: Instrument Validation. 

 Procedures and results for Step 12: Replicate: Administer the 

instrument to a large- scale sample. After revising the items based on the results 

of the pilot test of the MISM, I administered the final version to a large-scale 

sample. Again, the target population include all MOOC instructors since 2012, and 

the accessible population included all MOOC instructor identified in Class Central 

website who used any of the three platforms (edX, Coursera, FutureLearn). A 

sample was drawn from that accessible population using convenient sampling 

strategy and included 600 instructors who offered MOOC since January 2015. One  
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Table 4.10 

 Items Included in the final Revised MISM 
Items 

1 …  the total number of students who eventually registered for this iteration of this MOOC was 

2 …  the percentage of students who completed this MOOC 

3 …  the level of student participation in activities in this MOOC 

4 …  the quality of participation among students who engaged in course activities in this MOOC 

5 …  observable student interactions with other students in this MOOC 

6 …  how student interacted with me, as instructor, in this MOOC 

7 …  available evidence of student understanding of the course material in this MOOC was 

8 …  the amount of time I had to design, develop, and prepare this MOOC was 

9 …  access to the resources I needed to design and develop/prepare this MOOC (e.g.,   

         equipment, material, human) 

10… the time and resources available to assess and provide feedback to students (e.g., other        

         instructors, TAs) in this MOOC 

11… the technical support needed to resolve any technical problem(s) that arose when  

         developing or offering this MOOC 

12… the training and support provided by my college/university) to develop and offer this  

         MOOC 

13… the training and support provided by the platform (e.g. Coursera, edX, FutureLearn to  

         develop and offer his MOOC 

14… the design and usability of the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., ease of use in  

         interacting with the system and navigating the website) was … 

15… the flexibility of the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., to allow creative teaching and  

16… the analytics on the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., tracking student engagement,  

         progress, and task completion) 

17… comments I received from students about this MOOC (e.g., reasonable, fair, constructive,  

         and/or positive comments) 

18… comments I received from my peers, including other instructors, about my MOOC 

19… comments I received from my administrator(s) about my MOOC 

20… the intrinsic rewards I received from offering this MOOC (e.g., enjoyment, intellectual  

         stimulation, sense of achievement) 

21… other academic demands and distractions that conflicted with plans for this MOOC (i.e.,  

         either when developing or offering it 

22… the new knowledge, skills, experience, and/or opportunities that I gained from offering this  

         MOOC 

23… tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering this MOOC (e.g., income, release 

         time) 

24… less tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering this MOOC (e.g., recognition 

         popularity) 

25.  I believe that my university should offer/accept credit for my MOOC  

26.  In general, I believe that MOOCs should not be offered/accepted for credit at my university. 

27.  I believe that only selected MOOCs should be offered/accepted for credit at my university. 

28.  I believe that the quality of MOOCs is lower than in traditional online courses offered by my 

university 

29.  I have the basic computer/technical skills that I needed to develop and offer my MOOC 

30.  I have the pedagogical knowledge to design, develop, and offer my MOOC 

31.  If I had the chance to offer another MOOC, I would do it 
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hundred and eleven instructors open the link and agreed to participate, but only 84 

completed the MISM. This sample of respondents represented all the years from 

which the sample was drawn:  2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. About half of the 

respondent (52%) offered their selected MOOC in 2019. All the academic fields 

were represented, with highest percentage from social science (21%) and lowest 

from personal development (1%) (Table 4.11, p. 108). Further, of the 84 instructors 

who completed the MISM, about 65% were males, and about 34% were females 

(Table 4.12, p. 109).   

In terms of experience, about 57% of the instructors had more than 20 years of 

experience in higher education. On the other hand, about 62% of the instructors had 

six years or less in online education and about 40% had taught only one MOOC. 

Procedures and results for Step 13: Reexamine psychometric properties: 

Reliability and validity.   

Procedures used to examine the reliability of the MISM. When the final 

version of the MISM was administered to larger sample, the Cronbach’s alpha 

value increased from .827 in the pilot to .845 (Table 4.13, p. 110) which is still 

considered within the range of good (i.e., .80 to .89; Taber, 2018). Alpha-if-item 

deleted values also were calculated. For the 24 items, only two had an alpha-if-

item-deleted value greater than 0.845, and none of those values were greater than 

0.851 (Table 4.14, p. 111). 

 

 



 

108 
 

Table 4.11 

 Sampling Characteristics of full Study Respondents (n=84) 
Platform You Used to Offer this MOOC  Responses 

Coursera 20.24% 17 

edX 52.38% 44 

FutureLearn 32.14% 27 

Other (Please Identify in the comments box) 1.19% 1 

Primary Academic Field(s) of the MOOC You Selected and 

Used in Your Responses Responses 

Arts & Humanities 17.86% 15 

Social Science 21.43% 18 

Business 13.10% 11 

Computing/CS 13.10% 11 

Education 11.90% 10 

Engineering 17.86% 15 

Mathematics 8.33% 7 

Health & Medical 15.48% 13 

Sciences, Natural & Physical 11.90% 10 

Personal Development 1.19% 1 

Other 9.52% 8 

Calendar Year MOOC Was Offered Responses 

2019 36.90% 31 

2018 19.05% 16 

2017 11.90% 10 

2016 15.48% 13 

2015 16.67% 14 
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Table 4.12  

Additional Demographic and Experiential Characteristics of full Study 

Respondents (n=84) 
Gender  Responses 

Male 65.46% 55 

Female 34.52% 29 

Years of experience in higher education Responses 

More than 20 years 57.14% 48 

13-20 years 15.48% 13 

8-12 years 19.05% 16 

4-7 years 7.14% 6 

Less than 3 years 1.19% 1 

Years of experience in online education   Responses 

More than 6 years 36.90% 31 

5-6 years 21.43% 18 

3-4 years 25.00% 21 

1-2 years 10.71% 9 

Less than 1 year 5.95% 5 

 Years of experience with MOOCs   Responses 

More than 6 years 10.71% 9 

5-6 years 32.14% 27 

3-4 years 34.52% 29 

1-2 years 14.29% 12 

Less than 1 year 8.33% 7 

Number of MOOCs you have taught  Responses 

More than 10 2.38% 2 

8-10 3.57% 3 

5-7 9.52% 8 

2-4 44.05% 37 
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1 40.48% 34 

Table 4.13 

Results of Cronbach’s Alpha Analysis for the MISM (n=84)  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.845 .846 24 

 

 

Procedures used to examine the validity of the MISM. To generate estimates of 

the construct validity of the MISM, I ran factor analyses. However, when it comes 

to factor analysis, there are many extraction methods to choose from. In the 

statistical software package that I used for this study, SPSS, there are seven 

methods: Principal Components Analysis (PCA), Unweighted Least squares, 

Generalized Least Squares, Maximum Likelihood (ML), Principal Axis Factoring 

(PAF), Alpha Factoring, and Image Factoring. Although PCA is not technically a 

type of factor analysis, often it has been used as factor analysis method (Fabrigar & 

Wegener, 2012). Rather, PCA is only a data reduction method. When computers 

were slow and expensive to use, PCA was more common; it was a quicker and 

cheaper alternative to factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1990). Choosing which of the 

remaining methods to use can be confusing. In an article about the best practice in 

exploratory factor analysis, Costello and Osborne (2005) stated that “in general, 

ML or PAF will give you the best results, depending on whether your data are 

generally  
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Table 4.14 

Results of Item-Total Correlation and Alpha-If-Item-Deleted Analyses for the 

MISM (n=84) 
Scale 
Item 

Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 

Q1 .386 .840 

Q2 .326 .842 

Q3 .470 .837 

Q4 .475 .836 

Q5 .412 .839 

Q6 .465 .837 

Q7 .425 .839 

Q8 .090 .851 

Q9 .495 .835 

Q10 .432 .839 

Q11 .440 .838 

Q12 .487 .836 

Q13 .424 .838 

Q14 .429 .838 

Q15 .496 .836 

Q16 .488 .836 

Q17 .400 .839 

Q18 .257 .844 

Q19 .257 .844 

Q20 .551 .833 

Q21 .301 .843 

Q22 .431 .838 

Q23 .136 .849 

Q24 .464 .837 

 

normally distributed or significantly nonmoral, respectively” (p. 2). Fabrigar, 

Wegener, MacCallum and Strahan (1999) argued that ML is the best choice if data 

are relatively normally distributed, because it allows for the computation of the 

goodness of fit of the model. However, they recommended using one of the PAF 

methods if the assumption of multivariate normality is severely violated. 
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Table 4.15  

Results of Multivariate Normality Analyses for MISM Items (n=84)  
Items        Statistic Std Error     z-score 

1 Skewness 0.418 0.263 1.592628701 

 Kurtosis -0.037 0.520 -0.071830382 

2 Skewness 0.148 0.263 0.563864376 

 Kurtosis 0.429 0.520 0.825746344 

3 Skewness 0.179 0.263 0.682234665 

 Kurtosis 0.526 0.520 1.012155029 

4 Skewness 0.216 0.263 0.824179911 

 Kurtosis -0.272 0.520 -0.523492092 

5 Skewness 0.176 0.263 0.670601587 

 Kurtosis -0.523 0.520 -1.00612308 

6 Skewness 0.281 0.263 1.069939282 

 Kurtosis 1.349 0.520 2.595702052 

7 Skewness 0.949 0.263 3.613593667 

 Kurtosis 1.218 0.520 2.343992071 

8 Skewness 0.185 0.263 0.703856692 

 Kurtosis -0.448 0.520 -0.862820009 

9 Skewness -0.079 0.263 -0.300982197 

 Kurtosis -0.662 0.520 -1.274118603 

10 Skewness -0.435 0.263 -1.653992395 

 Kurtosis 1.097 0.52 2.109615385 

11 Skewness -0.049 0.263 -0.186311787 

 Kurtosis 0.576 0.52 1.107692308 

12 Skewness -0.159 0.263 -0.604562738 

 Kurtosis -0.58 0.52 -1.115384615 

13 Skewness 0.474 0.263 1.802281369 

 Kurtosis 0.425 0.52 0.817307692 

14 Skewness 0.308 0.263 1.171102662 

 Kurtosis 0.354 0.52 0.680769231 

15 Skewness 0.639 0.263 2.429657795 

 Kurtosis 0.208 0.52 0.4 

16 Skewness -0.162 0.263 -0.615969582 

 Kurtosis 0.731 0.52 1.405769231 

17 Skewness 0.074 0.263 0.281368821 

 Kurtosis 0.345 0.52 0.663461538 

18 Skewness -0.141 0.263 -0.536121673 

 Kurtosis 0.956 0.52 1.838461538 

19 Skewness -0.429 0.263 -1.631178707 

 Kurtosis 0.474 0.52 0.911538462 

20 Skewness -0.176 0.263 -0.669201521 

 Kurtosis -0.577 0.52 -1.109615385 

21 Skewness -0.061 0.263 -0.231939163 

 Kurtosis -0.13 0.52 -0.25 

22 Skewness 0.221 0.263 0.840304183 

 Kurtosis -0.681 0.52 -1.309615385 
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23 Skewness 0.275 0.263 1.045627376 

 Kurtosis 0.069 0.52 0.132692308 

24 Skewness -0.073 0.263 -0.27756654 

 Kurtosis -0.057 0.52 -0.109615385  

 

To begin, I examined the data for multivariate normality. The results 

indicated there were no severe violations; only the z-score results for both 

skewness and Kurtosis of Item 6 data indicated that those data were not normal 

(Table 4. 15, p.112). Despite these findings, I ran both ML and PAF to ensure that 

the results are not affected by the non-normality of Item 6 data.  

Test of the uni-dimensionality of the MISM. I conducted multiple factor 

analyses to uncover the underline structure of items in the MISM. First, I ran a 

factor analysis with both ML and PAF with one-factor solution to determine how 

many of the 24 items would load on that single factor, which would help me to 

whether the scale could be considered uni-dimensional. The results from both ML 

and PAF were almost identical. In this first analysis, 20 of the 24 items loaded on 

that single factor (Table 4.16, p. 114). The Eigenvalue for that single-factor model 

was 5.67. The R2 value associated with that single factor was 23%, which is 

relatively low, suggesting that instructor satisfaction is not uni-dimensional, but 

rather multi-dimensional.  

When factor loadings less than 0.3 were suppressed, Items 8, 19, 21, and 23 did not 

load on that single factor. Of these, Item 8 pertained to “the amount of time I used 

to design, develop, and prepared this MOOC.” This was the only item in the MISM  

that pertained to “time to develop” a MOOC. Responses were positively skewed:  
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Table 4.16  

Factor Analysis Results: Loadings for Each Item on a Single Factor 

 

Factor Matrixa 

 

Factor 

1 

Item#1 .432 

Item#2 .347 

Item#3 .542 

Item#4 .579 

Item#5 .493 

Item#6 .554 

Item#7 .516 

Item#8  

Item#9 .471 

Item#10 .414 

Item#11 .442 

Item#12 .458 

Item#13 .452 

Item#14 .462 

Item#15 .529 

Item#16 .533 

Item#17 .500 

Item#18 .339 

Item#19  

Item#20 .614 

Item#21  

Item#22 .515 

Item#23  

Item#24 .493 

Extraction Method: PAF. 

Suppress small 

coefficients absolute 

value below .3 

a. 1 factors extracted. 4 

iterations required. 
 

 

Factor Matrixa 

 

Factor 

1 

Item#1 .435 

Item#2 .341 

Item#3 .549 

Item#4 .597 

Item#5 .503 

Item#6 .576 

Item#7 .541 

Item#8  

Item#9 .434 

Item#10 .392 

Item#11 .415 

Item#12 .423 

Item#13 .432 

Item#14 .450 

Item#15 .509 

Item#16 .524 

Item#17 .522 

Item#18 .362 

Item#19  

Item#20 .625 

Item#21  

Item#22 .531 

Item#23  

Item#24 .509 

Extraction Method: ML. 

Suppress small 

coefficients absolute 

value below .3 

a. 1 factors extracted. 5 

iterations required. 
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42 respondents (50%) selected Much Worse or Slightly Worse Than It Should Be, 

and 35 (41%) selected About Right. Further, more respondents offered open-ended 

comments on this item than on any other item (n=28), and content analysis revealed 

that 17 of those comments indicated that more time was spent than expected.  

 Item 23, the only item in the MISM which pertained to “tangible extrinsic 

reward that I received,” exhibited a similar pattern of response. As was found for 

Item 8, responses were positively skewed: 45 respondents (53%) selected Much 

Worse or Slightly Worse Than It Should  

Be, and 34 (40%) selected About Right. Of the 19 respondents who offered open-

ended comments on this item, 13 comments indicated that none or few extrinsic 

rewards were received. 

Finally, Item 19 pertained to “comments I received from administrator(s).” 

Unlike Items 8 and 23, the distribution of responses to this item was almost 

normally distributed, although  

more than 60% selected About Right. This response pattern was found in many 

other items.  

As a whole, Items 8 and 23 were the only items where 50% or more of 

respondents selected Much Worse or Slightly Worse Than It Should Be, which may 

help explain why those items did not load on this single factor. The only other item 

where the response pattern was similar to this was Item 21, which pertained to 

“academic demands and distractions that conflicted with plans for this MOOC” 

(49%) and on which 17 respondents included open-ended comments. The results of 
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factors analyses run in later steps helped to further clarify how Items 8, 19, 21, and 

23 appeared to be related to other factors and dimensions of instructor satisfaction  

that were considered during the development of the MISM.  

Results of factor analyses for multiple factors. In light of the factor 

analysis results in Step 1, a number of additional factor analyses were run in Step 2, 

each of which allowed multiple factors to be identified. The primary purpose of 

these analyses was to identify the factors that best represented the clusters of MISM 

items (i.e., the dimensions of instructor satisfaction apparent in these 24 items).  

To determine the best number of factors that reflect the underline structure of 

MISM. I run a series of ML analysis. Starting with a one factor solution and adding 

one factor at a time to each run, I checked the results from Goodness-of-fit to see 

which multi-factor solution produced the best fit model. Table 4.17 (p. 117) 

summarized the results including the Chi-Square, degree of freedom, significant, R 

square, and eigenvalues.  The result from these analyses indicated that models with 

less than 7 factors were not the best-fit models, and that models with 8 and 9 

factors were the best-fit models.  

In Step 2, ML and PAF were run, using rotated matrices, and only factors with an 

Eigenvalue greater than 1.0 would be retained for reporting. Both extraction 

method produced 8 factors that with eigenvalue greater than one. The loading of 

items from both tests were very similar (Table 4.18, p. 117). Item 8 did not load in 

either of the analyses. Further, Items 23 and 19 were single-factor items in both 

analyses. Item 10 loaded with Factor 2 in ML and with Factor 6 in PAF. 
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Table 4.17 

Results of Goodness-of-fit Tests for Maximum Likelihood Factor Analyses 

Number 

of Factors 

 Chi-

Square 

df  p   R2 Eigenvalues 

1  517.397 252 .000  23.634 5.672 

2  394.749 229 .000  35.171 2.769 

3  323.236 207 .000  42.870 1.848 

4  257.901 186 .000  49.574 1.609 

5  220.615 166 .003  55.087 1.323 

6  184.098 147 .021  60.462 1.290 

7  155.240 129 .058  65.276 1.155 

8  129.952 112 .118  69.747 1.073 

9  102.809 96 .299  73.575   .919 

10    Attempted to extract 10 factors failed; No local 

minimum was found  

 

 

Table 4.18  

Summary of Item Loadings for 8- and 9-Factor Solutions using ML and PAF  
Factors Maximum Likelihood: 9 factor 

solution  
Maximum Likelihood:  8 

factors solution 

Principal Axis Factoring: 8 

factor solution* 

F1 1, 7, 17, 18 20, 22, 24  

 

6, 7, 17, 18 20, 22, 24  

 

6, 7, 17, 18 20, 22,24 

F2 9, 12, 21 9, 10, 11, 12, 21 9, 11, 12, 21 

F3 13, 14, 15 13, 14, 15 13, 14, 15 

F4 4, 5,6 4, 5 4, 5 

F5 19 23 23 

F6 23 2, 3  1, 10, 16 

F7 11 1, 16,  2, 3 

F8 2,3 19 19 

F9 8,10   

Not 

loading  

16 8 8 

Note. The PAF analysis which attempted to extract 9 factors was attempted, but this analysis failed, 

so there were no results from this analysis to report.  

 
 



 

118 
 

Table 4.19  

Factor Analysis Results for the 9-Factor Model, Including Total Variance 

Explained 

Total Variance Explained 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Varianc

e 

Cumulativ

e % Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 5.672 23.634 23.634 3.211 13.380 13.380 2.954 12.310 12.310 

2 2.769 11.538 35.171 1.312 5.465 18.845 2.115 8.811 21.121 

3 1.848 7.699 42.870 1.463 6.094 24.939 1.980 8.249 29.371 

4 1.609 6.704 49.574 2.957 12.321 37.259 1.833 7.638 37.009 

5 1.323 5.513 55.087 1.983 8.262 45.521 1.261 5.254 42.262 

6 1.290 5.375 60.462 1.343 5.594 51.115 1.174 4.893 47.155 

7 1.155 4.814 65.276 1.005 4.186 55.301 1.122 4.673 51.828 

8 1.073 4.471 69.747 .685 2.856 58.156 1.089 4.538 56.367 

9 .919 3.828 73.575 .574 2.394 60.550 1.004 4.183 60.550 

10 .840 3.501 77.076       

11 .770 3.208 80.284       

12 .649 2.703 82.987       

13 .622 2.590 85.578       

14 .542 2.257 87.834       

15 .472 1.966 89.801       

16 .445 1.855 91.656       

17 .388 1.618 93.273       

18 .363 1.513 94.786       

19 .303 1.262 96.048       

20 .261 1.089 97.137       

21 .231 .961 98.099       

22 .195 .812 98.911       

23 .151 .628 99.539       

24 .111 .461 100.000       

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 
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The only other difference in the results of these two analyses was in the order of 

factors (e.g., Items 2 and 3 loaded on Factor 6 in ML and on Factor 7 in PAF).  

However, the 9-factor solution was the best model fit based on the results of 

ML Goodness-of-fit tests, even though the Eigenvalue for the ninth factor was 

below 1.0 (Table 4.19, p. 118). The item loadings for the 9-factor solution (Table 

4.19, p. 118) were not that different than for the 8-factor solution. In all three sets 

of results, Items 19 and 23 appeared as single-item factors. The most noticeable 

differences between the 8-factor and 9-factor analyses were: (a) in both ML and 

PAF 8-factor solutions, Item 8 did not load on any factor; (b) in the ML 9-factor 

solution, Items 8 and 10 both loaded on Factor 9; and (c) in that same solution, 

Item 16 did not load on any factor.   
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Chapter 5  

Conclusion, Implications, and Recommendation 

 

Introduction  

 This Chapter consists of six sections. In the first section, I present a 

summary of the study, including its purpose, research design, phases and steps to 

develop MISM, population and sample, sampling strategy, and statistical strategy 

used to answer the research questions. In the second section, I present a summary 

of findings including data collection methods and process, who collect the data, 

how data were collected, result of implementing the phases and the steps to develop 

MISM. The third section includes conclusions and inferences. In this section, I 

present the research questions and summarized the finding to each question, 

interpret the result in the context of the research sitting and, when appropriate, offer 

explanation for the result. The fourth section is a discussion of the study’s 

implications. In this section, I compare the study result to the theoretical 

foundations in which the study was grounded, as well as relevant prior research. In 

addition, I present the result in the context of what they mean for MOOCs 

instructors, providers, platforms, and policy makers. The fifth section presents a 

discussion of the study delimitations and limitations, as well as of the 

generalizability of study findings. Finally, I conclude this chapter with a set of 

recommendation for future research relative to study delimitations, limitations, and 
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findings, as well as recommendations for further development and use(s) of the 

MISM. 

Summary of the Study  

The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instrument to 

measure instructor satisfaction among instructors who offer MOOCs. The research 

methodology/design that best fit the current study was instrument development. 

This was appropriate because I endeavored to develop and validate a new 

instrument. In the current study, I combined instrument development steps 

mentioned in five frameworks ((DeVellis, 2016; Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; 

McCoach, Gable, & Madura, 2013; Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003; Wymer 

& Alves, 2013). 

The development of MISM went through three phases of work, which 

consisted of 13 steps (Table 3.1, p. 64). The purpose of the first phase was to 

specify purpose of the instrument and provide construct definition to determine 

clearly what I was measuring. In this phase, I also confirmed that there was no 

existing instrument that will adequately serve the purpose of measuring instructor 

satisfaction in MOOCs. I concluded this phase by specifying the dimensions of 

instructor satisfaction and defining each dimension. Those dimensions were: 

student-related, instructor-related, system-related, instruction-related, support-

related, and feedback-related. 

The second phase involved item generation. I started this phase by 

generating an item pool. Then, I selected and developed a scaling technique for use 
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with these items. A panel of five experts, each of whom had taught more than two 

MOOCs, reviewed that initial pool for content and face validity. The results from 

that expert review were used to revise the initial items. In the pilot study of the 

MISM, I administered the revised MISM to a sample of MOOC instructors and 

examined pilot data (n=29) for psychometric properties. At the end of this second 

phase, I revised the items based on the analysis of pilot data. In the third and final 

phase, I administered MISM to a larger sample, and again examined its reliability 

and validity. 

The target population for both the pilot study and full study included all 

MOOC instructors since 2012, and the accessible population included all MOOC 

instructor identified in Class Central website who used any of the three platforms 

(edX, Coursera, FutureLearn). In the pilot study of the MISM, I used stratified 

random sampling strategy based on academic field (11 fields) and MOOC platform 

(three platforms) (N=231). The final version of MISM was sent to 600 instructors. 

This sample included almost all instructors who were identify on the MOOC-list 

website and who met these three basic criteria: (1) they taught in English in one of 

the three platform (edX, Coursera, and FutureLearn), (2) their email was in the 

public domain, and (3) they worked in educational institute. This criterion 

eliminated instructors of many MOOC courses that were provided by companies 

such as Google, Microsoft, IBM, and Amazon.  

Due to expected low response rate, I used an incentive to encourage 

MOOCs instructors to participate and to elicit enough response to be able to carry 
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out factor analysis. In the pilot study, I stated in the invitation email that those who 

completed the MISM would be entered into a drawing in which selected 

participants receive one of 15 Amazon gift cards valued at $20. Out of 231 

instructors who were invited to participate in the pilot test of the MISM, only 29 

instructors completed it. In the full study, I also stated in the invitation email that 

those who complete final MISM will be entered a drawing in which selected 

participants receive one of 10 Amazon gift cards valued at $50.  Out of 600 

instructors who were invited to participate in final MISM, only 84 completed it. All 

responses were voluntary and anonymous except for those who want to be entered 

into the drawing were asked to provide their email at the end of the MISM.  

 Two statistical strategies were used to help answer the research questions. 

The first strategy was Cronbach’s alpha which is used to measure the reliability of 

MISM. However, there is no clear agreement on the labeling of the value obtain 

when calculating Cronbach’s alpha (Taber, 2018).  

The second statistical strategy I used to answer the research questions was 

factor analysis. “The ultimate goal for conducting the factor analysis is to create a 

subscale that measures the construct of interest” (McCoach et al., 2013, p. 111). I 

used exploratory factor analysis procedures to identify the empirical internal 

structure of instructor satisfaction. In step 5, even though I specified the dimension 

of instructor satisfaction, the factor analysis revealed different internal structure 

than what I predicted.  
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Summary of Finding  

 The main purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instrument to 

measure instructor satisfaction in MOOCs. I organized this into13 steps, using a 

combination of steps presented in five frameworks (Table 2.1, p. 39). After an 

extensive review of the literature, I found no existing instruments to measure 

instructor satisfaction in MOOCs. This fulfilled the second step followed in 

developing the MISM.  

 The main result of this study is the final version of the MISM. It is a 24-

items measure. It went through 13 steps of development. For several of these steps, 

I conduct four surveys. The first survey was a Kano questionnaire. The second was 

the expert review of generated item which was used to assess the content and face 

validity. The results from the Kano survey and from the expert review were used to 

revise the generated items pool. The third and the fourth surveys were the actual 

pilot study and final administration of the MISM. The main goal of these surveys is 

to examine the design features and psychometric properties of the MISM through 

validation process. In the end, the results of the analysis of data from the final 

administration indicated that the MISM has a reasonably clear factor structure and 

high internal reliability coefficients.   

Conclusion and Inferences  

This section contains the research questions as presented in Chapter 1, a 

summary of the finding to each question, and an interpretation the result in the 
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context of the research sitting. I included, when appropriate, plausible explanation 

for the result. 

Research question 1. Which dimensions or factors are most useful in 

assessing MOOCs instructor satisfaction? The results that pertain to this research 

question were reported for the last step in Phase III (Table 3.1, p. 64). When 

Exploratory Factor analyses were conducted to uncover the underlying structure of 

MISM, the results indicated that the best fit model included nine factors. Among 

those factors, intrinsic rewards included five items. Resource, platform, and 

interactions included three items each. The percentage of students and time 

included two items each. Both administration and technical support were single-

item factors. The item’s number and stem associated with each of these factors is 

summarized in Table 5.1(p. 126). 

These results summarized in Table 5.1 reflect the six identified dimensions 

that were specified in Step 4 before developing the variables of MISM. Those six 

dimensions were: student-related, instructor-related, system-related, instruction-

related, support-related, and feedback-related. Eight of the nine factors generated in 

the ML analysis closely reflected four of the original six dimensions: percentage of 

students and interactions reflected the student-related dimension; extrinsic rewards 

reflected the instructor-related dimension; platform reflected the system-related 

dimension; time reflected the instruction-related dimension; technical support 

reflected the support-related dimension; and administration reflected the feedback 

dimension. The only remaining factors, intrinsic rewards (Factor 1) and resource  
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Table 5.1 

Summary of the Alignment of MISM Items with Maximum Likelihood Factors 
Item 

Number 

Item’s stem  Factor 

1, 7,17, 

18, 20, 

22,24 

1. the total number of students who eventually registered for this 

iteration of this MOOC was 

7. available evidence of student understanding of the course 

material in this MOOC was 

17. comments I received from students about this MOOC (e.g., 

reasonable, fair, constructive, and/or positive comments) 

18. comments I received from my peers 

20 the intrinsic rewards I received from offering this MOOC 

(e.g., enjoyment, intellectual stimulation, sense of achievement) 

22 … the new knowledge, skills, experience, and/or 

opportunities that I gained from offering this MOOC 

24 less tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering this 

MOOC (e.g., recognition, popularity) 

1: Intrinsic 

reward  

9, 12,21 9. access to the resources I needed to design and develop/prepare 

this MOOC (e.g., equipment, material, human) 

12.the training and support provided by my college/university) to 

develop and offer this MOOC 

21 other academic demands and distractions that conflicted with 

plans for this MOOC (i.e., either when developing or offering it 

2: Resource, 

academic 

demand 

13, 14, 

15  

13.  the training and support provided by the platform (e.g. 

Coursera, edX, FutureLearn to develop and offer this MOOC 

14. the design and usability of the platform used to offer this 

MOOC (e.g., ease of use in interacting with the system and 

navigating the website) was 

15. the flexibility of the platform used to offer this MOOC (e.g., 

to allow creative teaching and 

 

3: Platform  

4,5,6 4. the quality of participation among students who engaged in 

course activities in this MOOC 

5. observable student interactions with other students in this 

MOOC 

6.how student interacted with me, as instructor, in this MOOC 

4: Interaction  

23 23. tangible extrinsic rewards that I received for offering this 

MOOC (e.g., income, release time) 
5: Extrinsic 

reward  

2 ,3 2. the percentage of students who completed this MOOC 

3. the percentage of student participation in activities in this 

MOOC 

The 

Percentage of 

students 

19 19. comments I received from my administrator(s) about my 

MOOC 
Administration  

8 ,10  8. the amount of time I had to design, develop, and prepare this 

MOOC was 

10. the time and resources available to assess and provide 

feedback to students (e.g., other instructors, TAs) in this MOOC 

Time  

11  11. the technical support needed to resolve any technical 

problem(s) that arose when developing or offering this MOOC 

 

Technical 

Support 
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and academic demands (Factor 2), included items associated with two or more of 

the original dimensions. 

In summary, all six of the original dimensions were reflected in the nine 

factors from the Maximum Likelihood analysis. Seven of those nine factors were 

closely associated with one of  

the six dimensions, and in only one case was more than one factor associated with a 

single dimension (i.e., the student-related dimension). Only two factors included 

items initial drawn from two or more dimensions, although those were Factors 1 

and 2 (Table 5.1, p. 126), and together they accounted for nearly half of the 

variance explained by all nine factors (R2 = .7357;  

Table 4.19, p. 118). For Factors 3-9, each accounted for between 3.8% and 7.7% of 

the explained variance of responses within the data set. 

Research question 2. To what extent do the estimates of the MOOCs 

Instructor Satisfaction Measure (MISM) validity and reliability fall within an 

acceptable range? The results that pertain to this research question also were 

reported for the last step in Phase III (Table 3.1, p. 64). Throughout developing 

MISM, I collected evidence regarding the validity of the instrument. Some of that 

evidence, specifically regarding the face and content validity of the MISM came 

from both expert review and pilot participant comment, while I used factor analysis 

to generate evidence of its construct validity. The face and content validity of the 

MISM were first examined by experts. Their comments were used to improve and 

modify MISM. As detailed in Chapter 4, 10 items were reworded or slightly 
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changed based on the feedback from the experts while five items were dropped 

from MISM.  

The construct validity of the MISM was assessed using the Maximum 

Likelihood method of factor analysis. Although eight factors had Eigenvalues 

greater than 1.0, the best model was found to be the 9-factor solution. The total 

variance explained by 9 factor was 73.57%. The Chi-square for goodness of fit was 

102.8 and the significant was 0.299   

The reliability was measured using the Cronbach’s alpha. In final 

administration of the MISM, the alpha value was 0.845, which is considered within 

the range of reliable, good, fairly high, reasonable, and satisfactory. Taber (2018) 

reviewed 69 papers published in four leading science education journals in one year 

(2015) and found that authors used different qualitative descriptors to interpret their 

calculated alpha values: 

alpha values were described as excellent (0.93–0.94), strong (0.91–0.93), 

reliable (0.84–0.90), robust (0.81), fairly high (0.76–0.95), high (0.73–

0.95), good (0.71–0.91), relatively high (0.70–0.77), slightly low (0.68), 

reasonable (0.67–0.87), adequate (0.64–0.85), moderate (0.61–0.65), 

satisfactory (0.58–0.97), acceptable (0.45–0.98), sufficient (0.45–0.96), not 

satisfactory (0.4–0.55) and low (0.11). (p. 1278) 

Implications 

This section is organized into three parts: the implications of the results 

relative to theoretical foundations as presented in Chapter 2, the implication of the 
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results relative to the past studies presented in Chapter 2, and the implication for 

practice in the context of what they mean for MOOCs instructors, providers, 

platforms, and policy makers. 

  Implications relative to theory. The current study was grounded on the 

Online 

Education Quality Framework, and Expectation Confirmation Theory. A summary 

of each theory and a discussion of the implications of the study’s findings relative 

to these theories is presented below.  

Online Education Quality Framework. This Framework was developed 

by the Online Learning Consortium. The intent of the framework, which is always 

a work in progress, is to help institutions identify goals and measure progress 

towards them (Moore, 2002). This framework includes five pillars of quality online 

education: learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, access, faculty satisfaction, 

and student satisfaction (Figure 2.1, p. 24). The developers indicated that these 

pillars of quality need to be assessed on an ongoing basis (Moore, 2002). The 

MISM, which is the results of this study, is addressing the need to measure one of 

these five pillars (i.e., Instructor Satisfaction), specifically for MOOCs.   

Expectation Confirmation Theory. Expectation Confirmation Theory was 

developed in two papers by Oliver (1977, 1980).  The essence of this theory 

includes both (a) the initial expectation of an event, and (b) the subsequent 

evaluation after the event combine to determine satisfaction decision (i.e., the 

expectation-disconfirmation process).  Oliver ((1977, 1980) developed two models 
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for the ECT. The first model includes three primary constructs: expectations, 

disconfirmation of beliefs, and satisfaction. The second model include four primary 

constructs, the three from the first model plus perceived performance. According to 

Oliver (1980), there may be three different results from the disconfirmation 

process. First, when the performance tops expectations, then positive 

disconfirmation happens. Second, when performance is lower than individual's 

expectations, then negative disconfirmation happens. Third, when performance is 

equal to individual's expectations, then simple confirmation happens. The level of 

satisfaction is based upon the level of confirmation. Therefore, positive 

disconfirmation brings about satisfaction, and negative disconfirmation brings 

about dissatisfaction, while simple confirmation brings about either satisfaction or 

neutral state (Oliver,1980). I used this theory to define instructor satisfaction 

construct. Specifically, in the Definition of Key Terms in Chapter one used 

Oliver’s (1977, 1980) ideas to define MOOC Instructor Satisfaction: the feeling 

derived from the instructor’s judgment of the difference between their expectations 

and their actual or perceived experience with regard to MOOCs. I have also 

developed the scale response based on this theory. The scale response in pilot 

MISM was:  

What I experience regrinding (MOOC Feature) was: 

• Well Below My Expectation ( );  

• Slightly Below My Expectation ( );   

• About Right ( );  
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• Slightly Above My Expectation ( ); and   

• Well Above My Expectation ( ). 

Oliver’s model indicated that satisfaction is based on the extent to which 

performance meets expectations and is reflected by a one-way arrow from 

expectations to performance (Figure 2.3, p. 26). However, the comments from 

several participants indicated that they adjusted their expectation based on their 

previous experience. In the context of this model, these participants’ comments 

indicated that the relationship between expectations and performance was not one-

way, but rather more dynamic, where past experiences can and do shape future 

expectations (e.g., two-way). There are at least three ways to explain and attempt to 

account for this. First, from the perspective of Oliver’s model, this model may be 

unable to determine clearly if the expectations reflected in an item were met in a 

positive or negative way. Second, the perspective of the participants, when their 

past experience has contributed to a shift in their expectations (e.g., after teaching 

three or four MOOCs), they may find it difficult to pinpoint which expectation to 

use when responding (e.g., their original or their revised expectation), which may 

causes confusion and makes it more difficult for them to provide a single, clear 

response. Third, from a measurement perspective, as participants appear to adjust 

their expectations on the basis of past experience (e.g., more reasonable 

expectations), the tendency would be for those adjusted expectations to be more 

easily or readily met (i.e., there is no disconfirmation). 
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In effect, Oliver’s (1980) theory assumed that pre use expectation (i.e., 

those form before any experience) are the same as retrieved expectation (i.e., those 

adjusted on the basis of experience). As a result, in the final version of the MISM, I 

decided to use a different response scale that sought subjective judgment of the 

degree of difference between performance (i.e., their experience) and a more 

personal standard (i.e., their own expectations), as well as an evaluation of this 

difference (i.e., better than/worse than). Thus, in the final study, disconfirmation 

was a subjective assessment of whether the performance was better than or worse 

than a standard. 

Implication relative to prior research. This section provides a comparison 

of the current study’s findings as they relate to the findings of the prior research 

discussed in Chapter 2. Prior to this study, there was no instrument that had been 

developed to measure MOOC instructor satisfaction. However, the similarity 

between MOOCs and Online Courses allows for comparison between the results 

from current study of MOOCs instructor satisfaction and the result from the studies 

on online instructor satisfaction.   

 The findings of current study were partially consistent with the five factors 

OISM developed by Bolliger et al. (2014).  Bollinger et al.’s five-factor solution 

explained 51.5 % of the variance, while in this study, the total variance explained 

by 9 factors was 73.57%.  

Bollinger et al.’s five factors were: Instructor-to-student interaction, Student-to-

student interaction, Course design/development/teaching, Institutional support, and 
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Affordances. As a whole, those five of those factors were reflected in four of the 

nine factors derived from factor analyses of the MISM. Specifically, Instructor-to-

student interaction and Student-to-student interaction are both reflected in this 

study’s interaction factor. Course design/development/ teaching is reflected in this 

study’s time factor. Institutional support is reflected in this study’s resource factor.  

Finally, affordance is reflected in this study’s platform factor. However, four 

factors apparent in the MISM were not represented in the OISM: intrinsic reward, 

extrinsic reward, the percentage of student, and administration (Table 5.1, p. 126).  

The differences in these two studies raise what Messick (1995) suggested as 

the two major threats to construct validity: construct underrepresentation and 

construct-irrelevant variance. Construct underrepresentation refers to the 

instrument where the dimensions or sets of factors are too narrow and fails to 

include important dimensions that would help explain variance of the construct. 

Construct-irrelevant variance refers to the instrument where the factors are too 

broad, containing additional or extraneous variance associated with other distinct 

constructs. Given differences in the results from these two studies, one plausible 

explanation is that the greater percent of variance explained in the MISM may be 

attributed to the inclusion of items associated with these four additional factors. 

However, Bolliger et al. (2014) used principal component analysis (PCA), while 

this study used the Maximum Likelihood method of factor analysis and goodness 

of fit to evaluate the best model of factor number, so the differences in results 

could, in part, be due to differences in these methods of analysis.   
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Implication for educational practice. The focus of the current study was 

not to measure satisfaction, but rather to develop a measure of this, and to ensure its 

validity and reliability. Therefore, questions about the areas where MOOCs 

instructors are more or less satisfied was not the primary interest of this study, even 

though results from the final phase of data collection offer some answers to such 

questions. At the same time, although the MISM appears to be reasonably valid and 

reliable, it would benefit from further study, analysis, and modification, so it 

appears premature to discuss the implications of any further use(s) of this version 

of the MISM.  

For the sake of benefiting from the information included while developing 

MISM, I will point to the most noticeable result that has practical implications: the 

relevance of time, academic demand, and extrinsic rewards to instructor 

satisfaction. Three items on MISM were positively skewed, indicating 

dissatisfaction. The response to Item 8 pertained to “the amount of time I used to 

design, develop, and prepared this MOOC” was positively skewed: 42 respondents 

(50%) selected Much Worse or Slightly Worse Than It Should Be. This indicated 

that almost half of instructors are not satisfied with the amount of time they have to 

spend in developing and preparing their MOOC. Further, more respondents offered 

open-ended comments on this item than on any other item (n=28), and content 

analysis revealed that 17 of those comments indicated that more time was spent 

than expected. Item 23, the only item in the MISM which pertained to “tangible 

extrinsic reward that I received,” exhibited a similar pattern of response. As was 
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found for Item 8, responses to item 23 were positively skewed: 45 respondents 

(53%) selected Much Worse or Slightly Worse Than It Should Be. Of the 19 

respondents who offered open-ended comments on this item, 13 comments 

indicated that none or few extrinsic rewards were received. Item 21, which 

pertained to “academic demands and distractions that conflicted with plans for this 

MOOC” was positively skewed: 41 respondents (49%) selected Much Worse or 

Slightly Worse Than It Should. These findings imply that giving extrinsic reward to 

MOOC instructors and reducing other academic demands that compete for their 

time and attention will increase their level of satisfaction and justify the amount of 

time they spent developing and preparing their MOOC.  

Delimitations, Limitations, and Generalizability  

Study delimitations. The scope and methods of the current study are 

delimited to make the implementation of this study more feasible.  The 

delimitations are described briefly, below. 

1. The framework. The Online Education Quality Framework includes five 

pillars of quality online education: learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, 

access, faculty satisfaction, and student satisfaction. The MISM was designed to 

measure only one of these five pillars. 

2. The language. This study is delimited to MOOCs that used English as the 

language of teaching, and with assumption that instructors who teach these 

MOOCs are able to answer an English survey.  
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3. Platforms. Since the primary purpose of this study is to develop and 

validate an instrument to measure MOOCs instructor satisfaction, and not to 

determine the level of instructors satisfaction in world-wide MOOCs, this study is 

delimited to collect data from a sample of instructors who teach MOOCs in only 

these well-established platforms: Coursera, edX, FutureLearn. 

3. Timeframe. MOOCs have been offered since 2011. The sample for the 

pilot and full study included instructor who taught MOOCs in more recent years, 

specifically since 2015. 

4. Study participants. A decision was made to limit the accessible 

population for this study to college and university faculty members, in part due to 

public access to their information. As a result, this accessible population did not 

include instructors of MOOCs provided by commercial companies such as a 

Google and Microsoft.  

Study limitations. Generalizability, conclusions, or inferences based on the 

results of this study should be considered with respect to the limitations listed 

below. 

1. Self-reported data. The study relies on self-reported data (i.e., in response 

to items pertaining to different dimensions of instructor satisfaction), thus 

producing subjective information. However, the researcher assume that participants 

will answer questions honestly and to the best of their ability.  

2. MOOCs literature.  Due to the short history of MOOCs as educational 

innovation, the literature in MOOCs instructor satisfaction is very limited, thus the 
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researcher relied heavily on the online education literature to help provide a broad 

conception of instructor satisfaction, which will include and subsume MOOCs. 

3. Response rates. Due to the low response rate in the pilot study of the 

MISM, exploratory factor analysis was not possible. Therefore, it was only used 

during the final study of the MISM. As a result, the confirmatory factor analysis 

that was planned for the final study of the MISM was not possible. 

Generalizability. Generalizability, which is based on and closely related to 

external validity, refers to the extent to which the findings of current study could be 

applied to target population and other settings. The generalizability is considered 

form two perspectives: population generalizability and ecological generalizability. 

The detailed information about how the study was conducted and the corresponding 

results are provided in Chapter 3 and 4 of this dissertation. These detailed 

information help determine the external validity.  

With respect to the population generalizability, there are several reasons 

why it is difficult to determine the degree to which the study sample is 

representativeness of the population. One reason for this has to do with the broad 

nature of the target population, which includes more than 30 MOOCs platforms 

worldwide and in different languages. A second reason follows from this, reflects 

the lack of information about the population of MOOC instructors, both worldwide 

and for any platform. Unfortunately, the characteristics of the target and accessible 

population were not accessible; therefore, these characteristics could not be and 

therefore were not reported. Thus, consistent with study delimitations, it is 
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reasonable to suggest that MISM may only have high degree of generalizability to 

accessible population that used English for teaching and platforms that are similar 

to edX, Coursera, and FutureLearn.    

With respect to ecological generalizability, which refers to the degree to 

which study results can be applied to other sittings, it was the goal of this study to 

make MISM as applicable as possible to measure MOOCs instructors satisfaction 

regardless of the platform used and academic field represented.  could be translated 

to other language. However, more improvement to the MISM should be done in 

term of factors and items reflecting those factors should be examined with large 

sample size before high degree of ecological generalizability could claimed.  

Recommendations for Future Research and Practice  

This section presents four set of recommendations. The first two sets of 

recommendations are made for future research relative to the study delimitations 

and limitations, and the last two sets of recommendations are made for both future 

research and practice relative to the study’s implications. 

 Recommendations for research relative to study delimitations. 

1. The main goal of developing the MISM was to provide an instrument that 

could be used to help improve the quality of MOOCs based on Online 

Education Quality Framework. This framework includes five pillars of 

quality online education: learning effectiveness, cost effectiveness, access, 

faculty satisfaction, and student satisfaction. The MISM was designed to 
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measure only one of these five pillars. Future research should consider 

developing scales to measure each of the other four pillars.  

2. The number of platforms that have emerged to support the development and 

delivery of MOOCs has continued to grow since 2011. There now appear to 

be more than 30 such platforms, some which support MOOCs in English, in 

other languages, and in multiple languages. This study was restricted to 

MOOC instructors who had offered courses in English on Coursera, edX, 

and FutureLearn. Future studies should explore the extent to which the 

MISM could be used or adapted for use as a valid measure of instructor 

satisfaction among university instructors who offer MOOCs on other 

platforms, including platforms for MOOCs in other languages. Future 

studies also could explore the extent to which the MISM could be used or 

adapted for use as a valid measure of instructor satisfaction in MOOCs 

offered by commercial entities such as Google and Microsoft.  

Recommendations for research relative to study limitations. 

1. Due to the low response rate on the pilot MISM, a recommendation for 

repeating the final phase, with the intent of obtaining a much larger 

sample. The benefits of larger sample of MOOC instructors (a) check on 

and, potentially, greater confidence in results, and (b) ability to run 

CFA, whose results could be compared to the results from EFA methods 

used in this study (ML and PAF). 
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2. The theoretical framework used in this study, Oliver’s (1977, 1980) 

Expectation Confirmation Theory, was found to be exhibit a serious 

limitation. Specifically, it was not well equipped to account for how the 

experience of participants who had offered multiple MOOCs led them 

to adjust their expectations in later MOOCs, and how this could be 

accounted for in future models and measures. Qualitative research (e.g., 

interviews) may be needed to further explore how instructors both 

adjust their expectations and use them when considering their 

satisfaction as an instructor. Once this is better understood, the results of 

this kind of research could be used to test and improve design features 

of the MISM.  

  Recommendations for research relative to study implications. 

1. Exploratory factor analysis methods used in this study revealed a nine-

factor structure: intrinsic rewards, resources, platform, interactions, the 

percentage of students, time, administration, and technical support. 

Future studies should further investigate the factor structure of the 

MISM, with the objective of either supporting, refining, or revising this 

factor structure, both by exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses.  

2. Each of the nine factors is a candidate to become a separate subscale 

within the MISM. Intrinsic rewards included five items. Resource, 

platform, and interactions included three items each. The percentage of 

students and time included two items each (i.e., the minimum number of 
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items needed for a scale). Both administration and technical support 

were single-item factors. To further examine, as well as to enhance or 

strengthen, each of these factors as a distinct subscale of MISM, future 

research should explore the potential value of adding additional items to 

those factors with only one or small number of items.   

  Recommendations for research relative to practice.  

1. Providers, platforms administrators, and policy makers are encouraged 

to try out this version, as well as any subsequent version, of the MISM 

to assess how satisfied the MOOCs instructor to improve the quality of 

MOOCs. They should have very clear goal to increase instructor 

satisfaction and measure the progress toward that goal using the MISM.  

2. The findings of this study hold an additional implication for providers, 

platforms administrators, and policy makers. As noted in the section on 

practical implications, those findings suggest that providing extrinsic 

reward to MOOC instructors and reducing other academic demands that 

compete for their time and attention will increase their level of 

satisfaction, and justify the amount of time they spent developing and 

preparing their MOOC.  
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Appendix A. 1: IRB Approval 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

157 
 

Appendix A. 2: Email to participant  

 

Hello,  

My name is Yahya Mathashi, I am a PhD candidate at Florida Institute of Technology in 

Department of Education & Interdisciplinary Studies.  I am planning to conduct a research 

study, which I invite you to take part in. 

The survey, I invite you to, is part of a process of Development and Validation of An 

Instrument for Measuring Instructors Satisfaction in MOOCs. This survey has 37 items 

pairs of Kano questionnaire items. 

I am looking for 30 participants for this survey, five of those who complete this survey will 

be randomly chosen to receive 100 dollars of amazon gift card, 20$ amazon gift card for 

each one.   

If you decide to be in this study, please click this link (The link to online survey) 

Before you can start the survey, a consent form will show. This form has important 

information about this study, the reason for doing this study, what we will ask you to do, 

and how we protect the information we collect about you. The Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) at Florida Institute of Technology has approved the conducting of this survey.  

SUBJECT’S RIGHTS: Your participation is voluntary.  You may stop participating at 

any time by closing the browser window to withdraw from the study. Partial data 

will not be analyzed. 
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Appendix A 3: Consent for Participation in this survey 

STUDY TITLE: Development and Validation of An Instrument for Measuring 

Instructors Satisfaction in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 

 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Yahya Mathashi 

 

WHY ARE YOU DOING THIS STUDY?  

This survey is part of a process of development and validation of an instrument for 

measuring instructor satisfaction in MOOCs.  The purpose of the study is to 

develop a valid, and reliable measurement that can be used by institutions and 

providers of MOOCs to assess instructor satisfaction and improve MOOCs quality. 

 

WHAT WILL I DO IF I CHOOSE TO BE IN THIS STUDY? 

You will be asked to answer 37 items pairs of Kano questionnaire items. Each item 

has five multiple choices, you are asked to check the choice that reflect your honest 

answer.  

 

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS? 

To the best of my knowledge, participation in this does not involve any physical or 

emotional risk to you beyond that of everyday life. 

 

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE BENEFITS FOR ME OR OTHERS? 

You are not likely to have any direct benefit from being in this research study, 

except in the case of winning 20$ amazon gift card. The finalized measurement is 

intended to be a tool to improve MOOC quality. 

 

HOW WILL YOU PROTECT THE INFORMATION YOU COLLECT ABOUT 

ME? 
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Your survey data will be handled as confidentially as possible.  If results of this 

survey are published or presented, individual names and other personally 

identifiable information will not be used. To minimize the risks to confidentiality, 

only the researcher and his major advisor will have access to survey records 

includes names, universities, platforms, email addresses. Each completed survey 

will be assign an ID number to help insure anonymity and confidentiality. Finally, 

result of Kano survey will be developed and presented in summary (aggregated 

form). 

  

SUBJECT’S RIGHTS: Your participation is voluntary.  You may stop participating 

at any time by closing the browser window to withdraw from the study. Partial data 

will not be analyzed. 

 

QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS: If you have any concerns or questions about this 

survey please contact:  

 

Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Principal Investigator: ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu  

Dr. Tom Marcinkowski, Major Advisor: marcinko@fit.edu 

Dr. Lisa Steelman, IRB Chairperson, lsteelma@fit.edu 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu
mailto:marcinko@fit.edu
mailto:lsteelma@fit.edu
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Appendix A. 4: Kano Survey 

Students 

(1) If a MOOC you are offering provides students with channels and tools for 

communicating among themselves (e.g., discussion forum, social media, chat room), 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If a MOOC you are offering does not provide your students with channels and tools for 

communicating among themselves (e.g., discussion forum, social media, chat room), 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(2) If a MOOC you are offering provides students with channels and tools for 

communicating with you (e.g., email, Skype, discussion forum, social media, chat 

room), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  
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4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If a MOOC you are offering does not provide students with channels and tools for 

communicating with you (e.g., email, Skype, discussion forum, social media, chat 

room), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (3) If a MOOC you are offering has a very large (massive) number of students registered, 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If a MOOC you are offering does not have a very large (massive) number of students 

registered, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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(4) If a large percentage of students complete your MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If a large percentage of students do not complete your MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (5) If a large percentage of students in your MOOC stopped out, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If a large percentage of students in your MOOC do not stop out, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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(6) If students in your MOOC actively participate in the course’s discussion forum(s) how 

do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If students in your MOOC do not actively participate in the course’s discussion forum(s), 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(7) In your MOOC, if the quality of student work is good (e.g., on assignments, papers, 

projects), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

In your MOOC, if the quality of student work is not good (e.g., on assignments, papers, 

projects),, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  
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2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (8) If available evidence indicates that students in the MOOC are learning a lot (breadth 

and/or depth), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If available evidence does not indicate that students in the MOOC are learning a lot 

(breadth and/or depth), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (9) If students in the MOOC achieve good grades, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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If students in the MOOC do not achieve good grades, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way. 

Instruction 

(10) If you have enough time to design and develop/prepare your MOOC, how do you 

feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not have enough time to design and develop/prepare your MOOC, how do you 

feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(11) If you have access to the resources you need to design and develop/prepare your 

MOOC (e.g., equipment, material, human), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  
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2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not have access to the resources you need to design and develop/prepare your 

MOOC (e.g., equipment, material, human), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (12) If you are responsible for all decisions about the length, structure, content, and depth 

of your MOOC, how do you feel?   

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you are not responsible for all decisions about the length, structure, content, and depth 

of your MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  
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5. I really dislike it that way.  

(13) If you are responsible for all decisions about assignments and assessment in your 

MOOC (e.g., number, type, format, level of difficulty, and point value), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you are not responsible for all decisions about assignments and assessment in your 

MOOC (e.g., number, type, format, level of difficulty, and point value), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(14) If you have enough time to assess and provide feedback to students in your 

MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not have enough time to assess and provide feedback to students in your 

MOOC, how do you feel?  
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1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(15) If your MOOC provides students with access to all teaching/learning resources (e.g., 

textbooks, necessary software, access to libraries and virtual labs), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If your MOOC does not provide students with access to all teaching/learning resources 

(e.g., textbooks, necessary software, access to libraries and virtual lab), how do you 

feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

Support 

(17) If the platform you’re using to develop and implement your MOOC (e.g., Coursera, 

edX, FutureLearn) provides the needed training and guidance to help you, how do you 

feel?  
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1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If the platform you’re using to develop and implement your MOOC (e.g., Coursera, edX, 

FutureLearn) does not provide the needed training and guidance to help you, how do you 

feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(18) If your institution (e.g., university or company) provides the training and support you 

may need to develop and offer your MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If your institution (e.g., university or company) does not provide the training and support 

you may need to develop and offer your MOOC, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  
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3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(19) If you have the technical support to help resolve any technical problems that arise with 

your MOOC (e.g., when developing or offering your MOOC), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not have the technical support to help resolve any technical problems that arise 

with your MOOC (e.g., when developing or offering your MOOC), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

Platform  

(20) If your MOOC platform has all basic features and functions (e.g., it has an acceptable 

design and usable interface; it is accessible and available, secure, flexible and convenient), 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  
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4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If your MOOC platform does not have all basic features and functions (e.g., it has an 

acceptable design and usable interface; it is accessible and available, secure, flexible and 

convenient), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(21) If your MOOC platform includes all basic elements (e.g., weekly modules that can 

include lectures, videos, links, and assignments; a discussion forum; auto-grading for 

quizzes and tests; a mechanism for student feedback), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If your MOOC platform does not include all basic elements (e.g., weekly modules that can 

include lectures, videos, links, and assignments; a discussion forum; auto-grading for 

quizzes and tests; a mechanism for student feedback), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  
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4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(22) If your MOOC platform includes additional elements (e.g., virtual labs; live video 

streaming or conferencing; auto-grading based on scoring rubrics), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If your MOOC platform does not include additional elements (e.g., virtual labs; live video 

streaming or conferencing; auto-grading based on scoring rubrics), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (23) If your MOOC platform has features or elements to monitor student participation and 

performance (e.g., to monitor task completion, prevent cheating, or check on plagiarizing), 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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If your MOOC platform does not have features or elements to monitor student 

participation and performance (e.g., to monitor task completion, prevent cheating, or 

monitor plagiarizing), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 

Feedback  

Interpersonal influence (subjective norm) 

(24) If you receive comments from your peers (including other instructors) about your 

MOOC that are constructive, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you receive comments from your peers (including other instructors) about your MOOC 

that are not constructive, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  
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5. I really dislike it that way.  

(25) If you receive comments from your students about your MOOC that are constructive, 

how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you receive comments from your students about your MOOC that are not constructive, 

how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way 

(26) If you receive comments from your administrator(s) about your MOOC that are 

constructive, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you receive comments from your administrator(s) about your MOOC that are not 

constructive, how do you feel? 
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1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way 

(27) If you receive comments from family members/friends about your MOOC that are 

constructive, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you receive comments from family members/friends about your MOOC that are not 

constructive, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way 

(26) If you receive comments from your administrator(s) about your MOOC that are 

constructive, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  
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4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you receive comments from your administrator(s) about your MOOC that are not 

constructive, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way 

(28) If you receive comments about your MOOC that are timely (e.g., when you can 

address concerns raised), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you receive comments about your MOOC that are not timely (e.g., when you cannot 

address concerns raised), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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(29) If you come across general comments about MOOCs that are positive (e.g., in reports, 

articles, editorials, the media), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you come across general comments about MOOCs that are not positive (e.g., in reports, 

articles, editorials, the media), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 

Instructor  

(30) If you have other academic demands and distractions that conflict with plans for your 

MOOC (e.g., when developing or offering your MOOC), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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If you do not have other academic demands and distraction that conflict with plans for 

your MOOC (e.g., when developing or offering your MOOC), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(31) If you have the basic computer/technical skills you need to develop and offer your 

MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not have the basic computer/technical skills you need to develop and offer your 

MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(32) If you have the pedagogical knowledge/experience to design, develop, and offer your 

MOOC, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  
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2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not have the pedagogical knowledge/experience to design, develop, and offer 

your MOOC, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (33) If time flies when you are engaged in/with your MOOC (e.g., when designing, 

developing, assessing, and providing feedback), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If time does not fly when you are engaged in/with your MOOC (e.g., when designing, 

developing, assessing, and providing feedback), how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  
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5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (34) If you experience negative critical incidents in your MOOC (e.g., difficulties with 

other instructors, students, or technical matters), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not experience negative critical incidents in your MOOC (e.g., difficulties with 

other instructors, students, or technical matters), how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(35) If you gain new knowledge, skills, experience, and/or opportunities from offering your 

MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you do not gain new knowledge, skills, experience, and/or opportunities from offering 

your MOOC, how do you feel?  
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1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(36) If you would have a chance to offer another MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If you would not have a chance to offer another MOOC, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

 (37) If your MOOC could be taken for university credit, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If your MOOC could not be taken for university credit, how do you feel?  
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1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

(38) If MOOCs could be taken for credit at your university, how do you feel?  

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  

If MOOCs could not be taken for credit at your university, how do you feel? 

1. I really like it that way.  

2. I expect it to be that way.  

3. I am neutral.  

4. I can live with it that way.  

5. I really dislike it that way.  
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Appendix B: Expert Review  

 

Appendix B. 1: IRB Approval 

Appendix B. 2: Expert Review Panel Consent Statement 

Appendix B. 3: Email to participant 

Appendix B. 4: Expert Review Survey 
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Appendix B. 1: IRB Approval 
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Appendix B. 2: Expert Review Panel Consent Statement 

 

Study Title: Development and Validation of an Instrument for Measuring Instructor 

Satisfaction in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 

 

Principal Investigator: Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Ph.D. Candidate 

 

Why am I Conducting This Study?  

The purpose of this multi-phase study is to develop, pilot, and validate an instrument that 

can be used by institutions and providers of MOOCs to measure instructor satisfaction and 

improve the quality of MOOCs. The purpose of this phase of the study is to obtain expert 

review and comment on the face and content validity of the draft items in this instructor 

satisfaction instrument. 

 

How Were You Selected to Serve on This Expert Review Panel? 

The Class Central website, a publicly available site, was used to identify MOOC 

instructors. A further search was conducted to list those instructors who had offered 

multiple MOOCs since 2014. From that shorter list, two instructors who offered multiple 

MOOCs on each of three platforms (Coursera, edX, and FutureLearn) were selected. You 

were among those six.    

 

What Will You Do If You Choose to Serve on This Expert Review Panel? 

You will be asked to rate and comment on (a) the extent to which these draft item represent 

all facets of the construct, as defined in this Expert Review Instrument; and (b) indicate the 

relevance of each item to this construct. You also will be asked to rate and comment on the 

clarity and phrasing of each item. 

 

What Are the Possible Risks to Your Participation? 

Your participation on this Expert Review Panel will not involve any physical, 

psychological, or emotional risk to you. 
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What Are the Possible Benefits to You or to Others? 

The only direct benefits to you for your participation in this Expert Review Panel are (a) 

the opportunity for you to express your view on instructor satisfaction in MOOCs, and (b) 

upon completion, your receipt of a $25 Amazon gift card. Beyond this, the final version of 

this instructor satisfaction instrument is intended to help improve the quality of MOOCs. 

 

How Will You Protect the Information You Collect About Me? 

Your responses will be kept confidential; only the researcher and his major advisor will 

have access to  

your responses and response-related information (e.g., your e-mail address).  In addition, 

your responses will be kept anonymous. If any results of this review are published or 

presented, panelists’ names and other personally identifiable information will not be used. 

Finally, each completed Expert Review Instrument will be assign an ID number to help 

ensure anonymity and confidentiality.  

  

Subject’s Rights: Your participation is voluntary.  You may stop participating at any time 

by closing the browser window to withdraw from this panel review. Partial responses will 

not be analyzed. 

 

Questions or Concerns: If you have any concerns or questions about this expert panel 

review or the broader study of which it is a part, please contact:  

 

Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Principal Investigator: ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu  

Dr. Tom Marcinkowski, Major Advisor: marcinko@fit.edu 

Dr. Lisa Steelman, IRB Chairperson, lsteelma@fit.edu 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu
mailto:marcinko@fit.edu
mailto:lsteelma@fit.edu
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Appendix B. 3: Email to participant 

Good (Morning or Afternoon):  

My name is Mr. Yahya Mathashi. I am a Ph.D. candidate at Florida Institute of Technology 

in the Department of Education & Interdisciplinary Studies.  I have initiated a multi-phase 

research study, which focuses on the development, piloting, and validation of an 

instructor satisfaction instrument for use in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs).  

The second phase of this study includes a review of the instructor satisfaction instrument 

by members of an Expert Review Panel. In specific, I am seeking six (6) experts to serve on 

this Review Panel. 

I would like to invite you to serve on this Expert Review Panel. As described in the Review 

Panel Consent Form, this version of the instructor satisfaction survey includes 38 items. 

Each panelist is asked to complete the Instrument Review Form by rating and 

commenting on the face and content validity of these 38 items. Each panelist who 

completes this Instrument Review Form will receive a $25 amazon gift card (USD).   

If you are or may be willing to participate in this study, please click on the link, below. This 

link will take you to a Review Panel Consent Statement. This Consent Statement contains 

important information about the nature and purposes of study, what you are being asked 

to do, and plans to maintain the anonymity and confidentiality of the responses that you 

provide. The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Florida Institute of Technology has 

approved all Expert Review Panel materials.  

If, after reading this Consent Statement, you agree to serve on this Expert Review Panel, 

you will find general directions to complete this Instrument Review Form. 

The link to Instrument Review Form: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/XYRDX5X 
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Appendix B. 4: Expert Review Instrument 

 
(https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Preview/?sm=xvHC1J617SZDoYLIughi1cC57Hl9pf9Ctj5j7TKSIF_2FZ4SCwKeyzQhcu

pl6b4bbN) 

Directions and Reference Material  

 

General Directions: Each of the items included in this review is being 

considered for inclusion in a new measure of instructor satisfaction in MOOCs. 

In Part I, you will be asked to provide four ratings for each item. These rating 

tasks are described on the next page. In Part II, you will be asked to respond to 

three broader, open-ended questions.   

 

 

Definitions: On the basis of prior theory and research, the domain of instructor 

satisfaction used in this study consists of five dimensions (or constructs). The 

conceptual definition of each dimension developed for use in this study is 

presented below. All items included in this review are intended to reflect at least 

one of these dimensions. (You will be presented with an opportunity to comment 

on these dimensions and definitions in Part II.) 

  

 

 

Dimensions/Constructs and Their Conceptual Definition:  

 

I  Student-related: This dimension or set includes variables associated with 

students’ behavior, interaction, and performance, that affect instructor satisfaction 

when s/he judge the difference that happens between her/his expectation from these 

variables and his/her experience or perceived reality of these variables. 

 

II  Instructor-related: This dimension or set includes variables associated with 

instructor’s experience, and attitude that may influence his/her expectations and/or 

perceptions of reality and therefore affect her/his satisfaction. 

  

III  Platform-related: The dimension or set includes variables associated with 

system features, usability,  qualities, ease of use, availability, and performance that 

affect instructor satisfaction when s/he judge the difference that happens between 

her/his expectation from these variables and his/her experience or perceived reality 

of these variables. 

 

IV  Instruction-related: This dimension or set includes variables associated with 

the instruction task, course design, performance, time spent, and workload that 

affect instructor satisfaction when s/he judge the difference that happens between 

her/his expectation from these variables and his/her experience or perceived reality 

of these variables. 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Preview/?sm=xvHC1J617SZDoYLIughi1cC57Hl9pf9Ctj5j7TKSIF_2FZ4SCwKeyzQhcupl6b4bbN
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Preview/?sm=xvHC1J617SZDoYLIughi1cC57Hl9pf9Ctj5j7TKSIF_2FZ4SCwKeyzQhcupl6b4bbN
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V  Feedback-related: This dimension or set includes variables associated with 

others’ feedback such as peer comment, student evaluation, and the timing of these 

kinds of feedback that affect instructor satisfaction when s/he judges the difference 

between her/his expectation associated with these variables and his/her experiences 

or perceived reality of these variables. 

 

 

 

Part 1: Rating Tasks  

Please use the page containing the Definition of each Dimension and the page 

below as references when examining the current set of items. You are asked to rate 

the following four aspects of each item.   
 

A. Clarity 

Please indicate the degree to which the wording/phrasing in each item is 

reasonably clear: 

1. Very Unclear 

2. Somewhat Unclear 

3. Somewhat Clear 

4. Very Clear 
 

B. Categorization  

Please indicate the dimension that each item best matches or fits by 

selecting the appropriate numeral. For any item(s) that do not fit any dimension, 

please select Dimension/Construct VI.  
 

C. Certainty  

Please indicate how certain you think about your match/fit of each item to 

that  dimension by selecting the appropriate rating of certainty:  

1.   Very Uncertain 

2.   Somewhat Uncertain  

3.   Somewhat Certain  

4.   Very Certain  
 

D. Importance (or Centrality) 

Please indicate how important (or central) you think each item is to that 

dimension by selecting the appropriate rating of importance:  

1. Very Unimportant 

2. Somewhat Unimportant  

3. Somewhat Important 

4. Very Important 

Note: Please feel free to write comments about any item in the text box the 

immediately follows that item. These comments may include suggested changes in 

wording, or indicate if you feel any item should be eliminated.  
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Part 2: Responses to Additional, Open-Ended Questions 

After completing your ratings and comments in Part 1, you are asked to respond to 

three additional, open-ended questions.  
A. Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding the manner in which the 

dimensions of instructor satisfaction are identified and/or defined? 

B. To what extent do the items in this version of the instructor satisfaction instrument 

adequately address all salient aspects of each of the five identified dimensions (i.e., 

what, if anything, is missing among items associated with each dimension)? 

C. On the basis of your expertise and experience, which items, if any, should added to 

this pool of items? 

 

Part 1: Ratings 

What I experienced in 

my MOOC regarding 

… 

Clarity 

1 2 3 4  

Categorization 

I II III IV V VI 

Certainty 

1 2 3 4 

Importance  

1 2 3 4 

1 … student to student 

interactions was …  

 

    

2 … student interactions 

with me, as instructor, 

was … 

 

    

3 … the number of 

students who registered 

was … 

 

    

4 … the percentage of 

students who completed 

the  

course was …      

                                                                       

    

5 … the numbers of 

students who 

dropped/stopped out 

was … 

 

    

6 … the level of student 

participation in course 

activities was …    

 

    

7 … the overall quality 

of student work (e.g., 
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assignments, papers, 

projects) was …  

                                                                  

8 … student 

understanding of course 

material was …   

 

    

9 … the distribution of 

student grades was …     

 

    

10 … the amount of 

time I had to design, 

develop, and  

prepare my MOOC was 

…  

 

    

11 … access to the 

resources I needed to 

design and 

develop/prepare my 

MOOC (e.g., 

equipment, material, 

human) was … 

    

12 … the responsibility 

for decisions about the 

length, structure, 

content, and depth of 

my MOOC was … 

 

    

13 … time available to 

assess and provide 

feedback to students in 

my MOOC was …    

                                                                         

    

14 … student access to 

teaching/learning 

resources  

(e.g., textbooks, 

necessary software, 

access to libraries and 

virtual labs) was … 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

15 … the training and 

support provided by the 
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platform (e.g. Coursera, 

edX, FutureLearn) to 

develop and offer my 

MOOC was …  

 

16 … the training and 

support provided by my 

college/  

university to develop 

and offer my MOOC 

was … 

 

    

17 … the technical 

support to help resolve 

technical problems that 

arose when developing 

or offering my MOOC 

was … 

 

    

18 … the basic features 

and functions of the 

platform (e.g., it had an 

acceptable design and 

usable interface; it was 

accessible and 

available, secure, 

flexible and convenient) 

was …  

 

    

19 … the availability of 

basic elements of the 

platform (e.g., weekly 

modules that include 

lectures, videos, links, 

and assignments; a 

discussion forum; auto-

grading for quizzes and 

tests; a mechanism for 

student feedback) 

was… 

 

    

20 … the availability of 

additional features or 

elements on the 
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platform (e.g., to 

monitor student 

participation and task 

completion, to prevent 

cheating, to check on 

plagiarism) was … 

 

21 … the usability of 

the platform (ease of 

use to interact with the 

system and navigate the 

website) was … 

 

    

22 … comments I 

received from my 

students about my 

MOOC (e.g., via rating, 

evaluation, personal 

emails, survey, 

discussion forum or 

review) was …  

    

23 … comments I 

received from my peers, 

including other 

instructors, about my 

MOOC was … 

 

    

24 … comments I 

received from my 

administrator(s) about 

my MOOC was … 

 

    

25 … comments I 

received from family 

members and friend 

about my MOOC was 

… 

                                                                            

    

26 … general comments 

about MOOCs (e.g., in 

reports, articles, 

editorials, the media) 

was … 
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27 … the timing of the 

comments I received 

about my  

MOOC (e.g., when I 

could address questions 

or concerns raised) was 

… 

 

    

28 … the intrinsic 

rewards I received from 

offering my 

MOOC (e.g., 

enjoyment, sense of 

achievement) was … 

  

    

29 … other academic 

demands and 

distractions that 

conflicted with plans for 

my MOOC (e.g., when 

developing or offering 

my MOOC) was … 

 

    

30 … the new 

knowledge, skills, 

experience, and/or 

opportunities that I 

gained from offering 

my MOOC was …    

                                                                         

    

31 … the extrinsic 

rewards that I received 

from offering my 

MOOC (e.g., income, 

recognition, popularity)  

was … 

 

    

 

32. I believe that my 

university should 

offer/accept credit for 

my MOOC. 
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33. In general, I believe 

that MOOCs should not 

be offered/accepted for 

credit at my university. 

 

    

34.  I believe that only 

selected MOOCs should 

be offered/accepted for 

credit at my university.  

 

    

35.  I believe that the 

quality of MOOCs is 

lower than in traditional 

online courses offered by 

my university. 

 

    

36.  I have the basic 

computer/ technical 

skills that I needed to 

develop and offer my 

MOOC. 

 

    

37.  I have the 

pedagogical 

knowledge/experience to 

design, develop, and 

offer my MOOC. 

 

    

38.   If I had the chance 

to offer another MOOC, 

I would do it. 

 

    

 

 

 

Part 2: Open-Ended Questions 

A. Part 2: Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding the manner in which 

the dimensions of instructor satisfaction are identified and/or defined? 
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B. To what extent do the items in this version of the instructor satisfaction instrument 

adequately address all salient aspects of each of the five identified dimensions (i.e., 

what, if anything, is missing among items associated with each dimension)? 

 

 

C. On the basis of your expertise and experience, which items, if any, should added to 

this pool of items? 
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Appendix C: Pilot MISM  

 

Appendix C. 1: IRB Approval  

Appendix C. 2: Email Invitation to Participants 

Appendix C. 3: Consent Statement 

Appendix C. 4: Pilot MISM instrument 

Appendix C. 5: The Results  
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Appendix C. 1: IRB Approval  
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Appendix C. 2: Email Invitation to Participants 

 

Good (Morning or Afternoon):  

My name is Mr. Yahya Mathashi. I am a Ph.D. candidate at Florida Institute of Technology 

in the Department of Education & Interdisciplinary Studies.  I have initiated a multi-phase 

research study, which focuses on the development, piloting, and validation of an 

instructor satisfaction instrument for use in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs).  

In this phase of my study, I am piloting this instructor satisfaction instrument via Survey 

Monkey. In specific, I am inviting you to participate in this pilot study. This version of the 

instrument includes 37 instructor satisfaction items and 7 demographic items.  I estimate 

that it will take about 20 minutes to complete this instrument.  

I hope to receive your completed response no later than XXX.  

Those who complete this survey will be entered into a drawing in which selected 

participants will receive one of 15 Amazon gift cards valued at $20.   

If you decide to participate in this study, please click this link (The link to online survey) 

Before you can start the survey, a consent form will appear. This form has information 

about this study, the purpose of this pilot study, what you will be asked to do, and how 

we will protect the responses and information you provide. The Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) at Florida Institute of Technology has approved the conducting of this survey.  
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Appendix C. 3: Consent Statement 

 

Study Title: Development and Validation of an Instrument for Measuring Instructor 

Satisfaction in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 

 

Principal Investigator: Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Ph.D. Candidate 

 

Why am I Conducting This Study?  

The purpose of this multi-phase study is to develop, pilot, and validate an instrument that 

can be used by institutions and providers of MOOCs to measure instructor satisfaction and 

improve the quality of MOOCs. The purpose of this phase of the study is to obtain a pilot 

data and examine the data for psychometric properties, particularly the reliability and 

validity of the instructor satisfaction instrument. 

 

How Were You Selected to Participate in This Study? 

The MOOC-LIST and the Class Central websites, both publicly available sites, were used 

to identify instructors of MOOC courses offered since 2015. Only instructors who offer 

MOOCs on any of three platforms (Coursera, edX, and FutureLearn) were included in the 

list used to select the sample for this pilot study. You were randomly selected from this list.   

 

What Will You Be Asked to Do If You Choose to Participate in This Study? 

You will be asked to answer 37 instructor satisfaction items and 7 demographic 

items. All of these use a selected-response format. In addition to selecting your best 

response to each item, 

a text box is provided for you to offer any comments. It will take about 20 minutes 

to complete this instrument. 

 

What Are the Possible Risks to Your Participation? 

Your participation on this study will not involve any physical, psychological, or emotional 

risk to you. 
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What Are the Possible Benefits to You or to Others? 

Upon receipt of a completed instrument from you, you would be entered into a raffle to 

receive one of  

15 Amazon gift cards worth $20. Beyond this, the final version of this instructor 

satisfaction instrument will be made available and could be used to help improve the 

quality of MOOCs. 

 

How Will You Protect the Information You Collect About Me? 

Your responses will be kept confidential; only the researcher and his major advisor will 

have access to  

your responses and response-related information (e.g., your e-mail address).  In addition, 

your responses will be kept anonymous. When the results of this study are published or 

presented, participants’ names and other personally identifiable information will not be 

used. Finally, each completed survey will be assign an ID number to help ensure 

anonymity and confidentiality.  

  

Subject’s Rights: Your participation is voluntary.  You may stop participating at any time 

by closing the browser window to withdraw from this panel review. Partial responses will 

not be analyzed. 

 

Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions about this pilot study or the broader 

study of which it is a part, please contact:  

 

Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Principal Investigator: ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu  

Dr. Tom Marcinkowski, Major Advisor: marcinko@fit.edu 

Dr. Lisa Steelman, IRB Chairperson, lsteelma@fit.edu 

 

  

 

 

 

 

mailto:ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu
mailto:marcinko@fit.edu
mailto:lsteelma@fit.edu
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Appendix C. 4: Pilot MISM instrument 

Link to the Online Version of this Instrument on Survey Monkey (with text boxes for 

open-ended comments on items): 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Preview/?sm=7iaRrK1cshjqChAWTn1hRWXmQdbgvh

cUaZtoax8HzCeKTDJty6fe5wk8QEPUWUc2  

 

Directions: First, in your mind, select one MOOC you have taught, preferably the 

most recent MOOC, to serve as the basis for your response to the questions 

below. Please identify the year in which that MOOC was offered.  

 

Calendar Year in Which Your Selected MOOC Was Offered: _______ 

 

Next, with that MOOC in mind, select the response that reflects your best answer to 

each question.  

Finally, if a question is unclear or not applicable to this MOOC, please describe/explain 

this in the comments box for that item. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Preview/?sm=7iaRrK1cshjqChAWTn1hRWXmQdbgvhcUaZtoax8HzCeKTDJty6fe5wk8QEPUWUc2
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Preview/?sm=7iaRrK1cshjqChAWTn1hRWXmQdbgvhcUaZtoax8HzCeKTDJty6fe5wk8QEPUWUc2
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What I experienced regarding 

… 

Well 

Below 

What I  

Expected 

Slightly 

Below 

What I 

Expected 

About 

Right 

Slightly 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

Well 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

1 … the number of students 

who registered for this  

        MOOC was … 

 

     

2 … the percentage of students 

who completed this  

        MOOC was …      

                                                                       

     

3 … the level of student 

participation in activities  

        in this MOOC was …    

 

     

4 … observable student 

interactions with other  

        students in this MOOC 

was … 

 

     

5 … how student interacted 

with me, as instructor,  

        in this MOOC was … 

 

     

6 … the overall quality of 

student work   

        (e.g., assignments, papers, 

projects) in this  

        MOOC was …                                                                

     

7 … available evidence of 

student understanding  

        of course material in this 

MOOC was …   
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What I experienced regarding 

… 

Well 

Below 

What I  

Expected 

Slightly 

Below 

What I 

Expected 

About 

Right 

Slightly 

Above 

What I  

Expected 

Well 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

8 … the amount of time I had 

to design, develop, and 

prepare this MOOC was …

  

 

     

9 … access to the resources I 

needed to design and 

develop/prepare this MOOC 

(e.g., equipment, material, 

human) was … 

 

     

10 …  the length of this 

MOOC was … 

 

     

11 … the selection and 

organization of content  (e.g., 

breadth and depth) in this 

MOOC was … 

 

     

12 … the approaches used for 

teaching and learning in this 

MOOC was … 

 

     

13 … the time and resources 

available to assess and 

provide feedback to students 

(e.g., other instructors, TAs) 

in this MOOC was … 

 

     



 

205 
 

What I experienced regarding 

… 

Well 

Below 

What I  

Expected 

Slightly 

Below 

What I 

Expected 

About 

Right 

Slightly 

Above 

What I  

Expected 

Well 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

14 … the technical support 

needed to resolve any technical 

problem(s) that arose when  

developing or offering this 

MOOC was … 

 

     

15 … the training and support 

provided by the platform (e.g. 

Coursera, edX, FutureLearn) to  

develop and offer this MOOC 

was …  

 

      

16 … the training and support 

provided by my university to 

develop and offer this MOOC 

was … 
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What I experienced regarding … Well 

Below  

What I  

Expected 

Slightly 

Below 

What I 

Expected 

About 

Right 

Slightly 

Above 

What I  

Expected 

Well 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

17 … the basic features and 

functions of the platform used to 

offer this MOOC (e.g., it had an 

acceptable design and usable  

interface; it was accessible and 

available, secure, flexible and 

convenient) was …  

 

     

18 … the basic elements of the 

platform used to offer this 

MOOC (e.g., weekly modules 

that include lectures, videos, 

links, and assignments; a 

discussion forum; auto-grading 

for quizzes and tests; a 

mechanism for student 

feedback) was… 

 

     

19 … the features/elements of 

the platform to  monitor student 

participation and task 

completion in this MOOC was 

… 

 

     

20 … the features/elements of 

the platform to  prevent cheating 

and check on plagiarism in this 

MOOC was … 

 

     

21 … the usability of the 

platform used to offer this  

MOOC (ease of use to interact 

with the system and navigate the 

website) was … 
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What I experienced regarding … Well 

Below 

What I  

Expected 

Slightly 

Below 

What I 

Expected 

About 

Right 

Slightly 

Above 

What I  

Expected 

Well 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

22 … comments I received from 

students about this MOOC (e.g., 

reasonable, fair, constructive,  

and/or positive comments) was 

… 

 

     

23 … comments I received from 

my peers, including other 

instructors, about this MOOC 

was … 

 

     

24 … comments I received from 

my administrator(s) about this 

MOOC was … 

 

     

25 … the timing of the 

comments I received about this 

MOOC (e.g., when I could 

address questions or concerns 

raised) was … 
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What I experienced regarding 

… 

Well 

Below 

What I  

Expected 

Slightly 

Below 

What I 

Expected 

About 

Right 

Slightly 

Above 

What I  

Expected 

Well 

Above 

What I 

Expected 

26 … the intrinsic rewards I 

received from offering this 

MOOC (e.g., enjoyment, 

intellectual stimulation, sense of 

achievement) was … 

  

     

27 … other academic demands 

and distractions that conflicted 

with plans for this MOOC (i.e., 

either when developing or 

offering it) was … 

 

     

28 … the new knowledge, 

skills, experience, and/or 

opportunities that I gained from 

offering this MOOC was …    

                                                                         

     

29 … tangible extrinsic rewards 

that I received for offering this 

MOOC (e.g., income, 

 release time) was … 

 

     

30 … less tangible extrinsic 

rewards that I received for 

offering this MOOC (e.g., 

recognition, popularity) was ...  
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

   

Disagree 

 

Neutral 

 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

31.  In general, I believe that my 

university should   

       offer/accept MOOCS for 

credit. 

 

     

32.  I believe that my university 

should offer/accept only selected 

MOOCs for credit (e.g., those 

offered at a particular level, in 

particular fields, and/or by 

particular universities).  

 

     

33.  I believe that my MOOC 

should be offered/ accepted for 

credit at my university. 

 

     

34.  I believe that the quality of 

MOOCs is lower than traditional 

online courses offered/accepted by 

my university. 

 

     

35.  I had the basic 

computer/technical skills that I 

needed to design, develop, and 

offer my MOOC (i.e., alone or as a 

member of a team). 

 

     

36.  I had the pedagogical 

knowledge /experience that I 

needed to develop and offer my 

MOOC (i.e., alone or as a member 

of a team). 

 

     

37.   If I had the chance to offer 

another MOOC, I would do it. 
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Demographic Items 

1. Years of experience in higher education 

o More than 20 years 

o 13-20 years 

o 8-12 years 

o 4-7 years 

o Less than 3 years 

 

2. Years of experience in online education   

o More than 6 years 

o 5-6 years 

o 3-4 years 

o 1-2 years 

o Less than 1 year 

 

3. Year of experience with MOOCs   

o More than 6 years 

o 5-6 years 

o 3-4 years 

o 1-2 years 

o Less than 1 year 

 

4. Number of MOOCs you have taught 

o More than 10 

o 8-10 

o 5-7  

o 2-4 

o 1 

 

5. Gender  

o Male  

o Female 

o Non-binary 

o Other 
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6. Primary Academic Field(s) of the MOOC You Selected and Used in Your 

Responses (Please check all that apply)      

    

o Arts & Humanities        

  

o Business       

o Computing/CS      

o Education       

o Engineering 

o Health & Medical 

o Mathematics  

o Personal/Professional Development     

     

o Sciences (Natural & Physical)  

o Social Sciences    

o Other (Please ID): ______________ 

 

7. Platform You Used to Offer This MOOC 

o Coursera 

o edX 

o FutureLearn 

o Other (Please ID): _______________ 
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Appendix C. 5: The Results  
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comments on the item and/or response 

This is my second MOOC. The first, which ran in three iterations, recruited up to 20k 
learners, but numbers were lower in the third iteration; the new MOOC has about 2k 
learners. This is in part a more general global trend (more MOOCs available than in 
2015, when I first did one).  

MOOC has been offered through four cycles, enrolling over 100,000 students 

This question and response doesn't really align with my MOOC experiences - our 
MOOCs have continuous enrollment so there wasn't just 'one' cohort of students.  

I offered this course in curated form first and then as a stand-alone self-paced version 
at the request of learners.  

73,000 total registrants. 

overall numbers are high but in my case the numbers completed the course was also 
high.  
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1. What I experienced regarding the 
number of students who registered for 

this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

But this is based on years of experience. 

We weren't sure what to expect in terms of the demand for our courses so the 
percentage was higher than expected (considering we didn't have high expectations).  

This was a full-credit MOOC so completion was around 85%. 
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2. What I experienced regarding the 
percentage of students who completed 

this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I have had fantastic learner engagement on all my MOOCs; my only issue is that 
learners sometimes drift off topic rather in discussion threads (each thread tends to 
contain 100+ individual posts, for all learning steps, of which there are about 25).  

Student discussion and participation in MOOCs is notoriously low, so those students 
who did engage, engaged more than expected.  

This course ran over 6 semesters so students knew what was expected for participation 
in forums and per-to-peer marking. 
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3. What I experienced regarding the 
level of student participation in course 

activities in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Some participants clearly took to this form of interaction, but they were in the 
minority. 

Positive, constructive discussions amongst learners; ideally, I would like to see fewer 
learners simply posting "their" ideas or questions, and engaging more explicitly with 
those of others. Many do -- but others don't.  

Third party organizations organized study groups and boot camps that assisted 
students in completing the course 

Use of discussion forms, questions and completion of quizzes were higher than 
expected.  

I offered the course on NovoEd first and the NovoEd platform allows for much more 
interaction than EdX, where the course is now. However, EdX is in other respects a 
more appropriate platform. 
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4. What I experienced regarding the 
observable student interactions with 

other students in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Learners have been very appreciative of hands-on instructor involvement in 
discussions. Only very occasionally a-typical individuals seem to be bent on picking a 
(political) argument for its own sake.  

In a MOOC, there are too many students for me to engage with each in any way 
beyond answering questions and providing encouragement. This is what I expected.  

I had research assistants and most questions were directed to them 
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5. What I experienced regarding how 
student interacted with me, as 
instructor, in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

NOT APPLICABLE!!! Our MOOC contains no formal assignments 

I was not assessing participants' work (they are NOT students), there was peer 
assessment, and those who purchased certificates were assessed by moderators I 
trained. 

Everyone who completed the course did self-assessments of their learning 

Only discussion board responses. 

The quality of the writing was below the level of similar students I engage with face-to-
face.  

Very mixed.  We had lots of sign-ups from Latin American countries but language 
proved a barrier. By contrast, we had high levels of engagement from India, Pakistan, 
and a number of other countries and language wasn't as big a problem there.  

The MOOC did not have any formal assignments as such, but students did participate in 
the quizzes and discussion and posed questions for comments 
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6. What I experienced regarding the 
overall quality of student work (e.g., 

assignments, papers, projects) in this 
MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

The only way to observe evidence of student understanding is for them to complete 
the course material without asking questions, but that isn't very reliable.  
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7. What I experienced regarding 
the available evidence of student 

understanding of course material in this 
MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

This was because of the requirements of the provider, edX, and the involvement of my 
ITS team at university - when I had run a pilot MOOC using a platform available to my 
university I had much more control over it and it was much more straightforward.  

When I originally developed the course in 2014 

Harvard X did an amazing job of production 

Question could be clear.  It required more time than I had anticipated. 

Completing the DIY videos and quizzes for Coursera was very time-consuming.  

Designing and developing the MOOC took enormous amounts of time. Curation of the 
more intensive version was also very time-consuming.  
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8. What I experienced regarding the 
amount of time I had to design, 

develop, and prepare this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

We had full support of our ITS team at university, with learning designers and learning 
technologists. So we had all the resources needed - but this did also complicate things, 
as we were expected to do things their way rather than our way.  

My University (Nottingham UK) provided excellent support, including a superb in-house 
film team 

All was fine apart from involving additional people. 

This depends on the platform - edX was done with a team to support me, while 
Coursera was DIY. I was provided with the DIY guidance to a small extent by Coursera.  

I had a team of contributors that worked really work for the subject of my MOOC 

Fully supported by university. 
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9. What I experienced regarding the 
access to the resources I needed to 

design and develop/prepare this 
MOOC (e.g., equipment, material, 

human) was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

We planned for six weeks.  We built six weeks.  Again, question could be clearer. 

I don't know what this means. Length of the course? Length of the development? The 
length of time my MOOCs have been running on Coursera?  

Probably my MOOC was slightly long (8 weeks) 
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10. What I experienced regarding the 
length of this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I created the whole content - nonsense question. 

Again, not clear. 

This was my responsibility and was slightly more time-consuming that expected 
considering that some of the material was already in use in my classes. 

I'm not sure what "above" and "below" mean in this context. 
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11. What I experienced regarding the 
selection and organization of content 

(e.g., breadth and depth) in this MOOC 
was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Again, I created it. 

Again, not clear.  These are facet that I determined.  I'm not sure how I could come out 
above or below what I was building. 

I learned a great deal in terms how to develop and teach blended courses, and how 
students react to learning language and communication in this environment. 

The way MOOC works at last those under FutureLearn don't allow for much creativity 
in teaching methods 

I'm not sure what "above" and "below" mean in this context. 
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12. What I experienced regarding the 
approaches used for teaching and 

learning in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Very time-consuming, but also very rewarding 

Same as before. 

Some students in MOOCs seem to want more interaction that, by definition, a MOOC, 
given its "massiveness" can't be expected to have. 

Again, not clear.  These are my call. 

The assessments were mostly quizzes and peer-reviewed, so once we created the 
rubrics and assessment criteria there was actually less time spent giving feedback than 
in face-to-face courses.  

Curation takes time. 

not sure if this question is asking the time that I had to response...to which the answer 
would be ...if you want to keep on top of the MOOC you need to continuously monitor 
24/7...so well about the amount of time that I had. It is very difficult to follow 
conversations as there could be a number o them happening at the same time... 
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13. What I experienced regarding the 
time and resources available to 
assess and provide feedback to 
students (e.g., other instructors, 

TAs) in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Exceptional support - exactly as I expected. 

I didn't really expect there to be technical support issues, and there largely wasn't. 

This really depends on the individual university you are working for and the IT or course 
designer that may be available to assist.  

The university has a team dedicated to support those preparing MOOCs 
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14. What I experienced regarding the 
technical support needed to resolve 
any technical problem(s) that arose 

when developing or offering this MOOC 
was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Mostly, I didn't do this: there was training provided by edX but our learning 
technologists and designers did this.  

I appreciate that FutureLearn allow academics a lot of autonomy, and only do one final, 
and sensible, quality check. I was less satisfied with the automated subtitling of video 
content we provided.  

I did not need training. 

They will eventually solve problems if the students are affected, but instructors are 
more dependent on their university support.  

I guess I did not see this side, as the university had a tea, that liaised with FutureLearn 

i dont know enough about this. 
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15. What I experienced regarding the 
training and support provided by 
the platform (e.g. Coursera, edX, 

FutureLearn) to develop and offer this 
MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I filmed all the content without university support by my own initiative, but then the 
university helped turn it into an edX MOOC 

My contributions to the MOOC were well supported by a dedicated University team. 

I was creating the second MOOC - I would be the only to train others later on. 

For Coursera there was little training and support.  

I had developed several MOOCs previously, so I don't know what training would have 
been needed. 

our institute put all resources at our disposal 
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16. What I experienced regarding the 
training and support provided by 

my college/university to develop and 
offer this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

It was not as versatile as the platform we'd been using for our own university courses.  

FutureLearn platforms are very user friendly. My only issue was the lack of a facility for 
learners to upload images (in addition to written comments).   

Excellent platform re basic features - as expected. 

The basic features were relatively easy to use, but the organization of the individual 
modules was obscure and confusing.  

More capacity for learner teamwork would be good. A gallery for student work would 
also be great.  

Clean and easy to use, although not flexible to add more creative teaching material, as 
it has to work across platforms 

The original Coursera platform was superior for credit-bearing courses.  The course 
offering had to be discontinued because the new platform was unsuitable for avoiding 
cheating. 

analytics is very weak. student engagement processes could also do with some 
enhancements. 

 

 

Well Below
What I

Expected

Slightly
Below What I

Expected

About Right Slightly
Above What I

Expected

Well Above
What I

Expected

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%

17. What I experienced in this MOOC 
regarding the basic features and 

functions of the platform (e.g., it had an 
acceptable design and 

usable interface; it was accessible …

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Excellent, as expected. 

The basic elements were easy to use once you took the time to figure it out and did 
provide an efficient way to provide feedback to students on a large scale.  
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18. What I experienced in this MOOC 
regarding the basic elements of the 
platform (e.g., weekly modules that 
include lectures, videos, links, and 

assignments; a discussion …

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I don't know, I didn't use this 

The platform offered detailed stats on this. 

Got what I needed - I don't really want to monitor the participants. 

This was a good element of the Coursera and provided helpful feedback for research 
and course improvement. 

the platform has since improved in this respect 

difficult to monitor individual students.. 

especially engagement levels in terms of time spent across each learner 
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19. What I experienced regarding the 
feature/element on the platform to 

monitor student participation and task 
completion in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I don't know, I didn't use this  

not applicable (no assessments) 

I expected nothing. 

not applicable- an arts/expressive course. No right or wrong! 

I used no such feature. Not sure that it existed. I answered "About Right" since the 
question forced a response. 

Clicked above because I had to click something.  Not applicable. 

I don't think there was much done to prevent this.  

there was none in place 

we encouraged students to help each other, so cheating (helping) was something we 
encouraged 

did not experience this. 

Didn't have enough experience with this feature to judge 

dont know 
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20. What I experienced regarding the 
feature/element on the platform to 

prevent cheating and check on 
plagiarism in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I was advising on development and piloted new features - it was well above what 
others expected, I knew exactly. 

Parts of the organization were confusing to navigate.  
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21. What I experienced in this MOOC 
regarding the usability of the platform 

(ease of use to interact with the system 
and navigate the website) was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Received great comments - but not from a very large number of students... 

This type of feedback is very subjective.  

very positive and engaging! 

students embraced the nature of learning engagement very easily, though i was 
apprehensive 
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22. What I experienced regarding 
comments I received from students 
about this MOOC (e.g., reasonable, 

fair, constructive, and/or positive 
comments) was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Basically no comments - exactly as I expected. 

N/A 

Not sure I expected or received any. So, my expectations were met in that their was 
non expected or received. 

Many did not realize the work involved to prepare and present the material or the 
extent of the enrollment.  

i had none 

People are busy...was not expecting many comments form peers. The MOOC is not 
directed to peers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Well Below
What I

Expected

Slightly
Below What I

Expected

About Right Slightly
Above What I

Expected

Well Above
What I

Expected

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

23. What I experienced 
regarding comments I received from 
my peers, including other instructors, 

about this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Some exceptionally good and also many dull ones - exactly as I expected. 

N/A 

Only after the MOOCs have been online for years and blended learning is more widely 
discussed has the senior management in my department really expressed positive 
feedback.  

None offered 

not sure what you mean by administrators? 
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24. What I experienced regarding 
comments I received from my 

administrator(s) about this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I don't know who this refers to? Timing from students? If they had a question, someone 
would generally answer it within a day or so.  

Not applicable. None offered.  

not sure what you mean.  

I'm not sure what "above" and "below" mean in this context. 
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25. What I experienced regarding the 
timing of the comments I received 

about this MOOC (e.g., when I could 
address questions or concerns raised) 

was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I wasn't all that excited to offer the MOOC to begin with. 

Good learning and research experience, but only appreciated slightly by my 
administrators.  

It was 10 times more fun than we imagined! 

Hard work to put it together, but very pleased to see it in action! 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Badly conflicted, of course, but that is exactly what I expected. 

MOOCs can take quite a bit of work, but they seem easy on the surface. 

Creating the MOOC materials was over and above my other teaching responsibilities.  
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27. What I experienced regarding other 
academic demands and distractions 

that conflicted with plans for this MOOC 
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comments on the item and/or response 

It greatly helped develop my partnership with the British Library, with whom I co-
designed and co-delivered all my 4 MOOCs. 

I knew everything already - I developed the content which was a learning journey. 

Gained a great deal in terms of knowledge and experience, though opportunities not as 
much yet.  
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comments on the item and/or response 

I was compensated with buyout money for our team, but it wasn't really enough  

Because I expected very low - very badly asked question. 

Very little.  

We expected very little extrinsic rewards 
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regarding tangible extrinsic rewards 

that I received for offering this MOOC 
(e.g., income, release time) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

Won a national prize 

Because I expected very low - very badly asked question. 

Many students have seen my MOOCs who eventually end up in my classes.  
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30. What I experienced regarding less 
tangible extrinsic rewards that I 

received for offering this MOOC (e.g., 
recognition, popularity) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

This is such a difficult question! "It depends" would be my answer. I would say no to a 
MOOC in the form I designed it being offered for credit, because that was not how I 
designed it.  

And they do. 

Uncertain. I think it depends on the MOOC and quality of associated student 
evaluation.  

Only for our own students, as a supplement to face-to-face teaching. 

yes 

Credit should not be offered in a massive way. Do you want your surgeon to be trained 
on a MOOC? 

But the commercial platforms are not secure.  My university is developing its own 
platform incorporating the most valuable features from other platforms. 

We already do. 
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comments on the item and/or response 

There definitely needs to be a vetting process for credit-based MOOCs. 

Only MOOCs that prevent cheating and have strong rubrics and assessment criteria. 

I do not think MOOCs are appropriate for credit at all (I am ok with online materials, 
but I am not ok with 10,000s students a semester gaining college credit for my MOOC) 
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comments on the item and/or response 

I already offer a modified version of my MOOC at my university, with different and 
more rigorous assessments.  

It is not designed as a University module; but I would be open to developing it so it 
could serve as one.  

And it is accepted. 

This wasn't a goal of the MOOC, hence, it was not designed with credit in mind. 

They could be provided as part of a blended set of material.  

Already done so, and designed from scratch to be a for credit course. 

It already is. 
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33. I believe that this MOOC should be 
offered/accepted for credit at my 

university.
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comments on the item and/or response 

I don't understand this question 

The quality of the lectures is not lower, but the assessments are usually not 
appropriate for my university  

It depends on the MOOCs. Most of them are not designed as undergraduate modules.  

Quality is relative to goals. I'm not sure this question, and associated responses, can be 
interpreted in any meaningful way. I chose "Neutral" since you forced response. 

Not applicable.  We offer no such credit. 

It depends on the materials developer, the support the person is provided and the field 
of study.  

As a component of a more elaborate bricks and mortar course a MOOC has a place. My 
university uses the technology internally for some types of classes where students 
might need extra explanation or be able to learn from more than one instructor. 

If you take the human out of the loop, education will suffer. I think MOOCs provide 
learning but not college education. There needs to be one-on-one mentorship 

Most MOOCs are of much lower quality, but the best MOOCs can be even better than 
traditional online courses. 
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comments on the item and/or response 

I had far better computer knowledge than needed. 

The university provided all of the technical support and recording of content. 

Others supplied these. 

Basically, yes. 

Had lots of support from the university so I did next to nothing 

As a member of the highly skilled team, yes 
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Responses



 

248 
 

 

comments on the item and/or response 

No, none of us did so this was a learning experience. As we created more material, we 
learned more about what was required pedagogically.  

i did not have it but as a team we had. 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Not using the same platform and through our university ITS team, it was really tedious 
and more work than was really necessary 

I already created my second MOOC. May create more... 

Not in near future. Possibly down the road sometime. 

I was well compensated, but MOOC's are the first step to eliminating jobs at 
community colleges and other undervalued institutions.  I did this one only because I 
felt a moral imperative to use this tool to disseminate information about mass 
incarceration.  (I have met people with on-line Ph.D.s who seem to know remarkably 
little about their fields.) 

I am still involved in this area, but more sychronous teaching/learning.  

We have done three MOOC (technically, two... we split our first MOOC into two) 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Computer-aided language learning since 2000, but only 4 years of MOOC experience.  
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comments on the item and/or response 

i offered my first MOOCS in 2016 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Not sure if you are asking about unique MOOCs. In that case, 2. These were both 
offered 2 or 3 times. In which case, 5. 

same course twice 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Biostatistics/Epidemiology 

Public library management 

Computer engineering. Our MOOC had a physical lab that was required and was 
automatically graded for functional completeness. 

Perfect for interdisciplinary research. 

Law 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Originally on NovoEd. Now EdX 

In house platform 

Udacity 
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Responses to open comments at the end of the survey  

I'm glad you're doing this research. I think my university hasn't thought deeply enough 
about why it's putting resources into offering MOOCs. More research is great! 

Had great fun producing and running 8 personal finance MOOCs 

If you process my answers with a statistical software, you will get an entirely wrong 
picture, as your reference point is MY expectations - and I knew exactly where I am, I 
knew the platform, etc. So there were excellent things and very bad ones - but no 
surprises, as I had my expectations right - but this does not and should not matter to 
you, the question is whether these are good or bad... 

I am not sure how typical my experience is. My university decided to use FutureLearn 
for a degree program. The MOOC component of the course I taught was for only two 
weeks (the unit ran for 10 weeks). We used FL platform and as this was the first degree 
course that the university and FL had run, the resourcing and support levels from the 
university was exceptionally high. This may have influenced my answers here. Overall I 
was generally happy with the support received. My issues were really around working 
pedagogically with digital learning designers. At times we clashed over appropriateness 
of material to be used or not and the format in which it was presented. These clashes 
were however rather productive and we all adapted our approach to the learning 
environment. The platform (FL) is good and attractive - students liked it. I think 
however it lacks the depth of a Blackboard system which allows for discussion groups 
and so on. FL is a rather 'flat' package and lacks the depth of Blackboard. But 
Blackboard is really quite unattractive and limited in terms of how it presents. FL on the 
other hand is rather too prescriptive at times about how one should teach and present 
learning material. Overall though I would say that on this occasion, and perhaps 
because the university provided high levels of support for this first iteration, the 
experience was overall a very positive, if not challenging one.  

On the whole, good survey. You used checkboxes on all questions, all but one of which 
was a check all that apply. Recommend radio buttons in future for questions where you 
only want one response.  

As noted, for-credit MOOC's are fine in a very limited set of circumstances.  Non-credit 
MOOCs are great for the dissemination of rigorous (and what should be refereed) 
guidance to practical skills and scholarship.  (There was never a moment at which 
anyone asked if I actually knew what I was talking about; I saw no evidence that a 
MOOC denying the Holocaust, or arguing that Donald Trump was anointed by God to 
MAGA would experience, would encounter any critical checks on the path to delivery.)   
The potential loss and degradation of other, more robust and effective forms of 
teaching--and creation of real-time communities of educated citizens--cannot be 
underestimated.  

All the questions asked about how reality was in relation to my expectations. However, 
before creating the MOOC I had expectations only about very few of these items.  

Thanks. I do think MOOCs are evolving and online materials can supplement traditional 
classroom experiences. I think the biggest impact of MOOCs will students who are not 
in college (high school) or post college, as they participate in the life-long learning 
adventure. 
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Many of these questions don't feel directly applicable. They assume a certain product 
process or infrastructure that may not be universal. For example, "What I experienced 
regarding the time and resources available to assess and provide feedback to students 
(e.g., other instructors, TAs) in this MOOC was" -- most MOOCs, mine included, do not 
use any manual feedback. So, I expected none, and received none. Does that make it 
about right? It doesn't seem like it should since there really was no "below" possible. 

For several questions, a "not applicable" or "not enough information to answer" 
response would be helpful 

mix of innovative methods/pedagogy used has not been covered.  
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Appendix D: Final MISM 
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Appendix D. 1: IRB Approval  
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Appendix D. 2: Email Invitation to Participants 

 

Good (Morning or Afternoon):  

My name is Mr. Yahya Mathashi. I am a doctoral candidate in the Ph.D. program in 

Science Education at Florida Institute of Technology.  I am toward the end of a multi-

phase research study, which focuses on the development, piloting, and validation of an 

instructor satisfaction instrument for use in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs).  

In this final phase of my study, I am administering this instructor satisfaction instrument 

to MOOC instructors via Survey Monkey. In specific. This version of the instrument 

includes 31 instructor satisfaction items and 7 demographic items.  I estimate that it will 

take about 10 minutes to complete this instrument.  

 I am inviting you to participate in the final phase of this study so as to obtain enough data 

to examine the instructor satisfaction instrument for psychometric properties, particularly 

the reliability and validity.  

 

I hope to receive your completed response no later than XXX. (two weeks from date sent) 

Those who complete this survey will be entered into a drawing in which selected 

participants will receive one of 10 Amazon gift cards valued at $50.   

If you decide to participate in this study, please click this link (The link to online survey) 

Before you can start the survey, a consent form will appear. This form has information 

about this study, including the purpose of this study, what you will be asked to do, and 

how we will protect the responses and information you provide. The Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) at Florida Institute of Technology has approved this survey.  
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Appendix D. 3: Participant Consent Statement 

 

Study Title: Development and Validation of an Instrument for Measuring Instructor 

Satisfaction in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 

 

Principal Investigator: Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Ph.D. Candidate 

 

Why am I Conducting This Study?  

The purpose of this multi-phase study is to develop and validate an instrument that can be 

used by institutions and providers of MOOCs to measure instructor satisfaction and 

improve the quality of MOOCs. The purpose of the final phase of the study is to obtain 

enough data to examine the instrument’s psychometric properties, particularly the 

reliability and validity of the instructor satisfaction instrument. 

 

How Were You Selected to Participate in This Study? 

The MOOC-LIST and the Class Central websites, both publicly available sites, were used 

to identify instructors of MOOC courses offered since 2015. Only instructors who offer 

MOOCs on any of three platforms (Coursera, edX, and FutureLearn) were included in the 

list used to select the sample for this pilot study. You were randomly selected from this list.   

 

What Will You Be Asked to Do If You Choose to Participate in This Study? 

You will be asked to answer 31 instructor satisfaction items and 7 demographic 

items. All of these use a selected-response format. In addition to selecting your best 

response to each item, 

a text box is provided for you to offer comments. It will take about 10 minutes to 

complete this instrument. 

 

What Are the Possible Risks to Your Participation? 

Your participation on this study will not involve any physical, psychological, or emotional 

risk to you. 
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What Are the Possible Benefits to You or to Others? 

Upon receipt of a completed instrument from you, you would be entered into a raffle to 

receive one of  

10 Amazon gift cards worth $50. Beyond this, the final version of this instructor 

satisfaction instrument will be made available and could be used to help improve the 

quality of MOOCs. 

 

How Will You Protect the Information You Collect About Me? 

Your responses will be kept confidential; only the researcher and his major advisor will 

have access to  

your responses and response-related information (e.g., your e-mail address).  In addition, 

your responses will be kept anonymous. When the results of this study are published or 

presented, participants’ names and other personally identifiable information will not be 

used. Further, each completed survey will be assigned an ID number to help ensure 

anonymity and confidentiality.  

  

Subject’s Rights: Your participation is voluntary.  You may stop participating at any time 

by closing the browser window to withdraw from this study. Partial responses will not be 

analyzed. 

 

Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions about this pilot study or the broader 

study of which it is a part, please contact:  

 

Mr. Yahya Mathashi, Principal Investigator: ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu  

Dr. Tom Marcinkowski, Major Advisor: marcinko@fit.edu 

Dr. Lisa Steelman, IRB Chairperson, lsteelma@fit.edu 

 

  

 

 

 

 

mailto:ymathashi2011@my.fit.edu
mailto:marcinko@fit.edu
mailto:lsteelma@fit.edu
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Appendix D. 4: The Results 
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comments on the item and/or response 

The two previous iterations of the MOOC got higher numbers  

I had no informed expectations relating to numbers. 

Down from the first run, but still a healthy number. 

Better with respect to expectations? In order to generate discussion? Something 
else? This is unclear.  

As we rerun the course we get fewer students each time which is 
understandable but it is hard to know how many would be the 'right' number. 

My MOOCs are ongoing on Coursera, so there are not separate iterations. 

Define "worse"?  Expected?  It was more than I expected.  

The growth was susprising 

We have 100/120 new students registering every week which I thought it was a 
great result. Also, we have a very high number of students who elected to buy 
the Verified Certificate of Completion (so far 700+) 

Always get around 3000-5000. 

It hugely depends on advertising, there was no advertising this time around. 

As the first offering, we did not market as much as we would for an ongoing 
course as it was part of a larger series. In essence, still working out a few kinks.  

Compared to earlier MOOCs I had done I was surprised that I had fewer 
participants 

In my case it means too small, but you wouldn’t know that from the question and 
answers. 
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comments on the item and/or response 

It’s always a very low percentage  

We consistently get high completion on our course, I think because it appeals to 
professionals 

In accordance with the data research into this provides. 

Just because a student doesn't complete a MOOC doesn't mean they haven't 
gained helpful information from the course. 

It's something like 10% ish 

My completion rate is higher than most. 

large % (~95%) just watches video materials. small % want to achieve certificate 
- most of them manage 

15% completion 

This MOOC is stil running so it's hard to know how many will complete. So far 
about 5% of people enrolled completed, which I believe is avg for a MOOC 

I don't really follow completion, as it is an irrelevant concept, unless the MOOC 
is delivered for credit. While this MOOC was Designed as potentially credit 
baring, it is NOT Offered for credit. 

I have very low expectations for MOOC completion. As should everyone. 

driven in part by language differences--not all participants had English language 
skills adequate to the task; driven partly by length 

I would say that it was on par with most other standalone MOOCs 

since this was a compulsory component of the course, everybody had to 
complete it 

I was satisfied that the % was maintained  

I was expecting a poor completion rate 
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comments on the item and/or response 

We get good engagment with discussions, etc. 

It'd make the course richer if more students participated in the shared essays. 

Many students wanted to get in and get out. 

Only a few contributed comments 

Once again, low expectations. 

Given that it was a shorter course, I hoped that a few more would make it to the 
final week (intentionally designed to be compact given research on the drop off 
of participants) 

I was satisfied with % participants who were still active in the 3rd week of the 4 
week course  
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comments on the item and/or response 

I was surprised at the level of discussion generated given the wide ranging 
experience of the participants 

Definitely could be more participation in the course forum  

We get really engaged and keen students who want to debate the topic and 
engage with the tutors. 

My experience with course participation was moderated because I had research 
assistants who provide front line interaction with students. 

Too much is just about getting through and not enough about learning. 

Lots of good discussions and interactions, nice feedback on the quality of the 
course 

Many people participated in the Discussion forum (prompts for discussion were 
give throughout the course). However, most Discussion entries were single 
entries and people didn't interact much. 

I was surprised how some students showed work they had produced with the 
techniques we taught. Basically they creatively riffed on the learning to come up 
with unusual stuff 

After 5 runs your sense of what is 'about right', what it 'more' or 'less' is well 
calibrated, and very different from the first run. 

Those who participated did well 

I did not expect much quality of participation 

I had a good mix of participants  
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comments on the item and/or response 

Participants were respectful on the forum, in general  

You might have an N/A response here 

It is difficult to gauge these questions in terms of what the relevant levels 
'should' be, but peer-to-peer interaction was certainly much better than I 
*expected*, given that topics such as nationalism were in the MOOC. 

Did not often view this in real time. Did read posts after the fact, however. 

Just as an aside - the wording "than it should be" seems odd for the "better" end 
of the scale.  It's more like "better than I expected".   

As above 

Very few students commented on each other's posts 

Not much interactions among students happened on the Discussion forum. 
Mostly we have single entries. 

Interaction through forums is always unnatural and kludgy. Conversations are 
rarely more than a couple of returned comments. 

We did not include as much interaction on the first round, but plan to do so in 
future courses 

I did not expect much after the initial few days 

It was impressive how the international experiences enriched the social learning 
process 
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5. What I experienced regarding 
observable student interactions with 

other students in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

I am not sure it was worse than it should be but expected more direct interaction 
with me and the other instructors 

Not much interaction, really  

In previous iterations, I had been much more involved in course forums and 
engaging students directly. In this iteration, the decision to be largely "hands off" 
was intentional. 

As designed, I had very little interaction with students in this third round. 
Discussion forums were mediated by teaching fellow. 

course is self-paced 

Limited by my available time, but good interactions and comments  

Very few bothered to acknowledge specific comments made to them 

I have had many questions and comments, and I have enjoyed answering them. 

I wasn't really 'featured' and so it would be possible to do the MOOC without 
knowing it was tutored rather than straightforwardly instructional 

We had a few unanticipated technical issues that we worked out in the second 
week. Some learners became extremely upset where others were 
understanding, even though they were taking the course for free 

They were fantastic, enthusiatic, highly cooperative and much more polite than 
ptrsential students 

There was an enormous amount of gratitude for sharing the information online 
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6. What I experienced regarding how 
students interacted with me, as 
instructor, in this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Better than I expected 

We write the course in language that should be accessible to most ages (14+) 
and we have tried to simplify the subject as much as possible. 

I guess it was as expected, but not high. Perhaps because of the design. 

The quality of students' questions was always very high. 

Learners that participated seemed to meet the course objectives 
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7. What I experienced regarding 
available evidence of student 

understanding of the course material in 
this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Takes far longer than you would expect and always needs updating each time it 
is delivered 

There were a lot of quality control steps in the process but this did lead to a 
better product 

It was a lot of work  

We had good support to produce the video and written content and the time 
investment upfront was not too bad at all. 

'Worse' = more work than I had initially expected 

It took about as much time to design and implement as a regular course. 

Once it was created, which took a lot of work, it didn't take that much time to 
maintain.  

Again, this response reflects on this iteration of the course. Very few changes 
were made from the second release, and we intentionally were hands off. 
Therefore, there was not a large amount of effort on my part. The original 
course production, as well as its second run, however, were extraordinarily time 
and resource heavy. 

I invested a LOT of time in the first iteration, a little bit in the second, and very 
little in the third iteration of the course.  

I prepared for over 6 years teaching the material on campus and online before I 
built my MOOC. 

MOOC had been developed before I became involved by several people. Spent 
following years aligning content and level of difficulty 
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8. What I experienced regarding the 
amount of time I used to design, 

develop, and prepare this MOOC was

Responses
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Not sure 'better/worse' is the right measure here. It took a long time to do,but 
was enjoyable and I wanted to do it right. It could have been made more 
quickly, but then it wouldn't have been as good a course. 

It took 1000s of hours to produce 

Very labor intensive, but rewarding. 

It took an insane amount of time to design and develop this MOOC. 

At the time I was designing this MOOC I was new to this area - everyone was. 
Many things were not set up in my Uni at the time, we were still figuring things 
out. My second MOOC tool about 25% of the time compared to the first one. 

These things are always more work than they ought to be given the ROI. 

Takes much more time to develop and curate than anyone might imagine 

Difficult to judge as it was the first MOOC I developed 

We could have used a little more time to get our ducks in a row, but did turn out 
a reasonably solid product that we plan to improve upon 

It was a enormous lot of eork, but I enjoyed every aspect of it 

I had multiple delays in finishing it on time  

There were times where perfect was the enemy of good when developing the 
course.  My school dedicated a lot of tech folks to assist, and it took most of my 
time getting the course to go from very good to their version of perfect.  We 
could have delivered a very good course with fewer than half of the time and 
resources. 
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comments on the item and/or response 

I lead a team of elearning developers so we had a good idea about how to 
design the MOOC 

We have a great dedicated team who are really skilled and supportive. 

We had great institutional support 

I did this mostly on my own - anyone who tried to help - usually got in the way. 

I have an excellent team at Reading. 

My university was highly supportive 

My university was helpful in mentoring, as were external people. 

We have a wonderful supportive provost, dean, chairman and board of regents 

Great campus support--IT and Library 

My technical team is very valuable but very small and cannot devote that much 
time to this project. 

It was a labour of love, but the provider was very supportive and full of 
suggestions. 

Did not have the authority to enforce or reward to offer. 

I had lots of support, but it shouldn't require so much support to begin with.  
So...I received "more support" but not clearly "better support." More is not 
always good, so hard to answer question as phrased, though the support I 
receive was fine. 

Excellent support from my University, and also FutureLearn 

We really had to do this on the cheap as institutional support was yanked late in 
the process. We created the course with a very small team and about $3000 in 
non-staff production support. 
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9. What I experienced regarding 
access to resources I needed to design 
and develop/prepare this MOOC (e.g., 

equipment, material, human) was

Responses
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My university, Pompeu Fabra University in Barcelona was very helpful, it solved 
all the technical problems 

Images with CC license were the hardest to find, so I had to commission them.  

As per my prior response, though, it was too good.  It is highly uncertain 
whether someone signs up or completes a course because of multi-colored 
graphics with just the right shade of green, versus spending time on the quality 
of the content, for example. 

 

 

comments on the item and/or response 

The were 4 coteachers and 8 TAs total 

hired TAs the first years to help out 

I am the only one interacting with students online. 

You just have to allot time daily. 

If the MOOC is massive, then, by definition, the ability to provide meaningful 
feedback to students is minimal. So, this was never a goal to begin with. 

Most of the work was graded automatically. For the course project, I had 
everything returned within a week.  

It took me an enormous time to answer their questions or comment their 
comments: 2 or 3 hours every day while the MOOC was running, but it was 
highly rewarding 

It is always demanding to ensure we provide feedback to the new comers later 
in the course, whilst also ensuring those on track with each week are still 
supported  

providing customized feedback is almost impossible  

Much Worse
Than It

Should Be

Slightly
Worse Than
It Should Be

About Right Slightly
Better Than
It Should Be

Much Better
Than It

Should Be

0.00%
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%

10. What I experienced regarding the 
time and resources available to assess 
and provide feedback to students (e.g., 

other instructors, TAs) in this MOOC 
was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Pretty good support staff at my institution  

It was really good. 

See #9 

The support staff grew over time in their ability to run interference and at this 
point I heavily depend on them. 

It is sometimes hard to shoehorn our creative ideas into an existing platform 

Not many technical problems came up 

By now I need nearly zero technical support. 

Very few issues 

The course provider was able to assist any needs, as well as our team of 
instructors and course support 

Mu university solved everything 

 

 

 

 

 

Much Worse
Than It

Should Be

Slightly
Worse Than
It Should Be

About Right Slightly
Better Than
It Should Be

Much Better
Than It

Should Be

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

11. What I experienced regarding the 
technical support needed to resolve 
technical problems that arose during 

this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

At the time we set up the MOOC the university were keen to introduce more 
MOOCs - I am not sure  this is the case now 

It was very good. 

I was provided a LOT of support, but without this much support I would not have 
been able to carve out the time to deliver a MOOC product of this high quality. 

I needed no training. 

Excellent 

My University were too risk averse and worried about reputation if things went 
wrong, rather than the positive promotion it would bring. 

There was no training or anything then, it was the early days. Now I advise 
others. 

There is no centralized MOOC development effort on my campus. We did this 
on our own in a small office environment. Senior admin did not support our 
efforts, but also did not prohibit us from offering the course.  

I prepared it alone, wrote the contents, searched the images and answered the 
students, and my university gave all the necessary technical support 

Not sure what is your base line when you say "...than it should be".  
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12. What I experienced regarding the 
training and support provided by my 

college/university to develop and offer 
this MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

These folks documentation is OK and about all that we have - they are always 
stretched thin and take forever to help when we get stuck. 

FutureLearn helped integrate new tools within the platform to host 3D content. 

On the old Coursera platform the support was excellent. On the new Coursera 
platform it was take-it-or-leave-it.  The new platform lacked the flexibility to run a 
course for credit and lead to the termination of the course. 

Some functions to develop the course on edX are clunky and sometimes edX 
people are slow to answer my questions or their answers are cryptic. 

Mainly associated with the development of the interactive web pages in the 
course and how they fitted with the platform 

I attended training by the platform provider and read through online materials. 
They were generally satisfactory. I do wish there was additional assistance for 
things like LTI.  

I felt very confident having Future Learn behind me 

I’m not sure as I did not interact with the platform...the school’s tech folks did, 
other than some login and discussion board info. 
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13. What I experienced regarding the 
training and support provided by the 

platform (e.g. Coursera, edX, 
FutureLearn) to develop and offer this 

MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Its generally very easy to use both as a content author and an end user, easier 
than our own vle. 

Their UI / UX is very LAME - they  start with a simple UI / UX that is too simple 
because they have no clue what teachers and students do - then they get new 
ideas / complaints / suggestions and jam them into the UI / UX without re-
thinking anything and end up with a ugly / complex system. 

FutureLearn is a good platform.  

Tabs not self-evident 

See comment for Question 13 

too many differences between the "studio" side and the "students' view" side. 
"Studio" is hard to navigate: too many clicks, pages are very slow to upload. 
Other functions would be needed for foreign language online teaching (e.i. 
allowing more than one blank per sentence). 

MOOC platforms tend to be limited in functionality relative to other LMS 
environments. 

Over, the system is pretty easy to follow. However, at the time of my offering, 
the "grade book" was pretty poor, as was the discussion forum. It was difficult to 
enter code into a question as it messed up the text field and there was no way 
to get around it beyond creating a text box above a question and ask the 
learners to refer to it to answer the question. The video and content integration 
is fine. 

It is a good platgorm and they were always attentive, and very accesible 

Future learn UX is fabulous  

Great platform. Easy to use. As I expected. 
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14. What I experienced regarding the 
design and usability of the platform 

used to offer this MOOC (e.g., ease of 
use in interacting with the system and 

navigating the website) was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

slightly restrictive but did develop as we did each iteration of the MOOC 

Not sure that edX really lent itself to innovation  

Its great, very easy to create different types of content and accessible on a wide 
range of devices 

The people that build these platforms have no clue at all about modern 
educational technology standards - and they think they are infinitely smart so 
they don't have to listen to anyone except themselves. 

Needed to be able to plug in/link to external resources to enrich the core 
functionality of the platform (eg 3D models, timeline, Padlet). That was possible 
but it could have been easier.  

It would be really helpful to have more support for auto assessment of 
programming assignments. 

javascript was hard to run 

See comment for Question 13 

Often the connection to third party providers is necessary to offer a variety of 
teaching approaches. 

But my expectations are very high. 

For interactive pages... 

The content is pretty linear and assessments are limited.  

We had to find work arounds to the limitations 
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15. What I experienced regarding the 
flexibility of the platform used to offer 

this MOOC (e.g., to allow creative 
teaching and learning materials to be 
added, or teaching approaches to …
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comments on the item and/or response 

Easy to get aggregate data, but not as easy to track 
individuals 

The data from futurelearn is very detailed with info on 
dropout rates at every stage of the mooc so we could 
identity which content items were offputing to learners. 

I barely care about analytics other then number of students.  Analytics are a toy 
for people to build a research portfolio and have little value to those teaching the 
class. 

edX does great in analytics 

Cannot draw many conclusions since, for example, comparing students' 
outcome on tests with number of access or "time on task" on the platform is not 
allowed.  

..but only after the course had finished, so it didnt feed into the design as it 
progressed 

I am not particularly interested in the analytics, I am interested in the teaching. 

The analytics were useful for things such as item analyses and to get big picture 
snapshots. It was not super useful on an individual learner basis. 

I would have preferred to track performance against each step with a more 
intuitive visual format, instead of a long excel sheets   
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16. What I experienced regarding the 
the analytics on the platform used to 

offer this MOOC (e.g., tracking student 
engagement, progress, and task 

completion) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

Not much feedback, but constructive  

I was really pleased with the feedback and the fact that students can comment 
on each item of content 

Loads of positive feedback. 

often not very useful 

Not sure about 'should be', but feedback has been consistently excellent. 
People have sent me appreciative feedback from all over the world.  

Very positive, even if only a minority responded  

Student response has been surprisingly great 

I have received many valuable comments from our exit survey 

The comments were extremely positive, at least the wast majority of them. But I 
couldn't say particularly constructive, as I have the expertise they don't. 

There were some very positive comments, but some equally negative ones. 
Given that we had some technical issues early on, I am not surprised, but think 
that a second offering will be more positive.  

They were enthusiastic, I felt highly rewarded for my work 
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17. What I experienced regarding 
comments I received from students 
about this MOOC (e.g., reasonable, 

fair, constructive, and/or positive 
comments) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

No comments from peers  

N/A should be an option  

This is not applicable but I had to answer it 

I received very little feedback/comments from peers, if any. 

Not much feedback. 

None 

Not much 

A few teachers I know logged on as 'secret shoppers' (incognito) but I didnt 
recieve any feedback from my own University! 

NA 

Colleagues are totally unaware that the course exists 

Not many in this run 

Given that this was the first course in a sequence, we learned a lot and use that 
experience to improve production on later courses. We had good feedback that 
helped improve things as a whole.  

did not receive any comment 

No comments. Expected more. 
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18. What I experienced regarding 
comments I received from my peers, 
including other instructors, about this 

MOOC was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

No real comments directly received 

Few comments received 

No comments from them, either  

N/A should be an option 

This is not applicable but I had to answer it 

Non-existent. 

Lots of good feedback. 

not really applicable 

Strong feedback given quality of the course and its positive effects for the 
institution. 

None 

All have been supportive 

Not much 

they haven't been very involved regarding the quality of this MOOC 

Nothing 

Didn't receive any such comments. 

NA 

Never received any comments 

Not really any for this run 

Not applicable really applicable as we are not situated in a college - I marked 
much worse because we did not support from senior leadership 

did not receive any comment 

There is still a divide in how the MOOCs are accepted within the institution.  

They stayed out of it as I had hoped 
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19. What I experienced regarding 
comments I received from my 

administrator(s) (e.g., my Dean and/or 
Department Head) about this MOOC 

was

Responses



 

286 
 

 

comments on the item and/or response 

No rewards other than self satisfaction and support from my direct boss 

Great discussion and feedback from participants 

Not having much interaction with students is not great 

I learned a lot from the experience, but I also feel like it was a distraction from 
other academic demands that should have taken a higher priority (in particular, 
grant applications). 

Very rewarding. 

Disappointed with the level of student interaction  

Student responses have been wonderful 

Great 

One of the most satisfying professional experiences I have ever had. 

Felt I could see the value and wanted to experiment with formats 

The first time there was a sense of achievement. Now it is more a sense of duty 
- it is a good thing, the participants benefit a lot, so I should do it. 

In all the runs I have got benefits, including publications, outreach, etc 

I really enjoyed the process and hope to teach additional courses in the future 

It was one of the best pedagogic experiences of my teaching life 

not sure about baseline. I was satisfied to have done this one 
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20. What I experienced regarding the 
intrinsic rewards I received from 

offering this MOOC (e.g., enjoyment, 
intellectual stimulation, sense of 

achievement) was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

The hardest part was trying to engage with comments once 
 
the course started. there were lots and trying to respond to 
 
all of them was impossible. 

Not sure what the question is asking 

Non-existent 

Making a MOOC is difficult.   I did it as overload.  It was a heavy load but in the 
end I am glad that I did it without asking for time off because it meant I had 
creative control. 

I knew this would be extra work, and it was.  

It was a lot of work, basically requiring one to work two full time jobs 

See above.  Very demanding. 

While developing this MOOC I was working every weekend and late at night as 
well. 

It was all my spare time, not University hours, and no dispensation. 

This is unavoidable, particularly if the needed time is badly underestimated. 

Not sure how to respond give the scale. But, I would say that creating the 
MOOC was distracting from other duties. 

During production, we went through a major transition into a new center 

I had just retired, there were not other interferences 
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21. What I experienced regarding other 
academic demands and distractions 

that conflicted with plans for this MOOC 
(i.e., either when developing or offering 

it) was

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

The MOOC effort led to a new grant-funded program, so that 
 
was a positive outcome. 

I learned a lot about why people undertake moocs and their 
 
expectations regarding online courses. 

This is not applicable but I had to answer it 

Useful skills in video material 

I have learned a lot in educational technology 

Much Better than it "Should be" is such an odd way of phrasing this. What is 
should? I'm not clear that I am really understanding how to answer any of these 
questions. 

I learned some, not much - I had more than a decade of online teaching 
experience. Applying what I knew was the exciting part. 

I felt that I gained appropriate experience from developing and running the 
course 

I learned a lot and i acquired new capacities 

Collaborating with other experts was excellent  
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22. What I experienced regarding the 
new knowledge, skills, experience, 

and/or opportunities that I gained from 
offering this MOOC was ) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

None 

Just part of my job 

Non-existent 

None 

I did not receive any tangible extrinsic rewards, as far as I can recall. 

Income is nice.  Travel money is nice.  The ability to set my own research 
agenda using my own funds is nice.  I got promoted based on the MOOCs - so 
pretty good all in all. 

no different than classical teaching 

Part of my promotion case, and case for external awards.  

Totally one way rewards for Coursera and students  

The rewards are intrinsic, not extrinsic 

I should have received course release time. Some rewards came later though. 

I wasnt expecting much! 

Absolutely no reward, tangible or otherwise (e.g. recognition). 

I didn't receive any release time nor was eligible to receive any revenue 
generated. This was purely an endeavor to help grow our field and conduct 
research.  

No material reward  

Expected none, got none 
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23. What I experienced regarding 
tangible extrinsic rewards that I 

received for offering this MOOC (e.g., 
income, release time) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

Nothing changes!  

Basically none 

This is not applicable but I had to answer it 

Non-existent 

I am pretty well known because of the MOOC. 

Many feedbacks from colleagues around the world. 

Yes, there was a certain kudos and novelty then. MOOCs were a buzz! 

None. 

I am not aware of any increased popularity and was not formally recognized for 
running the course.  

Our school has offered about a dozen MOOCs and the MOOC I designed and 
delivered has been the most popular with tens of thousands of participants.  I 
have never received one message from anyone in the school about how they 
appreciate the effort.   
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24. What I experienced regarding less 
tangible extrinsic rewards that I 

received for offering this MOOC (e.g., 
recognition, popularity) was
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comments on the item and/or response 

Depends on the topic and how it is certified 

If they have been designed to be of suitable level of learning that maps to HE, 
then yes. 

It depends on the source offering the MOOC.  

It depends.  If we offer credit using MOOCs,their design needs to be quite 
different.  For credit MOOCs are hardly MOOCs.   Offering credit for broadly 
interesting MOOCs is silly. 

to easy to commit fraud in the current system 

Or other distance learning courses 

No certain system of authentication 

MOOC are not college, college education requires open-ending, independent 
and creative experiences. 

a slippery slope. These could degrade demand for classroom teaching. 

I strongly believe in affordability and accessibility of higher ed. 

The right MOOCs in the right areas with the right processes. Not a simple 
yes/no question. 

But not for all MOOCs 

We originally wanted this course to offers masters degree credit and had some 
support, but it was removed and we were told this was no longer an option. 

I think that tuition has to be evaluated as much as research. But for this to be 
done, it is necessay to open the classroom’s doors. Now things go as in the 
13th century and they have to change, otherwise university tuition will easely 
degenerate 

We don't offer it in core MBA programme and that's how it should be. We offer it 
in long distance executive education 
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25. In general, I believe that my 
university should offer/accept MOOCS 

for credit. 

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Level is the critical factor. 

But these MOOCS need to be separately developed with credit in mind. 

None 

MOOC provide opportunities for the people, but they are not college 

None.  We're a residential college. 

Starting with some subjects offered as MOOCs and then expand to more. 

We are an Arts University, and I saw MOOCs as possible feeders to HE 
provision. 

It probably does not make sense for any MOOC to accepted if it does not impact 
the degree (i.e. does the Rise of Superheroes MOOC offered by the 
Smithsonian impact a data science masters program?) Ultimately, vetting 
probably has to be at each university or in a co-op/consortium, as many things 
may be context specific. I am curious if people would only accept credit from 
elite universities or if regional ones like mine would be welcomed.  

Supporting Professional practice  
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26. I believe that my university should 
offer/accept only selected MOOCs for 

credit (e.g., those offered at a particular 
level, in particular fields, and/or by 

particular universities).
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comments on the item and/or response 

As it is, the level isn't high enough, but we could adapt it to make it so. 

My MOOC is designed for engagement based on student interest.  For credit 
MOOCs "capture" students and force them to learn.   Myuch more learning can 
happen in this structure but the students have less fun 

too easy even for BSc  - is more an advertisement than proper course. we use it 
as background / intro for BSc course "in house" 

Only if there was assessment that could be verified  

Course was designed and launched as a for-credit course.  Over 5 semesters 
around 8,000 students received full credit. 

It's just as demanding as my f2f classes. 

It wasn't designed to be for credit. Unclear how much credit it is worth. Maybe a 
little bit.  

Only as part of a bricks and mortar course 

Its not at that level 

We designed my course (and others in the series) to support and scaffold 
potential students for our new masters degree program. We feel it is redundant 
to have students take courses for information that they have already learned in 
the MOOCs. 

Not as it is presently structured but could easily be adapted to do this. 
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university.
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comments on the item and/or response 

Probably as no credits attached and MOOCs not subject to usual course design 
processes 

Some high quality MOOCs out there  

The platform is actually better than our trad courses. 

They don't really compare - the MOOC was just a five-week introduction to a 
topic.  

Although I said disagree, the MOOC I teach does not meat credit hour 
requirements so it would not be accepted for credit.  

Depends on the mooc 

It really depends course to course and instructor to instructor 

I don't have a good basis to answer this question. 

It depends on the source of the MOOC.  

It is not a quality thing at all - as long as you assume they are different kinds of 
courses.  So far the on-credit courses feel of lower quality to be because we 
make so many so fast and each is not a crafted work of educational art. 

no comparison 

Not lower, but MOOCs are different things - shorter format, less assessed, mass 
participation, free, different audience. Not really comparable to other distance 
learning products, though they can be a gateway.  

Because of assessment problems  

Never offered or taken an on-line course 

Provided the course is designed-for-purpose learning outcomes will be superior. 

In terms of assessment, they are almost always worse. In terms of content, 
perhaps not. 
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28. In general, I believe that the quality 
of MOOCs is lower than traditional 
online courses offered/accepted by 

university.
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Lower in terms of scope or coverage. We do much more in the bricks and 
mortar version and the assignments require more engagement. 

I think that there are plenty of poorly designed "traditional online" courses and 
that rigor starts with the instructor and reinforced by others at the university.  

 

 

 

 

comments on the item and/or response 

Yup. 

I depended on others. 

I developed the skills as I worked at the MOOCs. I didn't have the necessary 
skills when I started. 

I felt strong enough beyond potential LTI integration 

Not much skill was required 

I need a learning technologist  
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29. I had the computer/technical skills 
that I needed to design, develop, and 
offer this MOOC (i.e., alone or as a 

member of a team).

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Frankly I have yet to meet anyone other than a fellow instructor who 
understands the pedagogy of this new form.   Professional instructional 
designers are far worse than useless.  They are trained to just hassle faculty 
about learning objectives - and take time away from the actual crafting of the 
course.  Schools of education are the worst place to reason about this new 
phenomenon. 

Yes, (only) because of support from the team. 

I should have taken more time to do some serious research online education 
before starting developing the course. 

I have many years of experience in course design 
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30. I had the pedagogical 
knowledge/experience that I needed to 

develop and offer my MOOC 
(i.e., alone or as a member of a team).

Responses
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comments on the item and/or response 

Needs a lot of time and maintenance  

Time would be an issue 

too time-consuming 

Not sure it is worth the effort  

And I will be offering many more MOOCs. 

Once Coursera refused my preference to offer the MOOC once or twice yearly 
(to create a sense of cohort) rather than six times, it ruined the experience. 

We have made 3, and will probably make more 

I would revise, expand, wiki the one I offered. 

Already doing so, but have a developed a platform inhouse that takes the best 
parts of Coursera/EdX and tailored for delivery of credited courses, especially 
secure registration and on-line proctoring. 

I have made 8 MOOCs and am making 3 more currently. 

It depends on the conditions. I have already done 2 (design and delivery), 
which, I believe, makes me the only business school academic in the world with 
2 MOOCs. 

I've done several moocs in several platforms. I, personally, feel no need to 
create another one. 

Absolutely! 

Am doing several new MOOCS 
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31. If I had the chance to offer another 
MOOC, I would do it.
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comments on the item and/or response 

multiple times 

I taught one MOOC directly, but that same course has been offered on demand 
from time to time. 

3 iterations of the same course 

Only what I have also developed/designed. 

I have helped develop eleven MOOCs in total, but only served as instructor for 
one 

same course taught several times  

I was active in teaching in one MOOC but it continues to be offered in a non live 
format. 
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comments on the item and/or response 

Digital accessibility, assistive technology and disabilities 

Accounting and Finance 

Genomics 

public health 

Law 

Foreign Language acquisition 

Open Science - Which is about all fields 

Urban planning 

design and geospatial sciences 
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comments on the item and/or response 

started on Coursera. Switched to edX. 

Homegrown MOOC system at our university that has since been retired. 
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Open comments at the end  

MOOC great advertisig tool for school and course. it helped me increased my 
linked n profile and get invited to professional conferences  

MOOCs do help the learners in various ways be it in the form of understanding 
or revisiting the concepts taught in the course. It is helpful to the working 
professionals who can study along with their work schedule. It also proves 
beneficial to the students who are residing in remote locations where there is a 
dearth of teachers and educational institutions. They can watch the MOOC 
videos and learn the subject in an easy and convenient manner as per their 
suitability.  
The success of a MOOC depends on a lot of factors. Of course, the course 
instructor and the pedagogy used have a major influence on the course success 
but while the course is live on the platform, the participation among the students, 
TA’s participation and timely technical support also play an important role in the 
completion rate of the course by the learners.    
We feel motivated to create another MOOC when students share appreciating 
and gratifying comments for making available such MOOC to them.  Looking 
forward to creating more such MOOCs. 
All the best for your reserach! 

I would have loved more time and to have made the MOOC much more 
interactive but also have clinical and other teaching commitments which 
conflicted with MNOOC design, implementation and reviewing and innovating 

Thank you for creating this survey 

Since you are trying to validate this survey, I just wand to re-iterate a comment I 
made in one of the previous boxes. The phrase "than it should be" is odd.  How 
can something be "better than it should be"?  That would mean that it "should" 
be worse than it is.  So I think you might conduct some interviews to determine 
what might be better wording (perhaps you already have, and this is then just 
additional information for you).  Best of luck.  

I think the use of 'than it should be' in some of the questions was a bit difficult to 
answer - who is to determine what it 'should be'? 

Good luck, it was 3 times the work as we expected but 10 times the reward as 
we expected 

I hope you will share the results of your research! 

Always good to hear of MOOC research! 

One important aspect is missing: the most rewarding aspect of 
designing/delivering MOOCs for me was that I can reach and teach an 
extremely large number of students. I had more students on my MOOC in 6 
years than how many I could have during a long full academic career. 

 

 


