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Keywords
We delved into the antecedents and consequences of college students’ online learning; academic
satisfaction with online learning. We proposed the antecedents would self-efficacy; teaching
be interactions, teaching presence, self-management of learning, and presence; self-managed
academic self-efficacy, and that the consequence would be intention to learning; student
continue to use online learning. Participants were 236 college students satisfaction

in South Korea who completed an online survey. Our findings suggest
that students’ satisfaction with online learning was positively related to
the interactions between students and instructor, teaching presence,
self-management of learning, and academic self-efficacy. We also found
that student satisfaction with online learning positively predicted their
intention to continue to use online learning. Thus, our findings in this
study provide educators with ways to increase student satisfaction, and
add to knowledge about the relationship between students’ satisfaction
and their intention to take online courses.

Enrollment in online education courses (e-learning) continues to increase, while, at the same time,
enrollment in higher education continues to decline (Seaman et al., 2018). E-learning creates challenges and
opportunities for learners, educators, and school administrators (Alshare et al., 2011). In Korea, because of
the COVID-19 pandemic, online learning is now positioned as an important format for delivering education.
In fact, the worldwide COVID-19 pandemic has catalyzed the emergence of e-learning as a sustainable
option for education.

Despite its importance, research on online learning in Korea has been scant. In particular, few researchers
have examined the factors that contribute to students’ satisfaction with online learning, or the outcomes of
this mode of learning. Moreover, no prior studies of students’ satisfaction with online learning have been
conducted in the context of real-time learning (Alshare et al., 2011; Arbaugh & Duray, 2002; Artino, 2007;
Bolliger, 2004; Eom & Ashill, 2016; Garrison et al., 2001; Richardson & Price, 2003; Shen et al., 2013). The
current research, in contrast, was conducted in the context of learning happening in real time, and we
examined the importance of synchronous research in online education. Thus, our study will strengthen the
literature by providing insight into online learning environments and student satisfaction.

Literature Review and Development of Hypotheses

Interaction

Moore and Kearsley (1996) suggested that interaction is the most important component of student
engagement, be it in traditional face-to-face or in distance learning settings. Interaction in distance learning
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is deemed to have the following three dimensions (Moore, 1989): First, learner—learner interaction refers
to a two-way reciprocal communication between learners. Here, an instructor may or may not be present. In
this dimension of interaction, learners can actively exchange their ideas and give feedback to others (T.
Anderson, 2003; Moore, 1989). Second, in learner—content interaction the learner elaborates on and
reflects upon the subject matter or the content of the course. Thus, this is a one-way process (Moore, 1989).
Third, in learner—instructor interaction the learner interacts with the course instructor in two-way
communication (Moore & Kearsley, 1996).

In a distance learning environment, among these three dimensions, the learner—instructor interaction is the
most important factor for predicting students’ online learning satisfaction (Thurmond, 2003). Battalio
(2007) and Bolliger (2004) found that the learner—instructor interaction was the strongest predictor of
student satisfaction in both undergraduate and graduates online courses. Thus, in this study, in which our
focus was only on the interaction between learner and instructor, we put forward the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Interactions between students and instructor will be positively related to students’
satisfaction with online learning.

Teaching Presence

Presence refers, in general, to “a person’s sense of being in a place and belonging to a group” (Joo et al.,
2011, p. 1656). In looking for predictors of student learning outcomes or performance, researchers have
examined teaching presence, social presence, and cognitive presence (T. Anderson et al., 2001; Garrison et
al., 2001; Shea et al., 2003). Among these three types of presence, teaching presence in particular has drawn
a great deal of attention, especially in the context of online education.

T. Anderson and colleagues (2001) defined teaching presence as teachers designing, facilitating, and
providing direction of cognitive and social processes so that their students realize “personally meaningful
and educationally worthwhile learning outcomes” (p. 8). Teaching presence has three subdimensions (T.
Anderson et al., 2001): First, instructional design and organization refers to preparation of the course
content and, thus, includes outlining the online course content, process, and overall structure, and carrying
out assessments. It involves the overall design and planning of the online course. Second, facilitating
discourse means promoting a learning environment conducive to an active learning process, such as
keeping up students’ interest, motivation, and engagement. Third, direct instruction refers to utilizing
pedagogical expertise and subject content to enable students to construct their own knowledge.

Concerning the effects of teaching presence in online learning, Caskurlu and colleagues (2020) found a
moderately strong positive relationship between teaching presence and learner satisfaction. Furthermore,
their results show that in fully online courses, each of the three dimensions of teaching presence predicted
student outcomes. Other studies also support there being a strongly positive relationship between teaching
presence and student satisfaction (Akyol & Garrison, 2008; Arbaugh, 2008; Khalid, 2014). Hence, we
proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Teaching presence will be positively related to students’ satisfaction with online learning.

Self-Management of Learning

Self-management of learning refers to students’ ability to engage in autonomous learning, and their belief
in their own ability to exercise self-discipline (Wang et al., 2009). Researchers often use the term self-
management of learning interchangeably with self-directed, independent, or autonomous learning (Regan,
2003). Previous studies have found that self-management of learning has a critical influence on students’
learning outcomes (Abar & Loken, 2010; Chen, 2002; Lounsbury et al., 2009). High levels of self-managed
learning lead to higher academic achievement (Chen, 2002) and a better cumulative grade point average
(Lounsbury et al., 2009). Researchers have also reported that students who have strong self-management of
learning demonstrate an intrinsic motivation to learn; thus, there is a strong relationship between their
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learning outcomes and satisfaction (Ahmad & Majid, 2010). Hence, a plausible assumption is that students
with higher (vs. lower) levels of self-management of learning will be more satisfied with online learning,
Therefore, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Self-management of learning will be positively related to students’ satisfaction with online
learning.

Academic Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy denotes an individual’s belief in their capability when engaging in or performing a task
(Bandura, 1977). Bandura (1977) suggested that initiation of and persistence in engaging in a task is
influenced by self-efficacy. Thus, it is assumed that self-efficacy and persistence have a positive relationship.
In an online education context, academic self-efficacy is defined as the confidence of the learners in their
learning and performance. Artino (2007), Meece et al. (2006), and Pintrich (1999) all found that self-
efficacy was positively related to students’ self-regulation and academic performance. In addition, academic
self-efficacy is known to be related to social interaction (Yang et al., 2006).

Researchers have found that students with higher (vs. lower) academic self-efficacy are likely to have more
confidence in learning and performance, and are better able to regulate their effort in online learning
environments (Shea & Bidjerano, 2010; Yang et al., 2006). Shen and colleagues (2013) identified the
dimensions of online learning self-efficacy as Internet self-efficacy, computer self-efficacy, and academic self-
efficacy, and found that academic self-efficacy was the most important dimension of the three in explaining
students’ satisfaction with online learning. In a similar vein, Artino (2007) suggested that academic self-
efficacy was positively related to students’ overall satisfaction with online training. Thus, we posited the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: Academic self-efficacy will be positively related to students’ satisfaction with online
learning.

Satisfaction With Online Learning

When it comes to evaluating the goals of both traditional, face-to-face learning courses and online learning
courses, researchers should consider cognitive and affective factors. Regardless of which is the learning
platform, the course grade is often regarded as an indicator of student achievement. Kuo and colleagues
(2014) suggested that a topic worth investigation is student satisfaction, which can be gauged by how
students perceive their learning experiences and the value of a course. Prior research has found that student
satisfaction was correlated with persistence, course quality, (course) retention, and student success (Allen &
Seaman, 2008; Koseke & Koseke, 1991; Moore & Kearsley, 1996; Noel-Levitz Inc., 2011). Extant studies have
also found that learners with higher (vs. lower) satisfaction are more likely to have persistence in learning
and motivation in pursuing additional online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2008; Biner et al., 1997). Therefore,
we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: Student satisfaction with online learning will be positively related to their intention to
continue to use online learning.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Participants were 236 college students from Hongik University, South Korea, who were taking online
introductory advertising courses. They completed the survey in return for course credit. Most participants
were juniors (38.1%, n = 90), followed by sophomores (37.3%, n = 88), freshmen (16.5%, n = 39), and
seniors (8.1%, n = 19). The mean age was 23.2 years (SD = 1.24, range = 20—26 years). Among the students,
33.5% (n = 79) were men and 66.5% (n = 157) were women.
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To collect data we created an online survey link through Qualtrics, which provides professional survey
software. First, an online survey link (uniform resource locator) was emailed to students enrolled in the
class. An informed consent notice was given to students who agreed to participate. Before participants
provided their responses, they were directed to provide an outline of what they were learning in the online
introductory advertising courses they were taking at the time. The Institutional Research Ethics Board of
Hongik University approved this study.

In terms of the order in which students were presented with the scales, they first rated their satisfaction with
online learning and their intention to continue to use online learning. Then, they rated interaction, teaching
presence, self-management learning, and academic self-efficacy, in that order. Finally, participants
answered demographic questions. After completing the online survey, participants were redirected to a
webpage containing information on the purpose of this study and a thank-you message.

Measures

In assessing their levels of interaction, participants ranked four statements on a 7-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. An example item is “I had frequent positive and
constructive interactions with the instructor in this online class.” We adopted this scale from Eom and Ashill
(2016), who measured students’ interaction with instructors. Cronbach’s alpha in our study was .84.

Teaching presence was measured with six items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. An example item is “The instructor clearly communicated
important course goals and course topics.” We adopted this scale from Shea et al. (2003), who measured
teaching presence in a face-to-face context, and modified the items for use in the online learning context.
Cronbach’s alpha in our study was .89.

We adopted items for self-managed learning from a study by Richardson and Price (2003). Participants’ self-
management learning was measured with four items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. An example item is “When it comes to learning and studying, I am
a self-directed person.” Cronbach’s alpha in this study was .86.

The academic self-efficacy measure comprised five items from Fan and Williams (2010) that are measured
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. An example item is “I'm
confident that I can do an excellent job on my tests.” Cronbach’s alpha in this study was .90.

To assess satisfaction with online learning we adapted four items developed by Eom and Ashill (2016) that
are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. An
example item is “I would recommend this instructor to other students.” Cronbach’s alpha in this study was
.8o.

Intention to use online learning was measured with three items taken from Malhotra and Galletta (1999)
and modified for use in this study. An example item is “I intend to use e-learning to assist my learning.”
Ratings are made on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
Cronbach’s alpha in this study was .81.

All measures were translated into Korean. To validate the accuracy of the content we used back-translation
to check the scales before the study was conducted. Table 1 shows the reliability values for the various
constructs, with average variance extracted values shown on the diagonal. Cronbach’s alpha for the
constructs ranged from .81 to .90, indicating acceptable reliability.
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Table 1. Discriminant Validity and Correlation Metrics for Measured Variables

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Interaction 5.29 1.00 .81
2. Teaching presence 5.84 0.79 57 72
3. Self-management learning 521 1.16 .39 .38 75
4. Academic self-efficacy 4.44 1.13 43 43 S 71
5. Satisfaction with online learning 4.94 5.23 .53 .53 35 367 79
6. Intention to use online course 1.17 .11 40" 37 35 31 .66™" 76

Note. N = 236. Values on the diagonal are the square roots of average variance extracted.

Data Analysis

A path analysis was performed with Amos 21.0 to test the structural model.

Results

The correlation results in Table 1 indicate there were significant relationships among the measured
variables. As shown in Table 2, the overall indices for the model revealed a poor fit to the data, chi square
(x®) = 25.50, df = 10, p < .001, normed fit index (NFI) = .63, goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = .69, adjusted
goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) = .36, comparative fit index (CFI) = .50, incremental fit index (IFI) = .50,
relative fit index (RFI) = .24, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .323.

Interaction
53" (135)

Teaching presence 53 (44)
\ Satisfaction with 67" (:63) Intention to use
online learning online learning

Self-management 357 (.09)

learning

36" (.06)
Academic self-efficacy

Figure 1. Path Coefficients for the Hypothesized Model
Note. *** p < .001.
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Table 2. Original Model

Standardized regression

Hypotheses  Correlation paths coefficient SE t

H1 Interaction — Satisfaction with online learning 53 065 9.59™*
H2 Teaching presence — Satisfaction with online learning 53 081 9.59%*
H3 Self-management learning — Satisfaction with online learning 35 061 5.78"**
H4 Academic self-efficacy — Satisfaction with online learning 36 063 5.98"*
H5 Satisfaction with online learning — Intention to use online learning .67 .046 13.69***

A model is regarded acceptable if NFI and GFI exceed .90, CFI exceeds .93, and RMSEA is less than .08
(Browne & Cudeck, 1992; Byrne, 1994). Thus, the original model was not suitable. As a way of improving the
model fit, we examined the modified indices (J. C. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), which showed that the
model fit could be improved by adding covariance paths between the following items or variables:
interaction and academic self-efficacy, teaching presence and academic self-efficacy, self-management
learning and academic self-efficacy, interaction and teaching presence, teaching presence and self-
management learning, and interaction and self-management learning. Therefore, these covariance paths are
justifiable. After the model modification, the goodness-of-fit statistics demonstrated that the modified
model provided a better fit to the data, x* = 33.47, df = 4, p < .001, NFI = .97, GFI = .99, AGFI = .94, CFI =

.99, IFI = .99, RFI = .94, RMSEA = .063 (see Figure 2). The parameter estimates for the paths are set out in
Table 3.

Interaction

53" (35)

587 (46)

Teaching presence
387 (35) A3 (A Satisfaction with 677" (.63) Intention to use

357 (.09) online learning online learning
Self-management

learning

36" (.06) 36" (.06)

Academic self-efficacy

Figure 2. Path Coefficients for the Modified Model
Note. *** p < .001.
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Table 3. Modified Model

Standardized regression

Hypotheses ~ Correlation and covariance paths coefficient SE t
Hl Interaction — Satisfaction with online learning .53 065 9.59***
H2 Teaching presence — Satisfaction with online learning 53 081 9.59*
H3 Self-management learning — Satisfaction with online learning 35 061 5.78*
H4 Academic self-efficacy — Satisfaction with online learning 36 .063 5.98"*
H5 Satisfaction with online learning — Intention to use online learning .67 .046 13.69***
Interaction <> Academic self-efficacy 43 .080 6.07°*
Teaching presence <> Academic self-efficacy 44 .060 6.16""
Self-management learning <> Academic self-efficacy 52 .096 7.04"*
Interaction <> Teaching presence .58 .060 7.66***
Teaching presence <> Self-management learning 38 064 5.46"*
Interaction <> Self-management learning 39 081 5.60""

Note. ** p < .001.

According to Anderson and Gerbing (1998), a t value < 2 for each coefficient indicates statistical
significance. As shown in Table 2, interaction between students and instructor, teaching presence, self-
management of learning, and academic self-efficacy were all positively related to students’ satisfaction with
online learning, and students’ satisfaction with online learning was positively related to intention to use
online learning. In sum, the study offered support for Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

In the modified model we added six additional paths. As shown in Table 3, interaction and academic self-
efficacy were positively and significantly related, teaching presence and academic self-efficacy were
positively and significantly related, self-management learning and academic self-efficacy were positively and
significantly related, interaction and teaching presence efficacy were positively and significantly related,
teaching presence and self-management learning were positively and significantly related, and interaction
and self-management learning were positively and significantly related.

Discussion

We proposed that interaction with instructors, teaching presence, self-management learning, and academic
self-efficacy would antecedents of college students’ satisfaction with online learning, and that a consequence
of this satisfaction would be students’ intention to continue to use online learning. Our findings support
those reported in prior research. First, we found that student satisfaction with online learning was positively
related to interactions with the instructor. There is a great deal of research (see, e.g., Battalio, 2007;
Bolliger, 2004; Moore & Kearsley 1996) suggesting that interaction is the most important component of
student satisfaction, regardless of the setting (traditional vs. distance) or student level (undergraduate vs.
graduate). Thus, to increase satisfaction with online learning, it is important to enhance learners’ perceived
interaction with instructors. For instance, while teaching online courses, instructors could enhance this
component by providing students with instant feedback, encouraging them to ask questions, and creating
small-group discussion opportunities.

Second, our study findings are consistent with prior research suggesting that teaching presence was
positively related to student satisfaction with online learning (Akyol & Garrison, 2008; Arbaugh, 2008;
Caskurlu et al., 2020; Khalid, 2014). These previous studies found that factors playing a significant role in
enhancing students’ satisfaction with online learning include how online courses are designed, how online
discourse is encouraged, and how interaction between students is promoted. Thus, online course instructors
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would do well to incorporate teaching presence into online courses by promoting online discourse and
enhancing interaction with students.

Third, we found that self-management of learning was a predictor of students’ satisfaction with online
learning. This implies that students’ active engagement is more important in the online learning context
than in face-to-face classroom contexts, because students have more control in online classes than in face-to-
face classes. While taking online courses, students can choose their own learning pace and have some say in
the learning materials employed. Further, these students are able to review what they have learned with
learning materials such as study videos. As self-management of learning has a positive impact on students’
learning outcomes (Abar & Loken, 2010; Chen, 2002; Lounsbury et al., 2009) it is important for instructors
to remind their online students that they shoulder greater responsibility than their counterparts do in
traditional classrooms in completing online courses and achieving desirable learning outcomes.

The fourth finding in our study is that academic self-efficacy was positively related to students’ satisfaction
with online learning. Prior research has also found that, of all types of self-efficacy, the most important one
in explaining satisfaction with online learning was academic self-efficacy (Artino, 2007; Shen et al., 2013).
Several studies have suggested system factors and human factors that could influence learners’ satisfaction
with online learning. System factors include system quality and information quality, and human factors
include comfort with online learning, self-management of learning, and web self-efficacy (Alshare et al.,
2011; Arbaugh & Duray, 2002; Delone & McLean, 1992). Academic self-efficacy could also be deemed a
human factor in that it influences how learners perform and succeed in online courses.

Last, our study findings suggest that student satisfaction with online learning positively influenced their
intention to continue to use online learning. As student satisfaction with online learning experiences
increases, their intention to take more online courses may also increase. It is axiomatic that students’
greater satisfaction with online learning will strengthen their intention to take other online courses.

There are several limitations to this study. First, the sample comprised only college students who are not
representative of all online learners in Korea. Thus, the study results are not generalizable to other
populations. Online learning takes places not just in university education but also in career schools and
hobby courses, among other places. Thus, to broaden the sample representativeness, future researchers
should include various age groups. Second, we selected as our research sample students who were currently
taking online courses. Thus, the study results are limited to a synchronous online learning environment.
Online learning refers to Internet-based courses offered synchronously or asynchronously. We suggest that
it would be interesting to compare results from synchronous online courses with those from asynchronous
online courses. Third, in terms of variables, we first measured students’ satisfaction with and intention to
continue to using online courses (i.e., dependent variables), then measured the variables of interaction,
teaching presence, self-management of learning, and academic self-efficacy (i.e., independent variables).
The order in which the students were presented with and responded to the measures might have affected
our results in this study. Thus, we recommend that in future studies the dependent variables be measured
before the independent variables, even in a cross-sectional design.
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