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Abstract

Much research has been done to understand how to make online teaching increas-
ingly effective for students, but more needs to be understood about the implications 
of such a medium for faculty members, departments, and universities. We relied on 
survey data to explore the challenges and advantages that faculty members who teach 
nonprofit management courses have with hybrid and online courses. We also discuss 
faculty recommendations on what their departments and universities could do to help 
facilitate online teaching. The findings indicate that the main advantage of teaching 
hybrid courses is the ability to be innovative and the main advantage to teaching on-
line courses is working remotely. However, for hybrid and online courses, the main 
challenge is decreased interaction with students. Suggestions that respondents had for 
university administrators included increased training and updating policies related to 
online teaching.
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The expansion of online education by universities and colleges continues to accel-
erate rapidly, with nationwide online enrollment rates having increased more rapidly 
compared to their face-to-face counterparts (Ni, 2013). Some also see much potential 
for online education and the developing world in the future (Robertson, 2015). Within 
the nonprofit education community, anecdotal evidence suggests an increased interest 
in expanding online offerings. As of April 2017, the Nonprofit Management Education 
Programs research initiative led by Prof. Mirabella at Seton Hall University listed 343 
universities and colleges offering nonprofit-related courses,1 and 24% of these insti-
tutions offered at least one online course in their program. The education literature 
stemming from this rapid expansion has predominantly adopted a student-centered 
approach while devoting considerably less attention to the effects of teaching online 
on faculty.

In this article, we adopt a faculty-centered approach to shed light on this side of 
the online education equation. In other words, our focus is on distance teaching, not 
distance learning. This exploration includes a venture into understanding the advan-
tages and challenges of teaching hybrid and online courses from a faculty perspective, 
as well as going beyond the virtual classroom walls to understand how faculty think 
their departments and universities are supporting distance teaching. By shifting the 
discussion away from a student focus whereby faculty are expected to implement “ef-
fective” online courses, we aim to understand the experience of online teachers as op-
posed to the traditional emphasis on online learners.

In the first section, we review the literature on online teaching that analyzes fac-
ulty’s and university administration’s greatest perceived challenges. In the second sec-
tion, we define the different modes of online teaching. We find that teaching online 
has different meanings for different people. By clarifying the related dimensions of 
the concept, we can refine the challenges and benefits for each strategy. In the third 
section, we discuss our exploratory research design and the answers of 43 respondents 
to a Web-based survey regarding their experiences with online teaching. In the fourth 
section, we present our results and discuss their implications for teaching students in 
nonprofit management programs. We conclude the article with a series of recommen-
dations to frame further research on the teacher side of the online experience and to 
suggest potential strategies to address some of the outstanding challenges. This article 
contributes to the emergent literature concerning the perceptions of faculty engaged 
in the two main versions of online teaching: hybrid and online courses. It could also 
contribute to a much needed dialogue between online faculty, departments, and uni-
versity administrators.

Distance Teaching

Distance learning (DL) and distance teaching (DT) are nothing new; in fact, they 
are believed to be more than 177 years old. Correspondence courses by mail from 1840 
have now developed into the current perception of distance education, which includes 
various media such as videos and virtual classrooms (Matthews, 1999). Online courses 
more specifically have evolved from their earlier version in which an instructor would 
upload a reading list and a syllabus on a university-sponsored website and expect stu-

1See the project’s website: http://academic.shu.edu/npo/list.php?sort=name
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dents to submit final papers at the end of the term. This style of online teaching, a 
clumsy adaptation of traditional correspondence courses without the VHS or cassette 
tapes, accounts for much of the bad reputation online courses have among many facul-
ty members. Unfortunately, there is a widespread perception that the quality of online 
education is not equivalent to the traditional model (Ciabocchi, Ginsberg, & Picciano, 
2016; Sellani & Harrington, 2002). These negative perceptions persist despite research 
consistently demonstrating good learning outcomes. Allen and Searman (2013) noted 
that “most chief academic officers rate the learning outcomes for online education ‘as 
good as or better’ than those for face-to-face instruction, but a consistent minority 
consider online to be inferior” (p. 5). Some preliminary evidence suggests that these 
negative perceptions might be gradually changing (Yick, Patrick, & Costin, 2005), 
but this change is dependent on whether an institution has online offerings (Allen & 
Searman, 2013). Detractors often think it is not “real teaching,” because it requires a 
fundamental alteration in the way faculty prepare curriculum and allocate their time 
vis-à-vis the traditional teaching model.

Instructors teach online for many reasons. Research on massive open online cours-
es (MOOCs) suggests that instructors see an appeal in branching out to diverse audi-
ences, increased reputational benefits, and at times sheer altruism (Hew & Cheung, 
2014). Other instructors might be compelled to teach online courses for contractual 
reasons or because of the very nature of the programs to which they belong. However, 
some have noted the important costs of entry of the online model for institutions be-
cause administrators might be reluctant to invest in computers, servers, and techni-
cal support (Matthews, 1999). It remains unclear whether institutions are transferring 
some of the costs of teaching online onto faculty by asking them to produce, edit, and 
host their own material.

The current literature on online teaching has investigated some of the general 
challenges faced by colleges and universities with regard to online teaching. Some of 
the typical concerns are related to course design decisions as well as faculty workload 
(see Palloff & Pratt, 2013; Yick et al., 2005) and faculty governance (Ciabocchi et al., 
2016; Sellani & Harrington, 2002). However, more attention is needed on the implica-
tions of teaching partially or totally in a virtual forum in education.
Faculty Perspectives

Palloff and Pratt (2013) clearly stated, “Technology is not the focus of the on-
line course and remains merely a vehicle for course delivery” (p. 61). However, faculty 
need to learn how to best operate the vehicle. For individual teachers, online classes 
have shown to be more labor intensive than in-class courses (Bremner, 1998; Hew & 
Cheung, 2014). Research shows that on average faculty teaching graduate students 
spend 10.7 hr/week/course of teaching, consistently more than they do in-class courses 
(Santilli & Beck, 2005). This increased workload can also be attributed to practices 
that are inefficient or ineffective. For example, many online teachers rely on discus-
sion forums as suggested by education specialists on various campuses to increase in-
teractions with students despite the important time commitment to do so. However, 
although educational specialists recommend the use of moderated forum discussions, 
research shows that the effects of this practice on learning outcomes are mixed (Means, 
Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2009). In other words, practice is not always rooted 
in strong empirical evidence, which can contribute to the increasing workload report-
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ed by many online teachers. Research estimates that faculty workload has increased by 
at least 14% more hours for online faculty to teach the same number of students online 
as in a traditional setting (Tomei, 2006).

Wolcott and Betts’s (1999) discussion of one administrator’s view sums it well: 
“Teaching at a distance involved a lot of ‘hidden work’ such as creating extensive course 
materials, communicating with off-campus students . . .” (p. 35). This added “hidden 
work” is rarely recognized formally by universities and colleges, which simply count 
distance education as teaching that is equal to traditional course delivery toward tenure 
despite evidence of a greater time investment (Wolcott, 1997). Palloff and Pratt (2013) 
noted, there is no clear agreement on how online teachers are evaluated for tenure 
purpose (p. 38). This also raises the issue of compensation for course development 
and online programs administration (Palloff & Pratt, 2013). These concerns contribute 
to the increase of faculty workload and may deter faculty, especially those who are 
pre-tenure, from engaging actively in online teaching.

Faculty have also lamented how some students in online courses lack initiative to 
guide their own learning and constantly e-mail their instructors with questions, unlike 
most students in a traditional classroom setting (Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006). This 
can significantly increase the e-mail traffic between students and instructors, unlike in 
a traditional classroom setting. Increased communication is essential for online faculty 
and enables them to promote a cohesive learning environment and a better student 
experience, but it also requires additional time (Ladyshewsky, 2016).

The literature is less explicit about whether these faculty perceptions about the 
challenges in their practice vary depending on the type of courses they teach (hybrid 
or online courses). To offer some insights into this gap, we ask the following research 
questions regarding the advantages of teaching hybrid and online courses:

•	 Research Question 1a: What do instructors who teach nonprofit courses 
view as the greatest advantages to distance teaching for online courses?

•	 Research Question 1b: What do instructors who teach nonprofit courses 
view as the greatest advantages to distance teaching for hybrid courses?

In addition to the advantages, we seek to understand the challenges for faculty of teach-
ing hybrid and online courses. Therefore, we pose the following questions:

•	 Research Question 2a: What do instructors who teach nonprofit courses 
view as the greatest challenges to distance teaching for online courses?

•	 Research Question 2b: What do instructors who teach nonprofit courses 
view as the greatest challenges to distance teaching for hybrid courses?

Administration and Governance Challenges
Scholars have noted the lack of coordination or consensus on the expectations 

of what online courses can deliver (Al-Bataineh, Brooks, & Bassoppo-Moyo, 2005). 
Indeed, the increasing change of the online landscape requires a rethinking of the tra-
ditional work space to include virtual academic staffing to promote engagement and 
faculty retention (Ladyshewsky, 2016). Whether it is adopting more flexible work ar-
rangements or negotiating several time zones or simply allowing digital signature for 
official documents, university administrators and their human resource departments 
can be slow to adopt these necessary innovations (Ladyshewsky, 2016). Ladyshewsky 
(2016) noted that retention issues, particularly for younger cohorts of academics, could 
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be addressed by the normalization of “virtual faculty,” that is, faculty members who do 
not have a regular presence on campus yet teach classes remotely and participate in 
campus meetings electronically (Valentine & Bennett, 2013, p. 3), but there is concern 
that this could affect informal communication networks within the university.

Furthermore, the bureaucratic nature of universities can potentially constrain 
individual faculty members’ academic freedom in designing their courses and their 
material. A recent study found that 70.9% of university governance leaders responded 
that a formal approval required at the university or college level is needed to offer on-
line programs (Ciabocchi et al., 2016). This points to a strong administrative control 
over online courses. Indeed, the authors recommend that tailored review processes 
for online and blended courses be put in place (Ciabocchi et al., 2016). This is not to 
say that oversight is not desirable, but it can highlight the disconnect between faculty’s 
experiences and administrators’ vision of online teaching. Furthermore, institutional 
oversight by technology specialists and administrators over individual courses is un-
like the classroom format and can potentially deter innovation in online courses and 
exacerbate frustrations when the technology and support do not match faculty needs 
and vision. The increasing volume of online offerings affects the support staff ’s work-
loads, which university administrators must consider (Palloff & Pratt, 2013).

Another set of challenges relates to the norms, policies, and regulations surround-
ing online teaching. Online teaching has challenged faculty and administrators to think 
about intellectual property rights ownership (Hunt et al., 2014). Indeed, how should 
intellectual property be tackled if institutions massively invest into the infrastructure of 
online courses? Are all the types of online courses subject to the same intellectual prop-
erty claims? Furthermore, the issue of plagiarism and violations of academic integrity 
policies can be exacerbated in online environments (Hew & Cheung, 2014; Matthews, 
1999). Aside from the issue of students not submitting original work, the online envi-
ronment also makes authenticating the identity of those who are enrolled and submit-
ting work challenging. However, the research is not clear on whether Internet-based 
courses are plagued with a greater level of plagiarism than face-to-face courses are 
(McGee, 2013).

Resource-wise, institutions of higher education can have a limited infrastructure 
and experience repeated failures (Matthews, 1999), which thus creates additional pres-
sures on individual faculty members and support staff. Important questions are now 
being raised across campuses about the hidden costs of teaching online. Should col-
leges and universities provide powerful computers, video editing software, additional 
file storage, Internet usage, and more to faculty teaching online? Because of the many 
categories of online teaching, as depicted in Table 1, the costs can vary considerably 
from one faculty member to another. University and college administrators also need 
to invest in staff training and technical support (Matthews, 1999) and to replace obso-
lete technology continually.

Institutions face another important challenge: evaluating not only a student’s 
learning outcomes but also a teacher’s performance (Ni, 2013). There are two impor-
tant structural considerations. First, research has consistently shown lower response 
rates for online than in-class evaluations of faculty work (Dommeyer, Baum, Hanna, 
& Chapman, 2004). Second, online courses are increasingly taught by female faculty 
members. A 2006 survey noted that 53% of surveyed online teachers were women, 
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unlike a few years prior (Kim & Bonk, 2006). One online experiment has shown that 
students consistently rate female faculty lower than their male counterparts, all else 
being equal (MacNell, Driscoll, & Hunt, 2014). Although the increase of women in 
higher education is desirable, it is important to consider whether gender biases within 
academia could be exacerbated in an online format, as women are required to do un-
compensated hidden work related to online teaching, in conjunction with gender bi-
ases in student evaluations, both of which significantly affect future career progression.

Many institutions of higher education are investing in online education. These 
investments include learning management systems (LMS), technical support, and in-
creasing and marketing the availability of online courses, to name a few. What is less 
known is whether faculty feel supported in this shift. Because this paper focuses on 
distance teaching and differing perceptions of faculty who teach online and hybrid 
courses, we ask the following questions:

•	 Research Questions 3a: How do instructors who teach nonprofit courses 
view their university’s support for distance teaching for online courses?

•	 Research Questions 3b: How do instructors who teach nonprofit courses 
view their university’s support for distance teaching for hybrid courses?

Defining Distance Teaching Courses

Because much of the literature discussing the challenges of teaching online rarely 
clarifies what is meant by “online courses,” we explain the different online teaching 
modes. This will later structure our analysis of survey results. Generally, online ed-
ucation refers to all teaching and learning that is reliant on the Internet (Ciabocchi 
et al., 2016). Means et al. (2009) define online learning as the “learning that takes place 
partially or entirely over the Internet. This definition excludes purely print-based cor-
respondence education, broadcast television or radio, videoconferencing, videocas-
settes, and stand-alone educational software programs that do not have a significant 
Internet-based instructional component” (p. 9). However, Palloff and Pratt (2013) re-
mind us that the development of sound online courses, online teaching, is as important 
as the learning experience. Moreover, this definition illustrates how the focus is on 
where the learning occurs (over “the Internet”) rather than when it occurs. The timing 
of delivery is relevant to faculty experiences as live courses and recorded lectures will 
necessitate different pedagogical strategies and potential time investment for course 
development.

Tallent-Runnels et al. (2006) suggested a helpful distinction between “synchro-
nous” and “asynchronous” online classes: 

Synchronous online classes are offered in such a way that all students are online and 
communicating at the same time, while asynchronous online classes are those that 
students can log on to and work on even if no one else is logged on at the same time. 
(p. 93) 

Albeit a helpful distinction, it is an incomplete one as the difference between a ‘Real 
Time’ (RT) (synchronous) and ‘On Demand’ (OD) (asynchronous) course refers to 
when and not where the content is delivered. This distinction on time and space of de-
livery is relevant to faculty’s experiences, as an on campus real-time course with an on-
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line section will differ from a remote synchronous class in which none of the students 
share a physical classroom together but interact in real-time for a fixed amount of time.

Therefore, the other dimension that one must consider simultaneously when dis-
cussing online teaching is the location of delivery of the content. Contrary to synchro-
nous and asynchronous discussions, which focused on when content was delivered, 
whether a course is on campus (face-to-face), hybrid (blended), or fully online refers to 
where the content is shared with an audience. In the on-campus, or traditional, delivery 
mode, the faculty meets with the class at a set schedule, on a university campus. The 
hybrid format allows for a portion of the class to be taught face-to-face and the rest on-
line. The balance between these elements can vary greatly. For example, “flipped class-
rooms” use on-demand content for students to review before class and arrive ready to 
discuss the material during regular class meetings. The core of the learning strategy 
is still based somewhat on the traditional model, as for some students discussions in 
face-to-face settings are key to the learning experience. Still, traditional lecture and 
support materials are being assigned before students enter the classroom. By framing 
course delivery through the lenses of timing and mode of delivery, we can organize the 
spectrum of types of online courses along these two dimensions, as seen in Table 1.

Table 1

Course Delivery Matrix

Course timing
On-campus Online

M
od

e 
of

 D
el

iv
er

y

Real-Time
(Synchronous)

Classroom setting and 
face-to-face interaction

Synchronous interaction 
through learning 
management system (LMS)

Hybrid Synchronous and 
asynchronous classroom 
setting and university LMS

All content delivery through 
LMS, both synchronous and 
asynchronous

On-Demand
(Asynchronous)

LMS course delivery and 
on-campus office hours

All content delivered 
asynchronously and office 
hours online only

On-Campus, Real-Time
On-campus, real-time courses reflect the traditional setting in which all interac-

tions (except for e-mails) occur in the face-to-face format in a campus classroom.
On-Campus, Hybrid

Traditionally (or as traditional as within the last 10 years can be), hybrid courses 
were on-campus courses with an online component, such as the flipped classroom 
model (recorded content, live discussions). Hybrid courses offer a mix of real-time and 
on-demand material. In other words, instructors can deliver hybrid courses synchro-
nously and asynchronously. Policies that define a “hybrid” course vary by institution. 
Ciabocchi et al. (2016) noted that the time spent online can vary between 30% to 80%. 
For instance, in Florida, the Board of Governors (the overseers of the state univer-
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sity system) defines distance-learning courses as those in which 20% to 80% of the 
course takes place online. Anything over 80% is classified as a distance-learning course. 
Florida’s public university system is not unique, and each university or college’s govern-
ing body should have policies and definitions in place about how distance learning is 
operationalized, as different fee structures are associated with each mode of delivery.
On-Campus, On-Demand

In on-demand courses, all of the content is delivered asynchronously. This includes 
lectures, student feedback, course work, and the interaction between the students in 
the course. On-demand courses provide students the opportunity to go to campus to 
access not only course materials, but also the technologies needed to complete class 
projects if a student does not have access to the proper technology at home. An ex-
ample is when students who need to work on group or class projects meet on campus 
to use specialized software; on campus, technical assistance would also be available.  
However, instructors hold in-person office hours, so while students are participating 
in the course at their own convenience, instructors are required to be physically on 
campus some of the time.
Online, Real-Time

Real-time online classes are as close as one can get to sitting in a classroom with-
out being there. Instructors deliver this format synchronously, whereby all interaction 
happens in real time. This includes the lecture, group projects, and student questions. 
This is possibly the most technology heavy mode of delivery, requiring all students 
and faculty to have access to a high-speed broadband Internet connection, as well as a 
microphone and camera so that the instructor can deliver the course in a manner that 
most reflects the traditional classroom experience.
Online, Hybrid

Faculty teaching online and relying on a hybrid format most often hold virtual 
meetings during which students log on to the designated online platform. However, 
with this type of online course, many class activities such as group work or presenta-
tions are done asynchronously with the results later uploaded onto the content man-
agement system.
Online, On-Demand

Online, on-demand courses are delivered completely asynchronously. Instructors 
must carefully design their course and provide the material, including recorded lec-
tures, podcasts, interactive activities, and student presentations. Students and instruc-
tors do not meet regularly, because the content is available to the students through the 
content management system. Often, instructors must have their entire course ready to 
go by the first day of class.

 Research Design and Empirical Approach

This research is inherently exploratory because the universe of online and hybrid 
courses is currently unknown. We distributed a Web-based survey to all 82 schools 
listed as offering at least one online course in the Seton Hall University nonprofit 
programs database as of October 2016.2 Since 1995, this research project led by Prof. 

2The database is accessible here: http://academic.shu.edu/npo/list.php?sort=state&type=ol
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Mirabella has sought to examine the impact of nonprofit education on the community. 
Because our research focuses on the perceptions of faculty who teach online, it was 
appropriate to send the Web-based survey to schools that were identified as offering at 
least one online course, as opposed to sending the Web survey to a more general list, 
which would include programs beyond nonprofit education.

E-mails were sent to the contact person for each university on the list in October 
2016, and two e-mails were returned as undeliverable, for a total of 80 schools sur-
veyed. A request for the respondent to forward the letter and survey link to other fac-
ulty members who taught hybrid and online courses was included in the letter that 
sought their participation in this study.

To complement the initial list and maximize the response rate, a challenge for 
Web-based surveys (see Lin & Van Ryzin, 2012), we decided that snowball sampling 
using our own social networks (Facebook and Twitter) would be the most efficient 
method given our connections to other academics who teach nonprofit-related courses 
in higher education. Again, recipients were asked to pass along the link to the survey 
to other faculty members who have taught online or hybrid courses. Because of the 
method used to gather responses, it was not possible to calculate a reliable survey re-
sponse rate.

The survey was conducted through Qualtrics, was open from October 2016 
through February 2017 to allow for any laggard respondents, and resulted in 43 re-
sponses, with 39 respondents completing the full survey. The survey used skip logic 
and contained 50 questions, 40 of which were close ended. The remaining 10 were 
open ended, the purpose of which was to elicit a greater understanding of respondents’ 
perceptions. Once the survey closed, the responses were analyzed in SPSS 22.0, the 
open questions were coded using NVivo Pro, and similar themes or groupings in the 
responses were identified.
Overview of the Data

Of those who completed the survey, 62.8% had experience teaching a hybrid 
course within the last 5 years, and 79.1% had taught online courses. These courses were 
at undergraduate and graduate levels, with 51.3% of respondents teaching in nonprofit 
management programs, 20.5% in public administration programs, 10.3% in political 
science programs, and 17.9% in other disciplines. Blackboard was the LMS used most 
(38.1%), followed by Canvas (23.8%), Moodle (11.9%), and BrightSpace (4.8%). Other 
LMSs were used by 20.9% of respondents, who at times indicated using more than one 
LMS.

Even though the survey was sent to only those who teach at least one hybrid 
or online course, the typical teaching experience for respondents was traditional, 
face-to-face (on-campus, real-time) on-campus courses (48.8%), with the least typi-
cal teaching experience being online, on-demand courses (33.3%; see Tables 2 and 3).

In addition to the types of courses and which LMS respondents were using, we 
also inquired about the respondents’ rank, the type of university where they taught, 
and whether the respondent received any training on how to teach either hybrid or 
online courses. Most respondents taught at a research/teaching university (56.4%), 
followed by research-intensive universities (23.1%), teaching universities (15.4%), lib-
eral arts colleges (2.6%), and community colleges (2.6%). Most respondents held the 
rank of assistant professor (30.8%), followed by associate professor (25.6%), lecturer/
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instructor (15.4%), full professor (12.8%), adjunct professor (10.3%), and graduate as-
sistant/other (5.2%). Of all of the respondents, 68.4% had received training on how to 
teach or design hybrid and/or online courses, with 88.5% having been trained through 
their institution and 11.5% through an outside organization. A 1999 survey of 60 fac-
ulty showed completely different results: 75% of the respondents had not participated 
in training other than what they needed to understand the basic function of their LMS 
(Palloff & Pratt, 2013). The gender makeup of respondents was roughly equal, with 
51% female and 49% male.

Discussion: Is Distance Teaching a Panacea or a Poison?

Many stakeholders have pushed for more online courses, often without consider-
ing or fully understanding the impact of teaching in this medium. This study seeks to 
add to this conversation. In this section, we discuss the data in terms of course prepa-
ration and course implementation. Then we discuss the advantages and challenges re-
spondents have in teaching hybrid and online courses. Respondents were also asked 
their perceptions of what departments and universities could do to assist in facilitating 
faculty who are teaching or want to teach online.
Course Preparation

Faculty who teach online know that a lot of work goes into course preparation for 
a successful class. Moreover, they need more time to design a new course than to revise 
an existing course. Although faculty members may use different course designs for 
their hybrid and online courses, they all use the LMS in a manner that allows for the 
effective delivery of course content and engagement of students. Some basic staples of 
an online course include lectures, readings, and assignments.

Table 2

Percentage of Respondents’ Typical Teaching Experience (n = 41)

Method of delivery
On campus

%
Online

%
Real-Time 48.8 4.9
Hybrid 19.5 0.0
On-Demand 9.8 9.8
Other/NA 7.3

Table 3

Least Typical Teaching Experience (n = 41)

Method of delivery
On campus

%
Online

%
Real-Time 9.5 23.8
Hybrid 9.5 4.8
On-Demand 7.1 33.3
Other/NA 11.9
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Respondents were asked how many hours per week on average they invested in 
course development the first time they taught a hybrid or online course; the mean was 
15.5 hr (SD = 8.8) and 18.7 hr (SD = 10.8), respectively. This is much more than that 
previously reported at 10.7 hr/week/course and already considerably more time than 
face-to-face courses (Santilli & Beck, 2005). The time invested for the second, third, 
and fourth iteration of the same course was reduced to a mean 8.8 hr (SD = 8.1) and 
8.2 hr (SD = 6.1), respectively. This brings the combined average time spent on hybrid 
or online courses to 12.2 hr for hybrid courses and 13.5 hr for online courses, well 
beyond original estimates (see Santilli & Beck, 2005). The dramatic decrease in hours 
spent on course preparation could be a result of faculty simply reusing the course as is, 
but 52.1% of respondents noted that they always or often record new lectures for their 
hybrid courses and 50% noted the same of their online courses. Similarly, 52.1% of re-
spondents who teach hybrid courses noted they create new assignments when revising 
courses and 41.3% of respondents who teach online courses noted the same.

Table 4

Course Preparation for Hybrid and Online Courses (n = 23)

Always or often
Hybrid

%
Online

%
Record new lectures 52.1 50.0
Change textbooks or readings 30.4 20.7
Redesign course websitea 22.7 23.3
Create new assignments 52.1 41.3

Note. Course preparation scale: never, rarely, sometimes, often, always, don’t know.
an = 22

Part of the effectiveness of recorded course lectures, assignments, and the design 
of the course in the LMS could be related to whether a faculty member received train-
ing on how to best teach online. This is interesting because in the face-to-face, or tra-
ditional, format, most academics are not specifically taught how to develop and deliver 
a course; they are trained to be experts in their fields and they learn from how the 
material was delivered to them in course settings on how best to engage and inform 
students. Although resources are available to faculty who want to improve their teach-
ing skills and pedagogy, it is not a requirement at most institutions. However, deliver-
ing courses online, or a portion of a course online, has become a field unto itself, and 
organizations are developing best practices on how to deliver content and enhance 
engagement. Some institutions are following suit by incentivizing or requiring faculty 
to complete these courses prior to teaching hybrid or online courses or, at the very 
least, requesting the course design itself be reviewed for quality using a specific metric, 
such as Quality Matters3.

For those who received training (n = 26) compared with those who did not re-
ceive training (n = 12), fewer respondents who received training for online teaching, 

3Quality Matters is a quality assurance company that evaluates online courses. For more information visit, 
https://www.qualitymatters.org/about
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which includes course design, noted that they recorded new lectures in either hybrid 
or online courses. In other words, those who did not receive training spent more time 
recording new lectures for the next iteration of their course (see Tables 5 and 6). Those 
who received training also redesigned the course website and created new assignments 
for the next iteration of the course at greater proportion. This could indicate that they 
were more comfortable making adjustments based on student feedback and prior 
experience.

Table 5

Hybrid Course Preparation and Training (n = 38)

Always or often
No training

%
Training

%
Record new lectures 71.4 43.8
Change textbooks or readings 33.3 29.4
Redesign course website 20 23.6
Create new assignments 50 53

Note. Course preparation scale: never, rarely, sometimes, often, always, don’t know.

Table 6

Online Course Preparation and Training (n = 38)

Always or often
No Training

%
Training 

%
Record new lectures 50.0 44.5
Change textbooks or readings 8.3 26.3
Redesign course website 16.7 25.0
Create new assignments 33.4 42.1

Note. Course preparation scale: never, rarely, sometimes, often, always, don’t know.

Course Implementation
The implementation of the online portion of hybrid courses, and wholly online 

courses, varies greatly depending on the number of assignments, the number of stu-
dents in the course, and the level of student engagement with other students and fac-
ulty. To measure how faculty perceived their hybrid and online courses, we asked about 
the greatest challenges and advantages to each, the maximum number of students al-
lowed to register, and their engagement with the students during the semester.

Advantages: Hybrid courses. When asked about their hybrid courses, 45.8% of 
respondents selected the ability to be innovative in course design and delivery, 33.3% 
identified the ability to maintain a flexible schedule, and 12.5% noted the ability to link 
to dynamic content and the ability to reuse course materials in the next iteration of the 
course. This indicates that online course delivery enriches the course and accommo-
dates individuals’ schedules.
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Respondents were also asked to elaborate briefly on the main advantages to teach-
ing hybrid courses. The written responses to advantages with hybrid courses (n = 21) 
resulted in three main themes: face-to-face engagement (61.9%), flexibility (42.9%), 
and technology advantages (9.5%). Face-to-face engagement was the most identified 
advantage, specifically the ability to utilize class time better by “flipping” the classroom, 
that is, having the lectures online for students to watch prior to class and reserving 
class time for discussion and engagement. One respondent noted, the hybrid format is 
“encourag[ing] participation and providing foundational materials in preparation for 
face-to-face [meetings to] facilitate deeper group work.” Another said that the hybrid 
format “combines the best of both worlds—in person interactions so you know your 
students, online so they can study at their own pace and on their own schedule.” A 
third indicated, “I save classroom time for guests to come and speak to the class so the 
students could get many more perspectives on the field from current practitioners.”

Respondents were not specifically asked about whether the advantage was for 
the faculty member or the students, and this is noticeable in the results. In regard to 
flexibility, the respondents noted the flexibility that hybrid courses provide to faculty 
members and to students. Flexibility was provided in scheduling, group work, and 
travel. One respondent said, “Working remotely means I can work at times that are 
convenient for me and my family.” Another said, “The flexible schedule for my hybrid 
course allows students in their groups to work on their projects.” A third noted how 
“it gives students who need to travel for work or have colds [the ability to] still attend 
and participate.”

Advantages: Online courses. The greatest advantages of teaching online courses, 
according to the respondents, were the ability to work remotely (40%), followed by 
the ability to maintain a flexible schedule (30%), and the ability to be innovative with 
course design and delivery (13.3%).

Respondents were also asked to elaborate briefly on the main advantages to teach-
ing online courses. The written responses to advantages with online courses (n = 25) 
resulted in three main themes: flexibility (44%), individual engagement (24%), and 
reach (20%). Once again, flexibility was referenced for faculty and for students. One re-
spondent noted, “I am able to travel to conferences and not having to worry about can-
celing class.” Another noted how online courses are “convenient because one doesn’t 
need to travel, pay for parking, walk on dark streets at night, enter dark, unguarded 
classroom buildings, etc.” With regard to students, as with the advantages to hybrid 
courses,  “students have flexible scheduling and can meet the requirement of the course 
as they wish.” Another said, “The ability for the instructor and the student to work 
remotely is also very important for adult/non-traditional students who have to juggle 
work, family, and school.”

Challenges: Hybrid courses. Perceived challenges not only increase the level of 
faculty’s resistance to teaching in these newer media, but may also taint the experi-
ence for those who already are teaching in these newer media. When asked what they 
perceived to be the greatest challenges to teaching hybrid courses, 33.3% noted the 
decreased level of personal interaction with students, followed by 29.2% who said their 
ability to maintain a reasonable schedule. Another 16.7% found their greatest challenge 
was updating course materials for a new iteration of the course.
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Again, respondents were also asked to elaborate briefly on the main challenges 
to teaching hybrid courses (n = 15). Most of the responses fell into three main cat-
egories: misinterpretation from students (33.3%), being disconnected from students 
(20%), and time commitment (13.3%). Students’ misinterpretations centered on as-
signments, course concepts, and course expectations. One respondent said, “Students 
may estimate that they have more time and they do not.” Another noted, “More than 
one student had a hard time understanding that text or images from a website when 
used in a student’s electronic presentation need[ed] to be acknowledged and cited the 
same as traditional text sources.”

Although hybrid courses usually have a face-to-face component, faculty can still 
feel disconnected. One noted, “The decreased interaction with students creates the il-
lusion for them that they are on track and on schedule with their schedule with their 
projects, which is not always the case.” Another explained, “The chemistry you build 
over a semester through sustained engagement can be disruptive between online and 
in class if not done well.”

When speaking of time as a challenge to hybrid course delivery, one respondent 
noted that “time to properly develop the course, paying attention to pedagogy, best 
practices, quality over quantity, and have any assistance once the course is underway” 
was the main challenge. Intuitively, one can see that as more students enroll in class, 
more time is needed for grading, assignments, and communicating with students.

For the maximum number of students who can register for courses, the mean 
number of undergraduate students allowed to register for hybrid courses was 37.9 
(SD = 24.1), and the mean number of graduate students allowed to register for hybrid 
course was 25.3 (SD = 8.9). These numbers indicate that the fear of increasing the num-
ber of students who can enroll in hybrid courses did not flesh out in the data.

Challenges: Online courses. For respondents who taught online courses, 41.9% 
selected decreased personal interaction with students, followed by 16.1% who selected 
that updating course content was the greatest challenge. Of the respondents, 12.9% 
identified being innovative with course delivery and the ability to maintain a reason-
able schedule as being the most challenging aspect of teaching online course.

In the written responses about the greatest challenge respondents face in teaching 
online courses (n = 20), the three main themes were student engagement (35%), time 
commitment (30%), and design the course (15%). With regard to student engagement, 
one respondent noted, “It is so hard to judge student comprehension without the ver-
bal feedback that face-to-face instruction provides.” Another respondent had a similar 
comment with regard to decreased student engagement, noting that “finding ways to 
verify students understand the concepts without creating an avalanche of grading” was 
the greatest challenge to teaching online courses.

When respondents were discussing issues related to the time commitment that 
is needed to teach online courses as being the main challenges, one said it was “the 
up-front effort required to ‘do it right.’ This also means that re-prepping—e.g. redoing 
videos or changing texts – is much more involved for online courses.” Another referred 
to the time needed to allocate to grading: 

I have taken to heart that the cornerstone of online teaching is regular engagement 
with the student—students have to feel like the professor is watching their progress 
rather than just engaging with an automated program . . . This takes more time than 
a typical F2F course—maybe 8–10 hours per week for a 16-student graduate course.
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Regarding course design, respondents said the main challenge was “learning the 
possibilities the first time around.” Another noted, “It’s hard to stay on top of the best 
methodology while at the same time delivering a quality product.” Because the course 
is delivered completely online, its design and feel affect how students experience the 
course and thus how they evaluate the instructor. Student engagement and the amount 
of time faculty need to allocate to an online course are affected by the number of stu-
dents enrolled in the course, because it greatly affects the ability of faculty to be en-
gaged on an individual level. Relatedly, class size, or the fear that administration will 
greatly increase enrollment in online courses, may not only affect the ability of faculty 
to engage students, but may also decrease the number and types of assignments re-
quired for students.

The fear of overly large classes is a common critique for online courses; our data 
show that this fear may be overblown. The mean number of undergraduate students 
allowed to register for online course was 37.1 (SD = 24.6). At the graduate level, one 
would expect to see smaller class size, and this was found in the data, with the mean 
number of graduate students allowed to register for online course being 27.1 (SD = 9.8). 
However, this could be a function of the type of university or college at which respon-
dents teach or the type of course they teach, and it was not something we could parse 
out in our data.

A key part of course implementation regardless of class size is communicating 
with students. Respondents were asked about the main ways they communicate with 
students and which methods are most effective. As Table 7 shows, 73.0% of respon-
dents (n = 37) deemed e-mails as either most effective or effective, and 72% use e-mail 
as their main or only communication tool. Similarly, respondents felt that communi-
cating in person with students was most effective (48.6%) or effective (18.9%). These 
numbers represent a slight decrease from a 2000 National Education Association sur-
vey that found that 83% preferred e-mail communication with their online students 
(Hardy & Bower, 2004).

Table 7

Communication Modes and Effectiveness

Mode of communication
Mostly/always or only

%
Most effective

%
E-Mail 71.8a 72.9b

Discussion Boards 48.7a 35.1a

Video Chat 10.8a 43.2b

Telephone 10.6c 2.7b

In Person 21.1c 67.5b

Note. Communication scale: never, sometimes, about half of the time, most of the time, 
always/only. Effectiveness scale: rank order, 1 = most effective, 6 = least effective.
an = 39. bn = 37. cn = 38.
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Although 68% of respondents said in-person was the most effective way to com-
municate with students, only 21.1% mostly or always communicated with their stu-
dents in this way. Perhaps the most intriguing result is the small proportion of respon-
dents who seemed to rely on video chat to communicate with their students (10.8% 
either always or half the time) or via telephone (10.6% either always or half the time) 
compared to those who claimed to never video chat with their students (35.1%) or 
call them over the phone (26.3%). The data suggest that our respondents preferred 
asynchronous versus synchronous modes of communication. This could be one of the 
factors contributing to the increased workload of faculty in online courses.
Department and University

In addition to being asked specifically about their experiences with hybrid and 
online courses, respondents were asked about the challenges they face teaching hybrid 
and online courses in their department and university, as well as their opinions on 
what their department and university could do to help facilitate online teaching.

Department. The written responses about the challenges respondents had about 
their department fell into one of four themes: lack of training (40.7%), outdated poli-
cies (25.9%), lack of understanding of hybrid and online education by administrators 
(22.2%), and faculty within the department who resist teaching hybrid or online cours-
es (14.8%). Training was further divided into two types: technical (19%) and how-to 
(82%). Hardy and Bower (2004) noted that most higher learning institutions focus on 
the technological aspects rather than on helping faculty manage the transition from a 
traditional to an online environment. The perceived lack of training opportunities is 
important, as training is key to the success of distance learning instructors (Hardy & 
Bower, 2004).

Regarding training, one respondent noted a “lack of support on how to use the 
tools and overall lack of coherent connection between such use and how this format 
enhances student learning outcomes.” Another respondent, whose answer was coded 
as faculty resistance, said, “The staff hired to help faculty have never taught and have 
no idea what’s involved. They are just technicians and they have a lot of power over 
your course. There is not the same freedom that one has in the classroom.” Another an-
swered the question in terms of how it affected student learning, writing that the great-
est challenge is “consistent use of technology across all faculty members so students get 
the same type of experience.”

The need to update policies to reflect hybrid and online courses spanned from 
mandated on-campus office hours, to recognition in faculty annual evaluations and 
course releases, to how much time it takes to design and implement online courses. 
One respondent said, there is “no recognition of [the] much greater number of hours 
invested in online courses and development.” This is consistent with other studies that 
have shown the increased workload for courses in an online environment (Palloff & 
Pratt, 2013; Tomei, 2006; Yick et al., 2005). When speaking of contracts, another not-
ed, “We are required by contract to be present on campus for office hours. It is unac-
ceptable, but they will not change it due to contract language.” This example points to 
the bureaucratic rigidities of higher education, which have important consequences 
for distance teaching (Palloff & Pratt, 2013). A third wrote how “fitting policies that 
were generated for a traditional teaching setting to an online course” was the greatest 
department challenge. This mismatch between the procedures developed for in-class 
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courses and the online realities highlights the gap between administrative rules and 
faculty experiences.

Respondents offered many suggestions (n = 24) for facilitating online teaching. 
Most suggested that departments offer more training and support for faculty who teach 
online (20.8%). Others suggested that departments offer incentives (12.5%), such as 
recognition, a course release when designing a new online or hybrid course, and a 
stipend for new courses. Despite the emphasis in the literature of the “controversial” 
nature of compensation discussions (Palloff & Pratt, 2013, p. 38), surprisingly few fac-
ulty members highlighted this in their answer. Further research is needed to under-
stand whether this is because faculty do not believe departments can provide adequate 
compensation or rather other improvements are more urgently needed. Others recom-
mended that department administrators educate themselves about hybrid and online 
education and to gain a better understanding of the demands of hybrid and online 
courses on faculty. One respondent wrote, “Have the people who ask us to teach online 
teach online themselves so they know what the experience is like.” This is an important 
consideration in promoting an effective dialogue between administrators and faculty.

University. The challenges that respondents (n = 29) had with teaching hybrid 
or online courses at the university level fell into three themes: financial support from 
administration (31%), the university’s policies regarding online education (27.6%), and 
the LMS (17.2%). The responses about lack of financial support for hybrid and online 
courses focused on institutional support rather than individual compensation. One 
respondent wrote, “[The university] advocate[s] it, but they lack the resources to sup-
port it.” Similarly, another wrote that the greatest challenge faced from the university 
is the “capacity to support the technical aspects of using [the LMS] and access the 
help desk resources.” Our results are consistent with results in research that shows that 
LMS experiences for students and faculty are central to overall experience and learning 
(Almarashdeh, 2016). Another noted the need for more staff support, writing that the 
greatest challenge is “funding for teaching assistance or course development to prep to 
teach hybrid.” The emphasis on support beyond individual financial compensation is 
intriguing because it signals a strong need for additional resources on campus to im-
prove faculty’s teaching experiences.

Given that most universities had policies regarding teaching prior to hybrid and 
online courses, it is expected that not all policies have been adequately updated to 
align rules, procedures, or evaluations on course delivery regardless of the mode. One 
respondent noted, “The university imposes inalterable rules that aren’t always consis-
tent with a good online class.” Another wrote, “Although it isn’t a written rule, online 
teaching certainly isn’t valued for tenure. It’s a cash cow rather than a real educational 
experience.” The written responses about the LMS note the poor infrastructure. Again, 
this is consistent with research that highlights the bureaucratic rigidities of univer-
sity administration and innovations in an online environment (Palloff & Pratt, 2013; 
Tomei, 2006; Yick et al., 2005).

The recommendations that the respondents had for their universities were similar 
to those they had for their departments: provide staff support, a course release, or a 
stipend and care about the faculty members who are asked to teach hybrid and online 
courses. However, one respondent’s recommendation to the university was to “break 
your romantic infatuation with the technology and realize it is the means, not the end 
for student learning outcomes.”
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Conclusion

Whether online teaching is a panacea in which faculty enjoy a flexible schedule 
and the possibility to innovate in their course delivery or a poison that burdens faculty 
with heavy workload is unclear. The reality is probably somewhere in the middle. Our 
results show that students, faculty, and their institutions ought to think carefully about 
the development of online teaching across campuses. The respondents were asked in 
general about their experiences with online and hybrid teaching, but further research 
should investigate whether the experiences of faculty who teach in the nonprofit sector 
are different from the experiences of those who teach in other fields.

We conclude this article by drawing from our evidence regarding the main lessons 
from faculty members’ experiences with online teaching. We asked the following ques-
tion to our participants: A colleague asks for your advice regarding her online course. You 
would like to help but you are running late for (another!) meeting. What is the one piece of 
advice you would share? By reflecting on the advice faculty would like to share, we gain 
a better sense of the real challenges and benefits to online teaching.

In total, 37 respondents offered advice. Their answers were diverse and at time sur-
prising. For example, two respondents simply advised against online teaching: “Don’t 
do it! It’s not worth the time and loss of any semblance of work–life balance.” Others 
answered in the opposite way: “Focus on how this might help students learn, not on 
how this might make your life be easier.” These comments are symptomatic of the range 
of experiences, some positive and others negative.

Our respondents discussed four general lessons that they would share with their 
colleagues. The first important lesson revolved around the need to engage and interact 
with students. One respondent put it well, suggesting to a colleague who is thinking 
about teaching online to “create opportunities for engagement. Just because it is online 
doesn’t mean the class can’t be engaged.” Indeed, another noted, “Give lots of feedback 
to each student to keep them anchored. Otherwise they drift away (another downside 
of no face-to-face interaction).” Some emphasized the need for sustained and consis-
tent interactions, weekly, to connect with the students. Indeed, research has shown 
that prompt feedback, particularly in an online setting, helps keep students personally 
engaged (Vitale, 2010).

The second important lesson was about designing the course. A respondent noted, 
“Be clear, be consistent but flexible, and above all stay organized.” The need to stay orga-
nized is an important dimension of a successful online experience for students (Hardy 
& Bower, 2004). It can also help faculty in the long term to reduce their time spent on 
course preparation. Others discussed the need to be extremely explicit in every aspect 
of the course and not to be afraid of redundancy. One suggested, “Be redundant online, 
put content in multiple places, so that students find what they need fast.” Instructors 
can strive for innovation and originality, but students respond well to accessibility of 
content, simplicity, and clear expectations. For example, one respondent noted, “Do 
not make it too cumbersome for the students just to try to control participation.”

The third lesson discussed institutional support. The respondents emphasized the 
need for faculty to investigate what resources they have access to. For example, one 
piece of advice was that “the university had better be sure they have a strong sup-
port team for both faculty and students before they start encouraging online teaching.” 
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Another noted how “there are TONs of resources online, and if she hasn’t already taken 
the Online Skills Mastery course through our university, she should, it helped a TON.” 
It is important that faculty seek support through colleagues, their university, and the 
greater community of online teachers. One respondent noted, “The university provides 
lots of guidance. Go see what’s available to you.” This prevalent advice shows the need 
for better communication channels between administrators, departments, and their 
faculty. Beyond individual compensation for the increased workload, faculty expressed 
the need to feel supported through qualified staff and working technology.

Finally, the most common piece of advice suggested by respondents related to time 
management. The respondents advised others to have realistic expectations and an-
ticipate spending more time than in traditional settings. For example, one respondent 
suggested, “Plan on everything (prep, grading, etc.) taking at least twice as long as you 
would expect.” Another said, “Double your prep time to make sure everything is copa-
cetic BEFORE going live and/or publishing.” The importance of effectively managing 
time and acknowledging from the beginning the time investment necessary for online 
teaching is the most important lesson from our respondents. In one respondent’s own 
words, “Say yes [to teaching online] but TAKE YOUR TIME with the material before 
being ready to deliver it!” The increased workload noted in this research is consistent 
with that in most distance-teaching research that notes the lack of recognition for pro-
fessional advancement purposes (Ladyshewsky, 2016; Palloff & Pratt, 2013). It is an 
important reminder and warning that these issues will rise as online offerings increase 
and be a potential source of conflict between administrators and faculty.

In conclusion, we discussed throughout the article key considerations, both posi-
tive and negative, that must be addressed prior to jumping into the virtual world in 
order to create a win–win–win–win environment for the faculty member, the depart-
ment, university, and most important, the student. In other words, far more than in-
creased flexibility that drives faculty and increased student numbers that drive depart-
ments and administrators need to be considered. After all, universities, departments, 
and faculty members are here to further the knowledge and experiences of students so 
that they can become productive members and leaders within our communities. That 
is the goal we strive for, but we do so with considerable constraints, mainly time and 
resources.
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