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ABSTRACT
This study aims to examine the student’s satisfaction level having online mode of classes. The study was 
conducted in a higher education institution that is offering online international MBA and DBA program 
during 2021-time frame. The research used purposive sampling method from selected online students and 
questionnaires were given via google forms. Questionnaire used 5-point Likert scale for easy tabulation and 
interpretation. The data was analyzed using SPSS Software for descriptive statistics. The findings of the 
study are presented in the results and discussion part of the study.
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Higher education is not an excuse for the student’s satisfaction. In this study it shows how that the study of 
satisfaction in the marketing context gained popularity following a seminal study by Oliver (1981). Satisfac-
tion is understood as a psychological state resulting from comparison-related expectations and performance 
within a consumer experience, a cognitive process (Oliver & DeSarbo, 1988) or an affective state (Mano & 
Oliver, 1993). Based on this concept, various models, methods, and paradigms have emerged within the 
research field (Oliver, 1981).
The concept of satisfaction has been intensively investigated in the educational setting during the last 30 
years and has been used for a variety of objectives. Fraser and Treagust (1986) validated a technique for 
capturing assessments of a higher education institution's physical environment. Griffith (1996) looked at 
parental satisfaction with a school, whereas Casidy and Wymer (2015) looked at how satisfaction affects the 
establishment of a brand.

Quality is a multi-dimensional construct in higher education, and there is no unanimity on a single definition 
(Green and Harvey, 1993). Every HE stakeholder has their own definition of service quality. This paper 
considers the perspective of one of the most significant stakeholders in higher education: students. Because 
of the fierce competition in higher education, students are now treated as customers who pay fees and use the 
services of a service institution (Marzo-Navarro et al., 2005a). Other academics, such as Gremler and McCo-
llough (1999), Sander et al. (2000), and Hill (1995), regard students as higher education service consumers. 
There are various alternative viewpoints in the literature that suggest students could act as producers, prod-
ucts, or clients (Guolla, 1999). Service quality in higher education is described by O'Neill and Palmer (2004) 
as the "distance between what a student expects and what they perceive to have got." Oliver (1997) defines 
satisfaction as the fulfillment of pleasures, which indicates that consuming satisfies some need, purpose, or 
want, and this fulfillment leads to pleasure. Consumption yields a result in exchange for a pleasure anticipa-
tion (Oliver, 1999). Although there has been an attempt to apply the concept of satisfaction to higher educa-
tion, there are few references for it, implying that student happiness is a multi-faceted term (Richardson, 
2005).
  Students' satisfaction is their subjective assessment of various educational results and experiences 
(Elliott and Shin, 2002). Student satisfaction is a continual process that is shaped by the experiences students 
have on campus. Several experts believe that satisfied students disseminate a positive message and, as a 
result, encourage friends and acquaintances to enroll in their university and possibly take further courses 
(Helgesen and Nesset, 2007). Students who are happy have a positive impact on their motivation and fund-
raising (Elliott and Shin, 2002). 
According to Ziethaml et al. (2008), satisfaction and service quality are two distinct notions, with satisfaction 
being a larger construct of which service quality is a part. Another point of contention in the literature is how 
to assess service quality. The critique has centered on dimensional instability (Cronin, Taylor, 1992; Finn, 
Lamb, 1991; parasuraman et al., 1985) and the role of expectations in the measuring instrument (Cronin, 
Taylor, 1992; Finn, Lamb, 1991; parasuraman et al., 1985). (Adil et al., 2013; Cronin, Taylor 1992; Gallifa, 
Batalle 2010; Teas 1994). These criticisms have prompted the development of new methods for assessing 
service quality. Cronin and Taylor (1992) created the SERVPERF instrument, which focused solely on 
respondents' impressions. We employed the three-factor SERVPERF instrument to test the service quality 
construct in our research framework because our study also focuses on the higher education business.



The primary objective of the study is to find the student’s satisfaction level having online classes. 

Do online learning have any positive impact on the level of student’s learning and their satisfaction from it.

Satisfaction is a concept that refers to the assessment of perceived disparities between a product's expecta-
tions and its performance after consumption (Oliver, 1981). After realizing the necessity to monitor student 
happiness as a means of assessing the overall effectiveness of higher education institutions (Martirosyan, 
2015; Wilkins & Stephens Balakrishnan, 2013), researchers have attempted to map this satisfaction construct 
in recent decades. The strategic and economic importance of satisfaction studies in higher education has 
attracted academic and management attention in a variety of higher education research fields, including 
public universities (Gruber, Fuß, Voss, & Gläser-Zikuda, 2010), private institutions (Arif, Ilyas, & Hameed, 
2013), e-learning programs (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008), graduate-level programs (Carter, 2009), 
and extension (Marzo-Navarro, Pedraja-Iglesias, & Pilar Rivera-Torres, 2005).
The plethora of research on satisfaction in higher education institutions conducted in recent decades, as well 
as the varied methodological approaches employed in prior studies, has made it difficult to pick between the 
various possibilities for assessing satisfaction constructs. Furthermore, in higher education, there are an 
overwhelming number of constructs (antecedents and consequents) that relate to happiness. As a result, 
researchers have sought to determine the magnitude of both the antecedent and subsequent conceptions of 
satisfaction (Sultan & Yin Wong, 2014). 
This paper show meta-analysis adds to higher education research by providing: (a) a systematic review of 
major studies of satisfaction in higher education, (b) a better understanding of the satisfaction construct in 
higher education, (c) a classification of the primary existing relationships between antecedent and conse-
quent constructs and satisfaction, (d) a more reliable calculation of the strength and magnitude of these 
relationships, and (e) a summary of the main indicators.

Despite the fact that satisfaction is a popular topic in the literature on services, its lack of robustness in terms 
of measuring antecedent and subsequent behaviors has been highlighted (Yavas & Babakus, 2010). Our 
systematic review discovered several discrepancies in the antecedents and effects of satisfaction in higher 
education, with the curriculum antecedent construct serving as an example. In China, a study found a signifi-
cant and negative relationship between a course's curriculum and student satisfaction (Liu, 2012), whereas 
studies in Romania (Munteanu, Ceobanu, Bobâlca, & Anton, 2010), the United Arab Emirates (Wilkins & 
Stephens Balakrishnan, 2013), and Armenia (Martirosyan, 2015) found a significant and positive relation-
ship.
Consequences had some inconsistencies as well. In higher education institutions, Athiyaman (1997) found 
no significant correlation between satisfaction and intention to recommend. Other investigations, such as 
Ledden and Kalafatis (2010) and Clemes, Gan, and Kao (2012), have found robust links between these two 
constructs (2008). The association between the constructs was shown to have strong correlations in these two 
investigations, with r =.839, r =.677, and r =.766, respectively.
These disparities could be explained by several variables. First, there is significant variation in the validity 

Objectives of the Study:

Research question:

Literature Review

Measuring satisfaction in higher education
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and reliability of the scales used to assess satisfaction in different studies (Duarte, Raposo, & Alves, 2012; 
Wilkins & Stephens Balakrishnan, 2013) that appear to have inflated parameters (r =.951; r =.940, respec-
tively), whereas the results of other studies are close to tolerable limits (Ali, Zhou, Hussain, Nair, & Ragavan, 
2016). Second, the number of variables employed to measure the satisfaction construct is inconsistent. 
Single-variable measures have been used in studies (Marzo-Navarro et al., 2005), as well as two (Sultan & 
Yin Wong, 2014), three (Liu, 2012), four (Hanssen & Solvoll, 2015), five (Wilkins & Stephens Balakrishnan, 
2013), six (Duarte et al., 2012), and twelve (Casidy & Wymer, 2015) variables. Third, while some research 
employed measures drawn from the educational context (Casidy & Wymer, 2015; Malik, Danish, & Usman, 
2010), others utilized scales that are often used in the commercial environment (Casidy & Wymer, 2015; 
Malik, Danish, & Usman, 2010). (Athiyaman, 1997; DeShields, Kara, & Kaynak, 2005).
With this background in mind, the current study conducted a comprehensive assessment of the literature on 
educational satisfaction in order to acquire a better understanding of the antecedents and implications of these 
behavioral interactions. We wanted to use meta-analytic research to objectively investigate the correlations 
between these constructs and satisfaction and draw conclusions about them.

The education literature reveals that factors affecting pupils' overall academic achievement have gotten a lot 
of attention. On the other hand, little research has been done on the elements that influence distance learners' 
success (Cookson, 1989). The research that has been done thus far has primarily focused on demographic 
factors that influence student achievement. Biner, Bink, Huffman, and Dean (1995) reviewed the findings of 
others on characteristics such as gender (Carr & Ledwith, 1980; Oxford et al, 1993), age (Rekkedal, 1983; 
Souder 1993), occupation (Carr & Ledwith, 1980), job experience (Rekkedal, 1983), and marital status (Carr 
& Ledwith, 1980). (Dille & Mezach, 1991). The factors cited above will be described in more detail in the 
review that follows. Different levels of schooling and subject matter categories are identified in the research 
evaluated since both are predicted to have confounding effects on the effect of the other criteria connected to 
students' academic achievement.
The preceding implies that consumer happiness can be extrapolated to instances in which the student is a 
client. Others' approach to measuring educational quality is consistent with known educational psychology 
theory and research. Guolla (1999), for example, took this approach and treated students like customers, 
recognizing that they had received a highly valued service. "Since they have taken several courses earlier," 
Guolla added, "students would consider themselves skilled consumers of the service experience" (p. 3). 
High-satisfaction students participate in positive word-of-mouth communication, such as passing on recom-
mendations to peers. Other students may suggest programs, return as graduate students, recruit new students, 
or donate on a regular basis as alumni. Students that are dissatisfied make negative comments, such as 
complaining to a department chair or a dean. At all of these activities, the students are acting as if they were 
shoppers in a store.
Quality dimensions are product/service specific, according to Oliver (1997), whereas satisfaction is based on 
quality and other external factors beyond management's control. Quality, according to Anderson, Fornell, and 
Lehmann (1994), is based on current perceptions, whereas satisfaction is based on previous, current, and 
projected experiences or outcomes. According to Guolla (1999), in the context of education, a student's 
pleasure may be influenced, among other things, by bad classroom facilities or other factors that an instructor 
cannot control. He argued that satisfaction encompassed more than just a measure of quality, arguing that 
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Few studies of distant education have paid close attention to student satisfaction. However, Biner, Dean, and 
Mellinger (1994) recognized its significance, stating that student satisfaction influences retention, motiva-
tion, commitment, and learning. "...maintaining high levels of distant learner satisfaction within any tele-edu-
cation program could result in the following direct and important program-related benefits," these writers 
continued:
• Reduced student dropout rates. Because satisfied distance learners are less likely to withdraw from 
classes for non-academic reasons, higher distance student satisfaction should result in reduced program 
attrition rates.
• An increase in the number of referrals from current students. Increased student referrals of friends 
and family members to a distant education program can arise from high distance learner satisfaction.
• Student motivation is at an all-time high. High distance learner satisfaction does not always imply 
high distance learner motivation; yet poor distance learner motivation is almost always the result of low 
distance learner satisfaction.
• A stronger commitment to a tele-education program is required. Students who are happy with their 
program are more likely to stay with it. In this context, commitment refers to an individual's belief in the 
program's long-term viability.
• Improved learning. Although favorable reactions from distance learners to a telecourse do not 
guarantee student learning, negative ones are likely to have a negative impact on learning.
Biner, Summers, Dean, Bink, Anderson, and Gelder (1996) detailed research of 699 undergraduate students 
enrolled in 33 real-time, interactive telecourses that looked at satisfaction with various aspects of the 
telecourse, student demographics, and previous telecourse experience. The most significant influences on 
course satisfaction were gender differences and experience. Male students were happier with the various 
features of the courses than female students. Age has no bearing on satisfaction with any of the aspects 
studied.

In both academic and non-academic (workplace) settings, satisfaction is a well-studied topic. Students' 
satisfaction data is used by colleges and universities to assist them adapt their curriculum to the needs of a 
changing marketplace (Eyck, Tews & Ballester, 2009; Witowski, 2008). It is critical to analyze effectiveness 
metrics related to the curriculum of each institution, department, and program to make curriculum more 
successful and responsive (Ratcliff, 1992; Elliott & Healy, 2001; zgüngör, 2010; Peters, 1988; Billups, 2008; 
Aman, 2009). Direct performance measurements (e.g., comprehensive exams, projects, and presentations) 
and indirect performance measures (e.g., students' happiness with the curriculum) can both be used to assess 
a curriculum's effectiveness (Jamelske, 2009; Witowski, 2008). The second strategy (indirect performance 
measures) or gauging satisfaction with the curriculum is the focus of this research. Several studies have 
investigated student happiness (e.g., Astin, 1977; Bryant, 2009; DeShields, Kara, & Kaynak, 2005; Pascarel-
la & Terenzini, 2005), and most of them agree that highly satisfied students are more likely to stay in school 
and eventually graduate. Student happiness is also negatively connected to student complaints about counsel-
ing, job preparation, and the need for additional courses or the effectiveness of current courses, according to 

pupils can immediately assign a value to the current quality of instruction, but that satisfaction also includes 
their assessment of future implications.



 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 
MBA 24 44.4 44.4 44.4 
DBA 30 55.6 55.6 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 100.0  

Research Methodology

Results

Table 1. Respondents Profile In terms of Degree
DEGREE
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some study (e.g., Korn, Sweetman, & Nodine, 1996).
Surveys of student satisfaction are critical in determining whether schools and universities are accomplishing 
their goals. It is common knowledge that qualified graduates are the most important product of educational 
institutions. An excellent curriculum is required to best prepare students so that they are sought after by 
employers after graduation. In order to promote and support their higher educational institution as a student 
and as an alumnus, students must grasp the value of their education and be content with their overall experi-
ence. Satisfaction is a useful metric since several studies have shown that, other things being equal, satisfied 
people are more inclined to put forth more effort than dissatisfied people (Bryant, 2006; zgüngör, 2010). As 
a result, satisfied students (with the curriculum) are more likely to put out more effort in their academic 
studies, such as attending classes on a regular basis and becoming more interested in their schoolwork and 
institution.
In both academic and non-academic settings, interest in factors impacting satisfaction has grown. 
Furthermore, this parameter assumes that the extent of the hidden studies' effects is zero, while they could be 
negative or positive with lesser strength. As a result, the number of research needed to improve the effect 
grows (Borenstein et al., 2009). Orwin (1983) proposed a variation of Rosenthal's formula that allows a 
researcher to specify the number of missing studies needed to elevate the total effect to a level other than zero 
(Borenstein et al., 2009).

This study was conducted in the higher education institution that is offering online international MBA and 
DBA program during 2021-time frame. 
To assess student accomplishment, student satisfaction, demographic characteristics, and student perceptions 
of course quality, a modified version of an established instrument was employed. The Flashlight TM Current 
Student Inventory (TLT Group, 1997) was used to produce a survey instrument originally created by Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University and adapted from the paper of Chiu, 2002. The research used 
purposive sampling method from selected online students and questionnaires were given via google forms. 
Questionnaire used 5 point likert scale for easy tabulation and interpretation. The researcher used an SPSS 
Software to analyze the descriptive statistics.

The survey has been conducted during the Covid 19 pandemic and it has been sent all throughout the MBA 
and DBA candidates to know their responses. The following data to wit:



 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

19-25 years old 2 3.7 3.7 3.7 
26 - 30 years old 3 5.6 5.6 9.3 
31- 35 years old 6 11.1 11.1 20.4 
36- 40 years old 16 29.6 29.6 50.0 
40- 45 years old 12 22.2 22.2 72.2 
46-50 years old 11 20.4 20.4 92.6 
51 - 55 years old 4 7.4 7.4 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 100.0  

Table 2 Respondents Profile in Terms of Gender

Table 3. AGE

Table 4. Level of Satisfaction
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Table 1 Depicts That ,Majority Of The Respondents Who Answered The Survey Is A DBA Candidate. It 
Shows 55.6 Percent Are Doctor Of Business Administration And 44.4 Are MBA Students. This Shows That 
They Are Eager To Give Feedback In Terms Of Their Online Satisfaction In Higher Education Services. 

Table 2 shows that in terms of gender, 77.8 who answered the survey were male at 77.8 percent while 22.2 
percent of them were female. This can be inferred that the male was active in answering the survey compared 
to female as they are outnumbered. In the study of O’Connor, et.al , (2015) that These issues highlight a basic 
paradox in Western society's higher education: despite rising female involvement at undergraduate and 
postgraduate levels (Fiske, 2012), women's access to senior positions remains constrained (EU, 2013). Since 
the expansion of girls' access to higher education is not a recent occurrence, it cannot be assumed that the 
latter will inevitably increase. In the 1970s, women began to catch up to males in terms of enrolment, and by 
the early 1980s, they had exceeded them, with the pace of female enrolment expanding about twice as fast 
as the rate of male enrolment (Fiske, 2012). 

Table 3 shows majority of the respondents aged 36 – 40 years old which is 29.6 percent of the total respon-
dents meanwhile, 3.7 percent of the responses were from 3.7% of the sample. That means that the respon-
dents were more matured enough to rate their satisfaction in online learning compared to those aged 19 – 25 
years old.

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 
FEMALE 12 22.2 22.2 22.2 
MALE 42 77.8 77.8 100.0 
Total 54 100.0 100.0  

 

 
Questions Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
TOTAL 

1.The course was well 
organized 

19 28 5 3 0 55 

2.The course aims and 
objectives were made clear 

24 25 2 3 0 54 



162 |   Westford Research Journal 2022 | Volume 2 Issue 1

 
3.Grades were assigned 
fairly 

20 24 9 1 0 54 

4. The written objectives 
agreed with those actually 
taught in the course 

21 24 7 2 0 54 

5.The course materials 
helped me learn 

24 22 6 2 1 55 

6. All materials and 
resources needed to 
complete the class were 
accessible 

20 29 6 0 0 55 

7.The main web site for the 
course was easy to use 

12 31 10 2 0 55 

8. I was challenged to solve 
problems in the course 

13 26 11 4 1 55 

9.Course assignments were 
relevant and helped me learn 
the course material 

24 25 4 2 0 55 

10. There are other features 
and functions that should be 
added to the main web site 
for the course 

11 21 22 1 0 55 

11. I learned about principles 
and theories in the course 

18 29 4 2 0 53 

12. The course helped me to 
understand the ideas and 
concepts 

22 25 5 2 0 54 

13.I learned how to apply 
techniques to complete 
activities in the course 

23 24 4 4 0 55 

14. The course developed my 
ability to solve problems 

19 26 7 2 0 54 

15. The course materials 
prepared me for assessments 
and examinations 

14 28 9 3 1 55 

15 24 12 3 1 55 16. The time and effort
required for completing
assignments was what I
expected for the course 
17. The tests and 
assignments were suited to 
the objectives of the course 

18 30 6 1 0 55 

18. The tests and 
assignments enabled me to 
demonstrate what I had 
learned 

14 30 8 2 0 54 

19.The technology used in 
the course was appropriate 
for performing the tasks 
required 

12 31 6 5 1 55 

20.The technology used in
the course was appropriate 
for performing the tasks
required 

3 10 16 21 5 55 
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21. The procedures for 
taking case studies and/or 
presentation in the course 
caused problems 

3 7 18 24 2 54 

22. I received help learning 
and using the technology 
used in the course when I 
needed it 

14 33 6 0 1 54 

23.I spent too much time 
trying to access the course 
site on the LMS 

0 6 15 25 8 54 

24.My computer skills were 
adequate to complete the 
Course 

26 26 1 1 0 54 

25. Because the course was 
online, I was more confident 
that I would do well 

6 18 18 11 1 54 

26. I acquired skills that will 
be useful in my profession 

22 22 6 2 0 52 

27.Because the course was 
online, it was easier to juggle 
my course work with my 
work and/or home 
responsibilities 

21 26 5 2 0 54 

28.Because the course was 
online, I put in less time 
traveling to and from class 

29 22 1 1 1 54 

29.I would not have taken 
the course if it was not 
offered online 

24 11 8 5 6 54 

30.I interacted with other 
students about the ideas and 
concepts taught in the course 

10 17 20 5 2 54 

31.The course made me feel 
isolated from other students 

3 8 21 20 2 54 

32.The course allowed me to 
communicate with people 
from outside campus 

7 17 17 12 1 54 

33.The course allowed me to 
work on assignments with 
other students 

3 10 21 16 4 54 

34.I actively participated in 
scheduled interactions about 
the course material 

8 29 12 4 1 54 

35.I was encouraged to 
interact with the instructor 
about the ideas and concepts 
taught in the course 

14 34 4 1 1 54 

36.I received detailed 
comments on assignments 
from the instructor 

15 25 10 3 1 54 

37.I received comments 
from the instructor on 
assignments quickly 

12 24 11 6 1 54 
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38.I was encouraged to ask 
for clarification when I 
didn’t understand something 

20 31 2 0 1 54 

39.Feedback on 
examinations and other 
graded materials was 
valuable 

13 29 7 2 3 54 

40.Methods of evaluating 
my work were fair and 
appropriate 

15 29 8 0 2 54 

41.I felt comfortable asking 
the instructor an awkward 
question 

17 28 8 0 1 54 

42.I felt comfortable 
disagreeing with the 
instructor 

10 28 15 1 0 54 

43.I was encouraged to 
discuss my academic goals 
and/or career plans with the 
instructor 

10 24 16 2 1 53 

44.I felt isolated from the 
instructor 

0 7 12 28 7 54 

45.The course was just as 
good as or better than the 
same material in a face-to-
face course 

8 24 15 4 3 54 

46.I will take another online 
course 

13 25 12 3 1 54 

47.I prefer to take all courses 
online 

13 19 9 9 4 54 

48.I would have preferred to 
answer this survey online 

12 27 14 0 1 54 

49.I would recommend the 
course to others 

22 26 4 2 0 54 

50.Overall, I have been very 
satisfied with the course 

20 32 1 1 0 54 

Table 4. In question 1, the respondents shows that 28 agree that the course was well organized but 3 have 
shown that they disagree that it is well organized. Question 2 depicts 24 students strongly Agree and 25 
students Agree that course aims, and objectives were made clear during the course. Next question was about 
grades, if it was assigned fairly and only 1 student disagreed where in 44 students agreed that the assignment 
evaluation was fair. Next question was to understand if the written objectives agreed were taught during the 
course for which 21 students strongly agrees and 24 students agreed whereas 7 students had neutral opinion 
with only 2 students with disagreement. Similarly, 24 students strongly agreed and 22 agreed that the course 
materials really helped them learn, only 7 students had neutral opinion and 2 students disagreed.
Question 6 was to know if all the materials and resources were accessible for the completion of the course, 
for which 20 students responded strongly agreed and 29 students agreed where in only 6 students with neutral 
feedback and 0 disagreement. Question 7 explains easy to use interface of LMS. The results show that most 
the persons agree on this with means of 31 out of 55 responses, and 12 students strongly agree. Only 2 
students had disagreement and 10 reviewed it as a Neutral.In Question 8 it depicts whether students were 
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challenged to solve problems during the course. The respondents responded that they agree on this that they 
were challenged to solve problems and yield results 26 with mode of 55 respondents. All the modules were 
designed in a way that it gives them chance to relate the studies with their own work environment. The manag-
ers/bosses may need to build capacity to show confidence, in enhancing performance and effectiveness. While 
13 students strongly agreed and just 1 student strongly disagreed the fact. Out of 55 respondents, Students 
were asked “regarding the course assignment were relevant and helped them learn course material?” Of those 
responding, 43.6% (24) replied that they had had a very positive or positive experience overall. Only 3% (2) 
of students said that their experience was not so good. In Question 10, only 20% students responded strongly 
agree and 38% students agreed that LMS needs more features and functions, but 40% students had neutral 
opinion on that with just 1 disagreement.
In Question 11, students were asked if they learned about principles and theories, for which 34% students 
responded strongly agree and 54% with agreement, only 4 students had neutral thought about it and 2 with 
disagreement. The next question was to understand if the course helped them to understand the ideas and 
concepts, 47 students agreed with 5 students were neutral. They also learned how to apply techniques to 
complete the activities given during the course and it also developed the ability to solve problems. The Course 
materials used prepared students for assessments and examinations, almost 50% students agreed to the fact 
with 25% who chose strongly agreed. The time and effort required for completing the course was exactly as 
per the expectations. Almost 80% students agreed that the assignments were suited to the objectives of the 
course and it enabled them to demonstrate what they learned. Out of 55 respondents, 43 students agreed that 
the technology used in the course was appropriate for performing the task and 26 students disagreed that the 
technology did not work properly. Only 13% students agreed that they faced issues in the procedure for taking 
case studies or presentation during the course wherein 47 students agreed that they received help learning and 
using the technology in the course when it was required.
For the Online studies, computer skills are mandatory and in the next question students were asked if their 
computer skills were adequate to complete the course and 52 responds agreed but only 11 students agreed for 
the confidence in taking the online course and their ability to complete it. Question 26 asked whether they 
acquired the skills, which will be useful for them in the professional life and 44 students agreed with only 2 
disagreements. Online course was easier to manage work/life/study balance and also saved time in travelling 
to attend onsite classes. During the covid era, when the whole world was going online, 35 students agreed that 
they would not have taken the course if it was not offered online but still 11 students disagreed.
Online classes offer an attractively flexible experience to students. Often, they don’t have to meet for class on 
a set schedule, which can save them time, money, and energy. However, asynchronous learning necessitates 
that you, as an instructor, put extra thought and energy into promoting student-student interaction. There is a 
very real potential for isolation and disconnection in online courses (Besser & Donahue, 1996; Kerka, 1996), 
and you must plan well to avoid this possibility. The good news? Building a classroom community that helps 
students overcome such feelings of isolation has been shown to increase their engagement, lead to higher 
grades, and deepen their learning (Young & Bruce, 2011; Cho et al., 2007; Ascough, 2007), only 27 students 
agreed that they interacted with other students about the ideas and the concepts taught in the course, and 20 
students had neutral opinion about the same, where as 15% students felt isolated from other students during 
the course. Interaction is at the heart of the online learning experience. One of the foundational theories in 
distance education is Moore’s transactional distance theory, which emerged from his doctoral research into 
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educational programs where the instructor and student were physically separated (Moore and Kearsley, 
1996). 24 students agreed that this course allowed them to communicate with people from outside campus 
and also helped them to work on the assignments with other students. 54% students agreed that they actively 
participated in scheduled interactions about the course materials and 63% agreed that they were encouraged 
to interact with the instructor about the ideas and concepts taught in the course.
Getting feedback is a powerful construct in the design of quality online learning, and quantified dimensions 
of learners’ feedback experiences can be leveraged to improve effectiveness, increase efficiency, and main-
tain appeal in online courses. 46% students agreed and 28% strongly agreed that they received detailed 
comments on assignments from the instructor in the timely manner and encouraged to ask for more clarifica-
tions in case they didn’t understand something. Feedback on assignment were considered valuable by 54% 
students only 6% students had disagreement to that. Methods of evaluations were fair and appropriate, and 
students felt comfortable asking the instructor any awkward questions. 51% students felt comfortable 
disagreeing with the instructor whereas 28% students have neutral thoughts about it. Students were encour-
aged to discuss their academic/career goals with the instructor. 35 students disagreed that they felt isolated 
from the instructor but still we had 13% students who felt otherwise. The course was as good as any 
face-to-face course, and 38 students out of 54 respondents agreed to take another online course.
Overall, 48 students responded that they would recommend the course they took with others and 52 students 
were very satisfied with the course.

In this regard, traditional delivery of course should adapt to the current trend in online learning and teach-
ing otherwise, Covid 19 have disrupted the way the delivery of courses on site. It is the prerogative of the 
college to device different teaching methodologies in order to draw the attention of the students while on 
online learning as it may not draw interest of the learners since they can turn off the camera. Break-out 
rooms, cases, and brainstorming while on online class so that the students can interact with the other 
students. Otherwise, they will not be able to network with the other students. In terms of curriculum, it 
should be revised all the time as what the industry needs otherwise it is prone to obsolescence. Upgrading 
also of the software for LMS will be a challenge to the service providers.
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