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1. Introduction 

In addition to progress in technology, COVID 19 pandemic has altered the systems of education and the various 

social aspects of life. Consequently, lecturers and students in higher education institutions become seriously 

affected by unprecedented changes (Chung, Mohamed Noor & Mathew, 2020). In 2020, the pandemic has 

accelerated the broader adoption of learning in a virtual environment. As a result, online education is no longer a 

future strategy for university administrationsbut has become a present necessity. In Jordan, all academic 

institutions are shifting to online learning in the second and summer semesters of the academic year 2019/2020 

due to the massive pan implemented by the government due to the pandemic. With this sudden shift away from 

the classroom in many parts of the globe, some wonder whether the adoption of online learning will continue to 

persist post-pandemic and how such a shift would impact the worldwide education market. 

All Individuals,including those involved in the educational process,need to develop themselves to 

sustain and improve their performance constantly. Thus, online learning is one of the approaches which can be 

used,since it involves access to knowledge irrespective of time and place. Online learning also involves 

interaction with a synchronous or asynchronous teacher, and the use of internet technology through which the 

user tends to learn via self-direction. Online learning refers to the learner's knowledge, practice, and experience 

in building knowledge and supporting teaching and learning through any electronic tool (Tavangarian, Leypold, 

Nölting, Röser, & Voigt, 2004). 

Several classes are now delivered online by higher education institutions. In 2013, for instance, more 

than seven million students were enrolled in at least one online course in the United States (Allen & Seaman, 

2014).On the other hand, many online classes do not address the expectations and goals of students (Allen & 

Seaman, 2014; Conrad & Donaldson, 2012; Duffy & Kirkley, 2004; Rovai, 2008; Rovai& Downey, 2010). 

Factors that may enhancethe quality of interactionin online training have been investigated by researchers for 

example, issues of isolation, boredom, withdrawal from or dropping courses(Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Rovai, 

2008; Tirrel& Quick, 2012), and student dissatisfaction (Robyler&Wiencke, 2003; Steinman, 2007; Swan, 2001. 

According to Tessema, Ready, and Yu (2012), indirect performance assessments such as student 

satisfaction will determine the effectiveness of an instructional program. Student satisfaction is a significant 

measure of the quality of the learning experience.Student satisfaction is defined as “a concept that reflects 

outcomes and reciprocity that occur between students and an instructor” (Thurmond, Wambach, Connors, & 

Frey, 2002, p. 176). As evidenced by research (Bolliger& Martindale, 2004; Howell, Jeffrey, & Buck, 2012; 

Roblyer&Wiencke, 2003; Swan, 2001), student satisfaction is critical to the success of an online course and to 

reach the goals of the learning environment, instructors and institutions must meet the needs of their students. 

Yukselturk and Yildirim (2008) noted that higher education institutions should regard the students' 

satisfaction to develop the quality of online programs under today's conditions. High levels of e-learning 



105 

 

 

satisfaction could lower the institution's attrition rate, offer significant learning consistency, andincrease the 

motivation for taking additional courses. 

Teaching presence, which refers to the interaction between students and their online teachers, is one 

of the most fundamental issues that need to be studied more ( Garrison et al., 2000, 2010b; Angelino, William, 

&Natvig, 2007; Rovai, 2008; Rovai& Downey, 2010; Spiro, 2012; Khalid & Quick, 2014a, 2014b). Several 

researchers (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Andersen, 2013; Sher, 2009; Denson, Loveday, & Dalton, 2010; Moore, 

1989) believe that the involvement in online courses by the e-instructor, identified by Garrison Anderson and 

Archer (2000)  as teaching presence, plays an essential role in keeping the attention. Research has also 

associated students’ satisfaction with social presence in online and blended classes (Richardson & Swan, 2003; 

Picciano, 2002; Swan & Shih, 2005). 

Palmer and Holt (2009) observed that the level of convenience of a student with technology was crucial 

to online course satisfaction. Clarity of expectations and the student’s self-assessment of how well they were 

doing in the online environment were monitored as secondary factors. 

Cole, M. T., Shelley, D. J., & Swartz, L. B. (2014) found no statistically significant differences in the 

level of satisfaction based on gender, age, or study level. The study also showed that students considered hybrid 

or partially online courses as somewhat more satisfactory than fully online courses. Landrum, B. (2020) focused 

on students’ confidence as the strongest positive predictor of satisfaction and usefulness of online 

classes.Dilling et al. (2020) explored if there was a variation in students ' perceptions of teaching presence and 

social presence between online and conventional face-to-face learning environments using the CoI survey at a 

community college in the United States concluded that in the online learning environment, an equally strong 

teaching presence and social presence could be accomplished. 

Kilis, S., & Yildirim, Z. (2019) investigated the posting patterns of students’ social presence, cognitive 

presence, and teaching presence in an online learning setting Using the Community of Inquiry framework. Data 

were collected from 91 university students who participated in online activities on Moodle. Students’ posting 

behaviors of the three aspects were at a substantially high level. The cause behind the findings was topics which 

based on real-life cases and scenarios and reflective course activities. Sharma et al (2020) assessed students’ 

satisfaction towards online learning and its predictors. The study investigated 434 undergraduate and 

postgraduate students from various academic programs who had participated in the online classes started during 

this COVID-19 pandemic. Findings showed that the satisfaction of the students towards online classes appears 

good.  Muzammil, M., Sutawijaya, A., &Harsasi, M. (2020) investigated students’ satisfaction in light of their 

interaction and engagement in online learning. All students in the study were in Faculty of Economics who 

registered in online learning at the first semester of 2018. The statistical findings showed that all types of 

interactions including interaction among students, interaction between students and teacher, and interaction 

between students and content had positive impact on student engagement. The results also showed that students’ 

engagement had a positive impact on their satisfaction. 

Problem statement and purpose 

 

The Col model, proposed by Garrison et al. (2000) is probably one of the most widely cited and 

recommended models for guiding the design and delivery of online learning. The purpose of this study was to 

assess the role of undergraduate students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education among undergraduate 

students at a Jordanian public university using an adapted Community of Inquiry (CoI) model in light of 

teaching presence and social presence. 

 

Study questions 

1. What is the role of undergraduate students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education in light of 

teaching presence and social presence? 

 

2. Are there statistically significant differences at the level of significance (0.05 ≥α) for the role of 

undergraduate students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education in light of teaching presence 

and social presence for the response of the students according to the variables of average, level, and 

major (study) fields? 

 

 

Study limitations 

 

There are some limitations to this study. The small sample may not be entirely representative of the majority of 

students taking online classes. Related to the small sample size, only 128 of 240 students participated in the 

survey. Additionally, the survey was made available at the end of the summer semester when many students 

may not have been available to participate due to holiday plans. 
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Methodology  

 

Participants  

Undergraduate students at a large public university located in Amman, Jordan, were invited to participate in an 

online survey in the Summer of 2020. One hundred thirty-sixJordanian students met the study requirement of 

taking more than one online class in the 2019-20 academic year. They enrolled in a compulsory online course of 

general English language102 in the summer semester. Eight subjects were identified as multivariate outliers 

through Mahalanobis distances (p< .001; Tabachnick&Fidell, 2007) and removed from the dataset, reducing the 

sample size to 128 subjects. The valid responses of the study sample were evaluated. All participants were 

female. 59% were fourth year, 41% were first year; 51.6 were with the average of (>3/4), 58.4% were with (<3 

/4); 53.1 were from language and literature majors, while 46.9 were from education majors. See Table 1 for 

complete demographic information. The main reason for taking online courses had to do with the COVID-19 

outbreak, which causes closure in all schools and universities in Jordan and across the planet as well.  

 

Table 1.  Demographic characteristics of the students 

Variables Field N % 

Study year First 56 43.8 

Fourth 72 56.2 

Average <3 / 4 66 51.6 

>3 / 4 62 48.4 

Major Language and literature 68 53.1 

Education 60 46.9 

 

 

Survey 

 

The study used a modified framework of the Community of Inquiry (CoI) survey designed by Garrison 

et al. (2010a), Garrison et al.  (2010b) to measure two of the CoIessentialelements; teaching Presence and social 

presence, using scales which have been found to be a reliable and validated measure (Garrison et al., 2010a, 

2010b; Wicks, Craft, Mason, Gritter & Bolding, 2015 Yu & Richardson, 2015;) and course satisfaction scales 

used by Arbaugh (2000), Artino (2008), Lee et al. (2011), and Keeler (2006) to guide, interpret, and analyze 

data.  The scale consisted of 22 Questions based on a five-point Likert scale with response options ranging from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree. Students were also provided space to make comments at the end of the 

survey. Demographic information regarding student characteristics was also obtained. 

CoI was found to be a reliable and valid instrument in previous studies (Swan et al., 2008; Arbaugh, 

2008a, 2008b; Bangert, 2009; Garrison et al., 2010a, 2010b). To report the internal consistency, the value of 

reliability in this study was re-estimated bycomputing Cronbach’s Alpha (α). The test-retest method was 

followed by applying the test and re-applying it after two weeks to a group outside the study. The alpha value 

was 0.96 in average; teaching Presence was 0.95, and social presence was 0.94. These percentages were 

considered appropriateforthisstudy. Coefficients are shown in table 2. 

Table 2.  Cronbach alpha coefficients of internal consistency 

 

Domain Cronbach Alpha 

Teaching Presence 0.95 

Social Presence 0.94 

All items 0.96 

 

 

Procedure 

Immediately after the summer semester, Students were asked to anonymously complete the survey by 

clicking on the link within their online course. Emails with survey link were also sent to all course participants. 

The email explained the purpose of the survey and had instructions for accessing the link to the survey. 

Information about the survey was sent out in September 2020, just after finals week. The survey was available 

for two weeks. All variables were initially screened by checking regression assumptions, including linearity, 

homogeneity of variance, and multicollinearity as part of the data analysis process. 
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The Community of Inquiry Framework 

The features of effective online learning environments have been targeted successfully by researchers. 

(Aragon, 2003; Cleveland-Innes, Garrison &Kinsel, 2007). On the other hand, a more comprehensive review 

demands a conceptual framework to shed light on the challenges of online learning. The Community of Inquiry 

(CoI) framework developed by Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2000) is one model that has earned a great deal 

of interest. It is a cooperating model of online and blendedlearning processes that can mark both research and 

practice. It postulates that active online learning demands the progress of a community of learning.The online 

learning experience is seen by the CoI framework as a result of the interaction between three core elements: 

social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence. The first two elements were targeted in this study. 

Social presence refers to the social and emotional feelings that participants develop when they contact 

with each other in an online environment. Cognitive presence depicts the degree to which learners canbuild and 

affirm meaning through maintained reflection and discourse. The design, facilitation, and direction of cognitive 

social processes were described asteaching presence. 

Social presence is characterized as the willingness of participants to project themselves socially and 

emotionally in an online class, and their ability to view other participants as "real" in that class (Swan & Shih, 

2005).Three basic categories are embedded in the social presence; affective expression, the sharing of personal 

terms of emotions, feelings, beliefs, and values; groupcohesion, learners’ interaction around common 

intellectual activities and tasks; open communication, where learners create and keep a sense of group 

commitment. Research has associated students’ satisfaction with social presence in online and blended classes 

(Richardson & Swan, 2003; Picciano, 2002; Swan & Shih, 2005). 

Teaching presence refers to the design, facilitation, and direction of cognitive social processes 

(Garrison & Akyol, 2013). Anderson and colleagues (2001) stated three components to conceptualize teaching 

presence; instructional design and organization, which describes the planning and design of the structure, 

process, interaction, and evaluation aspects of the online course; facilitating discourse, the means by which 

students are engaged in interacting about and building upon the information provided in the course 

instructional materials; anddirect instruction, the creation of leadership by the instructors by sharing their 

understanding of the subject with the students. Researchers have documented strong correlations between 

teaching presence and student satisfaction and the development of a sense of community in online courses 

(Shea et al., 2005).  

 

Findings of the Study 

  The role of undergraduate students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education in light of 

teaching presence and social presence was assessed by computing the means and standard deviations of 

students’ satisfaction levels, as presented below. 

a. Teaching presence 

Table 3. Students’ satisfaction levels based on teaching presence and its sub-dimensions 

Rank Domain Mean Std. Deviation 

1 Design & Organization 4.46 .665 

2 Facilitation 4.35 .667 

3 Direct Instruction 4.26 .763 

 Total 4.37 .644 

 

The levels of students’ satisfaction with online learning in light of teaching presence appeared to be 

high in all subdimensions and in total, where the arithmetic mean is (4.37) and its standard deviation is 

(0.644).These results also indicate that students were satisfied and ready for online learning. As for the 

subdimensions, the analysis showed that " Design & Organization " came first with the highest mean of (4.46) 

and standard deviation of (0.665) regarding the degree of agreement, followed by " Facilitation " with themean 

of (4.35) and standard deviation of (0.667) while " Direct Instruction " was ranked last with themean of (4.26) 

and standard deviation of (0.763), as shown in (Table 3).  

 

b. Social Presence 

Table 4. Students’ satisfaction levels based on social presence and its sub-dimensions 

Rank Domain Mean Std. Deviation 

1 Group cohesion 3.84 1.007 

2 Open communication 3.74 1.046 

3 Affective expression 3.69 .987 

 Total 3.76 .947 
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    Table 4 shows the levels of students’ satisfaction with online learning in light of social presence also 

appeared to be high in all subdimensions and in total, where the arithmetic mean is (3.76) and its standard 

deviation is (0.947). These results also indicate a high level of students’ agreement on online learning. As for 

the subdimensions, the analysis showed that " group cohesion " came first with the highest mean of (3.84) and 

standard deviation of (.1.007) followed by " open communication " with themean of (3.74) and standard 

deviation of (1.046) while " affective expression " was ranked last with themean of (3.69) and standard 

deviation of (0.987). 

   To find out any statistically significant differences at the level of significance (0.05 ≥α) for the role of 

undergraduate students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education in light of teaching presence and social 

presence for the response of the students according to the variables of average, level, and major, means and 

standard deviations were calculated as shown in table 5 

Table 5. Students’ satisfaction levels in light of teaching presence based on average, study year, and major 

variables 

Variables Field Mean Std. Deviation N 

Study year First 4.40 .791 56 

Fourth 4.34 .507 72 

Average <3 / 4 4.38 .793 66 

>3 / 4 4.35 .441 62 

Major Language and literature 4.43 .714 68 

Education 4.29 .553 60 

  

Table 5 shows a slight variance in the means of students’ satisfaction in the transition to online 

education in light of teaching presence according to average, level, and major. To find out anystatistically 

significant differences in these means, three-way ANOVA was conducted.The results are shown in Table6 

Table 6. Three-way ANOVA results of students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education in light 

of teaching presence based on average, study year, and major 

Source Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Study year .016 1 .016 .037 .847 

Average .040 1 .040 .095 .758 

Major .541 1 .541 1.289 .258 

Error 52.083 124 .420   

Corrected Total 52.728 127    

Table 6 indicated that Students’ satisfaction in light of teaching presence had no statistically significant 

differences at (= 0.05) due to the three variables; study year, average, and major. 

 

A: Social presence 

Table 7.  Students’ satisfaction levels in light of social presence based on average, study year, and major 

variables 

Variables Field Mean Std. Deviation N 

Study year 

 

First 3.64 1.122 56 

Fourth 3.85 .782 72 

Average 

 

<3 / 4 3.71 .995 66 

>3 / 4 3.81 .898 62 

Major 

 

Language and 

literature 

3.79 .923 68 

Education 3.73 .981 60 

 

Table7 shows a slight variance in the means of students’ satisfaction in the transition to online 

education in light of social presence according to average, level, and major. To find out any statistically 

significant differences in these means, three-way ANOVA was conducted. The results are shown in Table 8. 

 

Table 8.  Three-way ANOVA results of students’ satisfaction in the transition to online education in light of 

social presence based on average, level, and major. 

Source Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 
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Study year 1.549 1 1.549 1.719 .192 

Average .476 1 .476 .528 .469 

Major .782 1 .782 .868 .353 

Error 111.690 124 .901   

Corrected Total 113.953 127    

 

Students’ satisfaction in light of social presence also showed no statistically significant differences at 

(= 0.05) due to the three variables; study year, average, and major, as shown in Table 8. 

 

Discussion 

The objective of this research study was to ascertain the role of undergraduate students’ levels of 

satisfaction in the transition toonline education in light of teaching presence and social presenceand to determine 

anystatistically significant differences at the level of significance (0.05 ≥α) for the response of the students 

according to the variables of average, study level, and major. 

 

The study used a modified framework of the Community of Inquiry (CoI) surveytomeasureteaching 

presence and social presenceusing scales and course satisfaction scales to guide, interpret, and analyze data.  

The scale consisted of 22 Questions based on a five-point Likert scale.  Students were also provided space to 

make comments at the end of the survey. Demographic information regarding student characteristics was also 

obtained. 

Overall findings from this study indicated that students produced significantly high levels of 

satisfactionon social and teaching presence. This outcome suggests that online-learning environments that 

support social and teaching presenceprovide ideal conditions for fostering and preserving a high degree of 

satisfaction. As Liaw et al. (2007) stated, learners who agree that the e-learning environment is an important 

learning platform have a constructive outlook towards e-learning. The findings of the study also revealed that 

the quality of the courseaddressed students' expectations in terms of interaction with professor and classmates. 

Results from this study also provided empirical evidence and supported the notion that (CoI) survey is essential 

for establishing levels of satisfaction among students.Sharma et al (2020) who assessed students’ satisfaction 

towards online learning and its predictors found that the satisfaction of the students towards online classes 

appears good. 

The results of the study confirmed previous studies, which suggested that social and teaching presence 

are essential for creating and maintaining communities of online learners.Students achieve a more substantial 

and meaningful knowledge of essential course concepts as social and teaching presence variables, investigated 

in this study, are used to promote and sustain online communities of inquiry. Dilling et al.(2020) explored if 

there was a variation in students' perceptions of teaching presence and social presence between online and 

conventional face-to-face learning environments alsoconcluded that in the online learning environment, an 

equally strong teaching presence and social presence could be accomplished. 

 

Teaching presence 

This research has, therefore determined that the idea of teaching presence in the CoI framework is 

central to preserving course satisfaction. The findings of this study also correlated with the results of research 

conducted by other scholars who reported that the body of evidence attesting to the essential value of teaching 

presence for successful online learning is vast(Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005; Meyer, 2003; Murphy, 2004; 

Swan & Shih, 2005; Vaughn & Garrison, 2005). 

Garrison and colleagues (2000) argued that interactions between participants in virtual learning 

environments are not sufficient to ensure effective online learning. These types of interactions need to have a 

teaching presence. To facilitate discourse, instructors need to review and comment on student comments, and 

contribute to making observations to move discussions in the appropriate direction.They also need to retain the 

discussion moving effectively, attract inactive students, and restrict the activity of dominating posters(Anderson 

et al., 2001; Brower, 2003; Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter, 2002; Shea, Fredericksen, Pickett, &Pelz, 2003). 

The findings of this study also confirmed the concept that the quality of teaching presence happens 

whenlecturers interact with learners in direct teaching practices by offering regular prompts and remedial 

guidance.Anderson and colleagues (2001) also contended that direct instruction is mainly concerned with the 

sharing of experienceand assessing the discourse and the efficacy of the educational process. Instructorsare 

responsible for facilitating reflection and discourse by using various means of assessment and feedback in 

presenting course content. Kilis, S., & Yildirim, Z. (2019) who investigated the posting patterns of students’ 

social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence in an online learning found that students’ posting 

behaviors of the three aspects were at a substantially high level. 

 

Social presence 
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In examining an association between social presence and course satisfaction in an online course, this study 

revealed that social presence was a significantly decisive positive factor associated with course satisfaction. This 

finding was consistent with researchers who found a connection between perceptions of social presence and 

student satisfaction in online courses using the CoI framework (Tu&McIsaac, 2002; Richardson & Swan, 2003). 

Muzammil, M., Sutawijaya, A., &Harsasi, M. (2020) who investigated students’ satisfaction in light of their 

interaction and engagement in online learning alsofound that all types of interactions including interaction 

among students, interaction between students and teacher, and interaction between students and content had 

positive impact on student engagement. The results also showed that students’ engagement had a positive 

impact on their satisfaction. 

The study indicates that social presence alone would not guarantee the creation of critical discourses in 

online learning. However, it is incredibly hard for such a discourse to grow without the creation of social 

presence (Celani& Collins, 2005; Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005; Molinari, 2004). On the other hand, a lack 

of meaningful interaction and, or a sense of presence can create a sense of unsatisfying learning experiences 

(Aragon, 2003; Moore &Kearsley, 2004). 

The findings of this study supported previous research indicating that teaching presence must coexist 

with social presence to achieve the deepest levels of reflective inquiry for online learning communities (e.g., 

Bangert, 2008; Arbaugh, 2007; Arbaugh& Hwang, 2006). Social presence has an indirect impact on teaching 

presence by adjusting the environmental conditions for higher learning. Research has found that social presence 

serves as a mediating parameter between teaching presence and cognitive presence (Garrison, Cleveland-Innes 

& Fung, 2010; Shea&Bidjerano, 2009). 

Students’ satisfaction in light of teaching and social presence showed no statistically significant 

differences due to the three variables; study year, average, and major. These findings also correlated with the 

results of research conducted by other scholars who found no statistically significant differences in the levels of 

satisfaction based on gender, age, or study level (Cole, M. T., Shelley, D. J., & Swartz, L. B. 

2014).Deveci̇Topal, A. (2016) also stated that there was no significant diversity in student satisfaction across 

gender and class year. 

          Future research should also explore other factors related to students’ satisfaction and agreement for taking 

online courses that were not considered here. These include using broader groups of respondents from more 

different faculties. More online courses should also be included.Amidst the various hindrances facing online 

learning among university students in Jordan, Students in this study noted that poor internet connectivity and 

limited broadband data remained the biggest challenge.Therefore, the government needs to look into long term 

infrastructure investment to develop internet connectivity. Study findings could hopefully assist universities in 

the transition process to online learning. Additionally, theresults of the survey could be further explored to 

determine howcourses may be designed to meet the needs of both male and female students. 
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