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ABSTRACT

Thepurposeofthisstudyistoinvestigateaccountingandfinancestudents’perceptionsofonline
educationinanenvironmentwhereonlinecoursedeliveryismatureandhasbeenwellsupported.
Undergraduatestudentsmajoringinaccountingandfinanceweresurveyedtoidentifywhatthose
preferencesare.Consistentwithliterature,thereisapreferenceforface-to-facelearninginterms
ofperceivedlearningandsatisfaction.However,convenienceandschedulingissuesactasstrong
countervailingfactorspropellingstudentstowardonlinecourses,althoughtheimpressionsofonline
educationareoverwhelminglygood.Additionally,threequartersofthestudentsfoundtakingupper
divisioncoursesonlinetobesuitabletothem.Exploratoryfactoranalysiswasthenusedtoidentify
thekeyfactorsregardingonlineeducationqualityandsatisfaction,andsixseparatecomponentswere
foundtobebothsignificantandreliable.Thestudyexpandsliteraturebyspecificallyfocusingon
accountingandfinanceeducationinamatureonlineeducationenvironment.
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INTRodUCTIoN ANd LITERATURE REVIEw

While there is certainlya lotof similarity inonlineeducationacrossdisciplines, especiallyat a
macro-level,thereisalotofvariationatthemid-andmicro-levels(inthebusinessdisciplinessee
Arbaughet al., 2009;Arbaugh,2013,Arbaugh,2014), aswell as acrossprogrammatic contexts
(Rovai&Downey,2010).

Thisarticlefocusesonfiveissuesthathavebeenextensivelyexaminedintheliterature,buthave
gottenscantattentionintheaccountingandfinanceeducationliterature.
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Reasons for online education. Convenience and flexibility are overwhelmingly the reasons
reportedasmostimportantinstudiesreportingonthemotivesforstudentstalkingonlinecourses.
Forexample,indescribingundergraduatestudents’drivetowardonlinelearning,ChowandCroxton
(2017,20)reported“thatstudentscovetitforitsconvenience”.Inamaster’slevelprogram,Kowalski
and Dolph (2014) point to convenience and flexibility as the overwhelmingly most important
considerations for students. Convenience and flexibility are also the primary considerations for
studentsininternationalsettings(Muthuprasadetal.,2021),minoritystudents(Yeboah&Smith,
2016),andevenstudentslivingoncampus(Pastore&Carr-Chellum,2009).Businessstudentsseem
tobeparticularlyeagertotakeonlineclassesbecauseoftheconvenienceandflexibility(Nonis&
Fenner,2012;Lee,Stringer,&Du,2017).Otherreasonsaresignificantcontributorsaswell;Zhang
etal.(2020,38)foundthat28%ofthestudentslikethestyleofteachinginonlinecourses,andthat
schedulingwasa significant factor for29%.VanWartet al. (2020,3-4) report that “evenwhen
studentssaytheypreferface-to-faceclassestoonline,manyenrollinonlineclassesandre-enrollin
thefutureiftheexperiencemeetsminimumexpectations.”

Face to face preference.Inastudywithrelativelytypicalfindingsregardingface-to-faceversus
onlinepreferences,astudywith8,000participantsfoundthat“Studentsratedon-campuscourses
significantlyhigherthanonlinecoursesinCommunication,Faculty/StudentInteraction,Grading,
CourseOutcomes,andOverallEvaluation;effectsizeswerelarge”(Young&Duncan,2014,70).
Nonetheless,therearenumerouscontraveningfindings.Tanner,Noser,andTotaro(2009)foundthat
althoughbusinessstudentshadsomereservations,theywerefarmorelikelytotakeandbesatisfied
withonlinecoursesthanwasreportedbyfaculty.Wells,DeLange,andFieger(2008)hadsimilar
findings,eventhoughtheynotedstudentdiffidenceinactivelyparticipating.Inamaturefinanceand
accountingsetting,onestudynotedthatblendedcoursesprovidedthegreatestsatisfaction,followed
byfullyonline,withface-to-faceclasseslaggingbehindsignificantly(Wiechowski&Washburn,
2014).Withregardtostudentsatisfaction,itwouldappearthatbusinessstudentsarefarmorelikely
tobefavorabletoonlineandblendedclassesthanotherdisciplines.

Overall impressions.Evenwhenthereisapreferenceforface-to-faceteaching,itdoesnotmean
thattheimpressionofonlinelearningispoor.Forexample,inadditionaltopreviouslymentioned
studies,Wongetal.(2019)foundthatstudentsweresatisfiedwiththeoverallqualityofe-learning
in accounting courses in Hong Kong despite a preference for face-to-face options disregarding
convenience.Importantimpressionsthatstudentstypicallyhaveisthat“studentsmustbemorewilling
to teach themselves”(Dickeretal.,2018),studentswhohavestrongergenericand technological
skillshavehigherimpressionsofonlineeducation(Herrador-Alcaide,Hernández-Solís,&Galván,
2019)andstudentswhotakemoreonlineclasseshaveprogressivelybetterimpressionsofit(Shen
etal.,2013).Despitemanynegativeexperiencesduringthepandemicbecauseoftheshockofthe
transitiontoonlineduringthepandemic(Houetal.,2021),overallithasbeenreportedthatstudent
andfacultyexperiencewaslargelyfavorable(McKenzie,2021).

Most appropriate for online.Asnoted,generallybusinessdisciplineshavebeenamongthose
consideredmostappropriate.Inanunusuallypositivecase,McCarthy,KusailaandGrasso(2019,
26)foundthat“IntermediateAccountingIIIstudentsintheonlineandhybridmodessignificantly
outperformedstudentsintheface-to-facemode.”Furthermore,“auditingstudentsintheonlinemode
significantlyoutperformedstudentsinthehybridandface-to-facemodes.”Studentswithcognitive
learningstyles(i.e.,visuallearners)werebettersuitedtoonlinelearningaccordingtoEom,Wen,
andAshill(2006).Jaggars(2014)foundthatstudentsgenerallythinkthateasierclassesarebetter
foronlinecourses.Ontheotherhand,face-to-faceclassesarerecommendedorpreferredbystudents
wheninterpersonalskillsneedtobelearned(Paechter,Maier,&Macher,2010)),whereinteractionis
necessary(Kuoetal.,2013)andisnotadequatelypromotedinanonlinesetting(Malan,2020;Liaw
&Huang,2013:Lee,Stringer&Du,2017),orwhereclassesaredifficultandimportant(Jaggars,
2014).Becauseoflabsandastrongerpreferenceforinstructor-lededucation,MannandHenneberry
(2012,1)foundthat“undergraduatestudents(traditionalandnon-traditional)enrolledinengineering



International Journal of Adult Education and Technology
Volume 13 • Issue 2

3

majorsandgraduatestudentsenrolledinanatomy,biochemistry,biology,andbotanymajorwerethe
leastlikelygroupsofstudentstoselectonlinecourses.”Theyalsofoundthatfreshmanandsophomores
weremorelikelytoselectonlinecoursesthanjuniorsandseniors.

Quality factors.FollowingVanWartetal.(2020),wedistilltheliteratureonstudentperceptions
intoeightfactors.

Instructionalqualityandinstructortrainingarerelatedconceptsfoundintheonlineteaching
qualityliteraturebutareoftenoverlappingandpoorlyarticulated.Examplesofstudiesthatfocus
ontheseissuesincludeArtino(2010)whoexaminedpersonalfactors,Al-Gahtani(2016)whoused
theTechnologyAcceptanceModel,Paechter,Maier,andMacher(2010)whoaddressedinformation
distribution,andAsoodar,Vaezi,andIzanloo(2016)whofocusedontheinstructordimension.Inthe
studybyVanWartetal.(2020),theseconceptswerefoundtoaggregateintothreedistinctfactors.
Basic online modalitywasrelatedtocompetenceinfundamentalonlineteachingfunctionssuchas
theuseoftheonlinegradebook,easeofonlinesubmissions,andefficientgrading.Instructional 
designwasrelatedtobuildingandusingawell-designedclasssuchasprovidinggoodnavigation,
sufficientrehearsalopportunities,andstructuredfeedbackregardingrehearsalandtesting.Interactive 
online modalitywasrelatedtomoreadvancedonlinecompetenceintermsofvideolecturesandonline
interactionssuchassmallgroupdiscussions.

Anotherfactoralmostuniversallyidentifiedintheliteratureisteaching presence.Eom,Wen,
andAshill(2006)investigatedtheimportantroleofinstructorfeedback,Bray,Aoki,andDlugosh
(2008) examined the design to improve students’ content interaction, and numerous researchers
havecomparedarangeofinstructionalpractices(e.g.,Sunetal.,2008;Asoodar,Vaezi&Izanloo,
2016).SoandBrush(2008)examinedcoursestructurevis-a-viscommunicationmedia,Palmerand
Holt(2009)exploredinstructionalabilitiestocommunicate,Kuoetal.(2013)studiedprofessional
learningnetworks,Paechter,Maier,andMacher(2010)andJoo,Lim,andKim(2011)discussedthe
perceivedusefulnessofvariousstrategiestoenhanceteachingpresence,Otteretal.(2013)compared
theperceptionsoffacultyandstudents,andMohammadi(2015)usedTAMandISsuccessmodelsto
understandthevariabilityofteachingfactors.However,theconceptisdefinedinsubstantiallydifferent
ways,fromsweepingdefinitionsincludinginstructionaldesign,torathernarrowinterpretationsrelated
tocourseimplementation.VanWartetal.(2020)defineitastheportionofteachingthatoccursinthe
ongoingonlineclass,includinggoodcommunicationsandinstructions,keepingstudentson-taskand
learningefficiently,andprovidingcustomizedfeedbacktoquestionsandissuesthatariseinthecourse.

Cognitive presence—assisting students’ intellectual engagement with course content—has
been identified as a significant factor affecting online teaching quality and student satisfaction
in numerous studies. An early operational definition of cognitive presence included aspects of
discourse,collaboration,reflection,monitoring,andknowledgeconstruction(Kanuka&Garrison,
2004).Theseaspectshavebeenstudiedinvariouswayssuchasbyexamininglearningstylesand
contenttypes(Eom,Wen,&Ashill,2006),comparingcognitivepresenceinvariousasynchronous
onlinelearningdiscussionstrategies(Darabietal.,2011),contrastinglearner–instructorinteraction
and learner–content interaction (Kuo et al., 2013), examining interactive learning environments,
perceivedself-efficacy,andperceivedanxiety(Liaw&Huang,2013),lookingatcognitivepresenceas
afactorinstudentadoptionofonlinelearning(Al-Gahtani,2016),andinvestigatingtheinteractionof
cognitivepresence,learnerprominence,andacademicperformance(Galikyan&Admiraal,2019).In
arecentcasestudy,itwasfoundthatcognitivepresencewassupportedby“instructorresponsiveness
indiscussionpostsandcreatingdialogue,creatingcourseassignmentsasonlinehands-onprojects,
interviewingguestspeakersonspecificcoursetopics,weeklyrecapandorientationvideos,feedback,
[and]case-baseddiscussions”(Ozogul,Zhu&Phillips,2022).Definitionshavevariedleadingto
someconceptualoverlap,butattheheartofthedefinitionsareideaexploration,meaningfulreflection,
stimulatingdiscussions,andapplicationutility.

Manystudiesidentifysocial presence,thatisstudent-to-studentinteractions,asanotherfactor
contributingtoonlineteachingqualityandstudentsatisfaction.Numerousstudieshavelookedat
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socialpresenceasoneofthefactorsdeterminingstudentsatisfactioninonlinecourses(Bolliger&
Martindale,2004;Eom,Wen,&Ashill,2006;Lee&Rha,2009;Kuoetal.,2013;Asoodar,Vaezi,&
Izanloo,2016).Generally,socialinteractionissignificantbutmoderatefactorinrelationtovarious
learningoutcomessuchassatisfaction(Richardsonetal.,2017)butnotalways(Sunetal.,2008).
Forexample,socialpresencecanbelesssignificantinteachinginSTEMandanalyticprofessions
withoutahigherdegreeofactivitystructuring(e.g.,McCollum,2020).Otherstudieshavelooked
atthecriticalfactorsinfluencingstudentperceptionsfromthecloselyalignedideaofcollaborative
learning(So&Brush,2008;Zhu,2012).VanWartetal.(2020)definesocialinteractionoperationally
asinclusionofstudentgoals,providingavarietyofstudent-to-studentinteractionmechanisms,leading
toasenseofalearningcommunity.

Online social comforthassometimesbeendefinedasease-of-useandcomfort-with-technology,
includingbyHong(2002),BolligerandMartindale(2004),Eom,Wen,andAshill(2006),Joo,Lim,
andKim(2011),andAsoodar,Vaezi,andIzanloo(2016).Comfortwithtechnology,however,has
fadedasamajordriverofstudent(dis)comfort(Wardenetal.,2022),butnotdisappearedinlightof
themassintroductionofonlineteachingduringthepandemic(Garris&Fleck2020).Inthisstudy,
onlinesocialcomfortisoperationallydefinedascomfortindiscussionsandcomfortindisagreeing
inintellectualdiscussionstoexpressdifferentpointsofview.

Whiletechnologyreliabilityisfrequentlymentionedintheliterature,ithasonlyoccasionally
risentothelevelofbeingamajorfactorinstudents’perceptionsofonlinequalityinrecentyearsin
developedcountries,e.g.,BolligerandMartindale(2004),versusAsoodar,VaeziandIzanloo(2016).
However,thisisnotthecaseinthedevelopingworld,wherereliability,access,andexpensecontinueto
bemajorchallenges(e.g.,Agormedahetal.,2020).Inthisstudy,technologicalreliabilityandfairness
areconstructedasonefactorwhichwenamedsystem trustfortheaccountingandfinancestudents.

Researchinonlineaccountingandfinanceteachingandlearninghasnotbeenasextensiveover
timeasotherbusinessfields(Arbaughetal.,2009).Relatedly,until thepandemic, thefieldwas
notedasneeding“academicstobecomeinnovatorsratherthaninhibitors”(Watty,McKay,&Ngo,
2016)andmorefacultywhowerequalifiedandinterestedinteachingonline(McCarthy,Kusaila,
&Grasso,2019).Numerousstudieshavesupportedonlineteachingasanauxiliaryaidtoteaching
face-to-face(Myring,Bolt&Edwards,2014),inahybridmodeinfinancecourses(Wiechowski&
Washburn,2014),andfullyonline(Halabietal.,2014;Wongetal.,2019;McCarthy,Kusaila,&
Grasso,2019).Onestudyaddressedissuesaboutcheatinginonlineaccountingsettings(Lento,Sayed,
&Bujaki,2016).Chen,Jones,andMoreland(2013)foundthatcourselevelwasanimportantfactor
forstudents,withface-to-faceclassesbeingmorevaluableforupperdivisionstudents.Anotherstudy
foundthatstudentswhohadstronger“genericskills”weresignificantlyhappierandmoresuccessful
inonlineclasses(Herrador-Alcaide,Hernadez-Solis,&Galvan,2019).However,thesestudieshave
notaddedsignificantdetailtohowandwhyonlinecanbemosteffectiveforstudents,especiallyfor
intenselyquantitativecourses.

When examining aspects of teaching (based on student perceptions or expert opinion), the
importanceofengagement(teachingpresenceandinstructionaldesign)wasinvestigatedinaccounting
coursesbyMalan(2020).Wells,DeLangeandFieger(2008)notedthedifficultyofgettingaccounting
students to interactwith the instructororeachother(socialpresenceandonlinesocialcomfort).
Interestingly,themoststudiedaspectofonlineteachinginfinanceandaccountinghasbeeninteractive
onlinemodalityintermsofgamificationandapps(Voshaaretal.,2022;Carenys&Moya,2016;
Beatsonetal.,2020)andonlinelectures(Jill,Wang,&Mttia,2019).Issuesrelatedtocompetence
inbasiconlinemodality,cognitivepresence,andonlinesystemtrusthavenotbeencovered ina
substantialwayintheaccountingandfinanceeducationliterature.

In line with the above discussion, and because of the relative paucity of literature looking
moredeeplyat issuesrelatedtothefactorsthatprovidehigh-qualitylearningforaccountingand
financestudentsfromastudentperspective,adeeperanalysisiswarranted.Tobridgethisgapinthe
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literature,thisresearchscrutinizestheaforementionedissues,andthefollowingresearchquestions
areexaminedinthisstudy:

Researchquestion1:Whataretheprimaryreasonsforaccountingandfinancestudentswantingto
takeonlinecourses?

Researchquestion2:Towhatdegreedoaccountingandfinancestudentspreferface-to-faceclasses
asopposedtoonlinecourses?

Research question 3: What are accounting and finance students’ overall impressions of online
education?

Researchquestion4:Whatarethemostappropriatetypesofcoursesintheperspectiveofaccounting
andfinancestudents?

Researchquestion5:Fromtheperspectiveofaccountingandfinancestudents,whatare thekey
factorsthatcontributetothequalityofonlinecourses?

Theseresearchquestionsareespeciallyimportanttoinstructorswhoteachonlinetechnicaland
quantitativecoursesbecauseoftheimportanceofengagingandholdingtheattentionofaccounting
and finance students. The lack of face-to-face communication and physical interaction may be
challengingforsomestudentsbutcertainlynotall.Evidencefromthisstudycanassistincurriculum
designandinstructortraining.

dATA ANd METHodoLoGy

Thesampleinthisresearchwasdrawnfromtheaccountingandfinancestudentsinabusinessschool
atalargestateuniversity.Accountingandfinancecoursesareprovidedtoundergraduateandgraduate
studentsattheschoolthroughitsBachelorofArts(BA)inaccounting,BAinFinance,andMaster
ofScience inAccounting (MSA),MasterofScience inFinance (MSF),andMasterofBusiness
Administration(MBA)programs.Bothface-to-faceandonlinecoursescoveringthesamesubjects
areavailabletostudents.

Abetatestsurveyregardingtheonlineeducationwasconductedin2017-2018.Afterfeedback
from400respondents,itwasextensivelyimprovedandexpanded.Therevised(current)surveywas
originallysentouttostudentswithinthecollegeacrossthe2018-19academicyear.Overall,208
responseswerereceivedfromstudents(totalnumberofstudentswithamajorofaccountingand
financeduringacademicyear2018-2019was1256).Thesurveywasdesignedtocapturestudents’
perceptions of quality online classes related to the factors documented in the literature, such as
teachingpresence,socialpresence,cognitivepresence,basiconlinemodality,instructionaldesign,
interactivemodality,socialinteraction,andsystemtrust.

Asummaryofeachfactorwithinthecontextofthisstudyisprovidedasfollows:

1. Teaching presence: refers to the students’ perceptions of the quality of communication and
feedback.Itrequiresclearandfocusedcommunicationandinstruction,anencouraginglearning
environment,andtimelyandresponsivefeedback.

2. Socialpresence:referstothestudents’perceptionsofthequalityofstudent-to-studentinteraction
andcollaboration.Itfostersopendiscussion,teamwork,sharedlearning,etc.

3. Cognitivepresence:referstothestudents’perceptionsofengagement,stimulation,reflection,
exploration,andapplicationoftheclassandknowledge.Itreflectsthecriticallearningperspectives
anddepthofunderstandinginclassmaterials.

4. Basiconlinemodality:referstotheapplicationofonlineteachingtools.Itprovidesandmaintains
thebasicfunctionsoftheonlinelearningenvironment,suchasonlinequizzes,onlinesubmission,
onlinegradingandtheavailabilityofgradeorfeedback.
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5. Instructionaldesign:referstostudents’perceptionsofthestructureoftheclassesthatareprovided.
Itcoversmanyelementsinconstructingthecourse,suchassyllabusandclassnavigation,rehearsal
andhomework,structuredfeedbackandexams,andtheapplicationofavarietyofmethods.

6. Interactiveonlinemodality:referstotheapplicationofinteractivetoolsinonlineclassessuchas
videolectures,teleconferencing,andsmallgroupdiscussions.Itevolvesovertimeandrequires
timelyupdates.

7. Online social comfort: refers to the students’perceptionsof contentment inparticipatingor
interactingwiththeirclassmates.Itincludesbothpositiveandnegativeelementsregardingtheir
comfortinagreeingordisagreeingindiscussions.

8. Systemtrust:referstostudents’perceptionsofthereliabilityofonlinetechnologyandthefairness
intheonlinelearningenvironment.

Inadditiontothosequestions,demographicinformationwasgatheredtodeterminetheireffect,
ifany,onstudents’ levelsofacceptanceofonlineclassesbasedonage,year inprogram,major,
distancefromuniversity,numberofonlineclassestaken,highschoolexperiencewithonlineclasses,
andcommunicationpreferences.

Toexplore thefactorswhichaffectstudentperceptionsofonlineeducation,weconducteda
factoranalysisunder theprincipalcomponentmethodwithdirectobliquerotation.According to
VanWartetal.(2020),numerousstudieshavebeenconductedregardingstudentsatisfactionwith
online education. Along with these studies, a variety of methods have been applied to examine
the question from different angles. The taxonomy conducted by Van Wart et al. (2020) showed
ninefactorsthatarecommonconstructsintheliterature,includingsevendistinctfactors,withone
overlappingandoneantecedentfactor(instructionalquality).Thefactorsidentifiedintheliterature
inthatstudywereteachingpresence,cognitivepresence,socialpresence,experienceonlineand/or
senseofefficacy,easeofuseand/orcomfortwithtechnology,instructionalquality,instructortraining,
studentcharacteristics,andtechnologyreliability.Theidentifiedfactorshadsubstantiallydifferent
levelsofsupport.Followingthemethodusedintheliterature,inthisstudy,basedontheresultsof
exploratoryfactoranalysis,onlyitemswithaloadingvaluegreaterthan0.50werekeptandusedto
comprisethekeyfactorsaffectingthequalityofonlineeducationandstudentsatisfaction.Toensure
thereliabilityofthecompositekeyfactors,theAverageVarianceExtracted(AVE),theComposite
Reliability(CR),andtheCronbach’sαaretested.ACRandCronbach’sαvaluesof0.7orgreater
areconsideredtohavepassedthetestandthereforeacceptable.

RESULTS

Table 1 presents the demographic information summarized from the survey. Survey responses
indicatethat,intermsofage,52%are17to22yearsold,38%are23to28,6%are29to34,and4%
are35andolder.Intermsofyearinprogram,1%arefreshmen,lessthan1%aresophomores,44%
arejuniors,54%areseniors,andlessthan1%aregraduatestudents.Regardingdistancefromthe
university,7%livewithin1mileoftheschool,18%live1to5milesaway,11%livewithin6to10
miles,36%live11to25miles,and28%livemorethan25milesawayfromcampus.Regardingthe
numberofonlineclassestaken,6%hadnevertakenanyonlineclassesasyet,15%haveonlytaken
one,51%havetaken2to4courses,21%havetaken5to7,and6%havetaken8ormoreclasses.In
addition,amongthosestudentswhohavehadonlineexperiences,16%ofthemhavetakenoneor
moreonlineclassesinhighschool.Regardingtheethnicityofstudents,overhalfareLatino(58%).
Othergroupsinclude17%AsianandPacificIslanders,11%white,4%AfricanAmerican,andother
ethnicgroupsrepresent10%.Intermsofworkstatus,22%haveafull-timejob,and42haveapart-
timejob,while36%arenotworking.

Toanswerthefirstresearchquestion,thesummarizedresultsareprovidedinTable2.Students
wereaskedtorankthereasonsfortakingtheonlineclassesfromhighesttolowest.Basedonthetop
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twocategories,56%ofrespondentsrankedconvenienceasthetopreason,followedby‘helpswith
challengesinface-to-facescheduling’and‘likingthestyleofteaching,’whichareranked22%and
17%,respectively.Thereasonsfornottakingonlineclasses,basedonlyonthosewhohadnottaken
onlineclasses,included16studentswhonotedonlineclasseswerenotavailableand13whofeltthat
theylearnbetterinaclassroom.

Thesecondresearchquestionwastowhatdegreedoaccountingandfinancepreferface-to-face
classesasopposedtoonlinecourses?Inotherwords,disregardingflexibilityandconvenience,what
wastheperceivedpreference?Onehalfofthestudentspreferredorstronglypreferredface-to-face
coursesintermsofenjoyment,butonly15%disagreedorstronglydisagreed.Studentswerebelieved
or strongly believed they were learning more in face-to-face courses 55% of the time, and only
11%disagreeorstronglydisagreed.SeeTable3forthebreakdown.

TheoverallperceptionsofonlineteachingandlearningarereportedinTable4.Thesecanbe
considereddependentvariables.Despitethepreferencesforface-to-faceclassesforenjoymentand
perceivedlearningachievement,76%ofthesampleofstudentshaveoverallagoodtoverygood

Table 1. Demographic information of the participants (n=208)

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Age Number of Hybrid/Online classes 
have taken

17to22 108 52% None 13 6%

23to28 79 38% Onlyone 32 15%

29to34 12 6% 2to4 107 51%

35to34 5 2% 5to7 43 21%

40orolder 4 2% 8to10 7 3%

Morethan10 6 3%

Year in Program

Freshman 2 1% Ethnicity

Sophomore 1 0% AfricanAmerican 8 4%

Junior 91 44% AsianandPacificIslander 36 17%

Senior 113 54% Latino 121 58%

Graduate 1 0% White 22 11%

Other 21 10%

Distance to University

Lessthan1mile 14 7% Workstatus

1to5miles 38 18% Full-time 46 22%

6to10miles 22 11% Notworking 74 36%

11to25miles 75 36% Part-time 88 42%

Morethan25
miles

59 28%

Had HD/OL classes in high school

Yes 34 16%

No 174 84%

*Percentage eliminating missing values
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impression of online/hybrid learning, while 69%of the students say they enjoyonline learning.
Moreover,76%saytheyfeltcomfortablewithonlinelearningtechnologies.69%saidthatinstructors
of online/hybrid classes were generally responsive. On the other hand, those in the bottom two
categorieswererelativelysmallincomparisontotheface-to-facepreferences,withonly6%to8%
beinghighlynegative.

Table5reportstheresultsofstudentperceptionsofthetypesofclasseswhicharemostappropriate
foronlineclasses.Again,basedonthetoptwocategories,85%pickedonlineforgeneraleducation
classes,and71%selectedonlineintroductorylevelclasses.62%ofstudentsfeltthatonlinecourses
withlotsofreadingandwritingwereappropriate,while49%ofthestudentschosea“nodifference”
response.49%arefavorablyinclinedtowardtakingonlineclassesintheirmajorconcentration,and
45%werefavorablyincludedregardingtakinghighlytechnicalcoursesonline.Thesefindingsare
somewhat aligned with Chen, Jones, and Moreland (2013) who found that introductory courses
werepreferredbystudentsintheonlineformatratherthanupperdivision.Interestingly,notethatthe
numberofstudentswhofindanonlineformatinappropriate(thebottomtwocategories)isrelatively

Table 2. Reasons for taking or not taking online classes for accounting and finance students

Driving Reasons for Online Learning Totals Percent

Q15 - I take hybrid/online classes because (check all that apply): 298 100%

It’sconvenient(e.g.,distance,flexibility) 167 56

Ilikethestyleofteaching 50 17

Ithelpswithchallengesinface-to-facescheduling 65 22

Other,pleasespecify: 16 5

Q26 - Reasons for not taking hybrid/online classes 33 100%

Notavailable 16 48

Ilearnbetterinaclassroom 13 39

Other 4 12

Notwelltaught 0 0

Theycostmore 0 0

Table 3. Face-to-face perceptions of online teaching and learning by accounting and finance students

Face-to-Face Preference Top two categories Neutral Bottom two categories

16.7.Ienjoyface-to-faceclassesmore. 103 73 32

16.8.Ilearnmoreinface-to-faceclasses. 115 70 23

Table 4. Overall perceptions of online teaching and learning by accounting and finance students

Online Acceptance Top two categories Neutral Bottom two categories

16.1.Myoverallimpressionofonline/hybridlearningisverygood. 159 37 12

16.4.Iamcomfortablewithonlinelearningtechnologies. 158 37 13

16.5.Ienjoyonlinelearning.[asanoutcome] 143 48 17

16.9.Theinstructorsofonline/hybridclassesaregenerallyresponsive. 143 52 13
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small,rangingfrom4%forGEcoursesto26%oftherespondentsforcoursesinwhichstudentsare
exposedtohighlytechnicalmaterials.Andonly24%oftherespondentsfoundmajorconcentration
coursesinappropriateinanonlineformat.

Toanswerourfifthresearchquestion,thesummarizedfactoranalysisresultsareprovidedin
Table6toTable9.Fromthesummarizedresultsitisseenthat,ingeneral,studentsenjoyedtaking
onlinecourses.Basedontheanalysis,sixseparatecomponentsweresuccessfullyidentified.Teaching
presence, social presence, cognitive presence, basic online modality, instructional design, and
interactiveonlinemodalitywerepinpointedasthekeyfactorsbystudents.

Table6andTable7provideillustrationsofkeyresultsinthisstudy.Table6showseightfactors
whichwereidentifiedwithanEigenvaluegreaterthanone,basedontheexploratoryfactoranalysis.
Theconstructfactorsarebasiconlinemodality,instructionaldesign,teachingpresence,cognitive
presence,onlinesocialcomfort,interactiveonlinemodality,trustofsystem,andsocialpresence.

The first factor,basiconlinemodality, iscomposedofelements suchasonlinegrading,online
submission,andonlinegradebook.Thesecondfactor,instructionaldesign,includesinstructor’senthusiasm,
sufficientrehearsalofmaterialandskills,instructor’sfeedback,andclassnavigation.Thethirdfactor,
teachingpresence,coverscoursedeliveryelementssuchaswhetherinstructorsclearlycommunicated
importantduedates/timeframesforlearningactivities,providedclearinstructionsonhowtoparticipate
incourselearningactivities,andhelpedkeepstudentsontaskinwaysthathelpedthemlearnefficiently.
Further,teachingpresencealsocoveredclearlycommunicatingimportantcoursegoals,providingfeedback
thathelpedstudentsunderstandtheirstrengthsandweaknesses,focusingdiscussiononrelevantissues,
andencouragingstudentstoexplorenewconcepts.Thefourthfactor,cognitivepresence,encompasses
intellectualstimulationelementssuchasifonlinelearningactivitieshelpedstudentsconstructexplanations/
solutions,ifonlinecoursesprovidedopportunitiesformeaningfulreflectiononcoursecontent,orwhether
activitiesinonlineclassesstimulatedstudents’curiosity.Additionally,cognitivepresenceidentifiesif
studentscouldapplytheknowledgecreatedinonlinecoursestotheirworkorothernon-classrelated
activities,andifstudentscouldutilizeavarietyofinformationsourcestoexploreproblems.Thefifthfactor
containsstudent-to-studentelements,suchasifstudentsfeltcomfortableparticipatinginonlinecourse
discussionsandifstudentsfeltcomfortabledisagreeingwithotherclassmatesinonlinecourseswhile
stillmaintainingasenseoftrust.Thesixthfactor,interactiveonlinemodality,coverstechnologyusedto
delivertheonlinecourse,includingtheapplicationofZoom,othervideo-conferencemethods,andvideo
lectures.Systemtrust,theseventhfactormeasured,entailsquestioningthereliabilityandfairnessofonline
technology.Theeighthandlastfactor,socialpresence,iscomposedofstudent-to-studentelements,and
questionswhetherstudentswereabletoformdistinctimpressionsofsomeclassmatesinonlinecourses,
ifgettingtoknowotherclassmatesgavestudentsasenseofbelonginginonlinecourses,andwhether
theyexperienced interactionwithother students.Socialpresencealsoasked ifonlineorweb-based
communicationwasanexcellentmediumforsocialinteraction,whetherstudentsexperiencedasenseof
communityintheclass,ifonlinediscussionshelpedstudentsdevelopasenseofcollaboration(including
studentgoals),andwhethersmallgroupdiscussionswerewellimplemented.

Table 5. Accounting and finance student perceptions about which types of classes are most appropriate for an online format

The following material is most applicable for online learning: Top two categories Neutral Bottom two categories

Generaleducationcourses 176 23 9

Introductorycourses 148 43 17

Courseswithlotsofreadingandwriting 128 49 31

Itmakesnodifference 101 68 39

Majorconcentrationcourses 101 57 50

Highlytechnicalcourses 93 60 55
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continued on following page

Table 6. Importance of eight factors affecting learning as perceived by accounting and finance students displayed by mean 
average

Factor Items; N=208 A and F

+ = top two categories; 0 = neutral categories; - = bottom two categories + 0 -

Basic Online Modality:CourseDeliveryFactors/OnlineCourseDesign(3)

36.1Onlinegradebook. 184 22 2

36.2.Allowingstudentstomakeonlinesubmissions. 187 20 1

36.3Onlinegradingofassignmentsbyinstructors. 178 26 4

Instructional Design:CourseDeliveryFactors/OnlineCourseDesign(4)

32.1Navigation(e.g.,beingabletofindwhatyouwant). 180 24 3

32.7.Instructorhavingenthusiasm. 159 35 13

32.8.Sufficientrehearsalofmaterial,skillstobelearned,etc. 171 27 9

32.9.Instructorprovidingfeedback. 177 23 7

Teaching Presence:CourseDeliveryFactors/OnlineCourseDesign(8)

37.1.Onlineinstructorsclearlycommunicateimportantcoursegoals. 169 32 6

37.2.Onlineinstructorsprovideclearinstructionsonhowtoparticipateincourselearning
activities.

162 39 6

37.3.Onlineinstructorsclearlycommunicateimportantduedates/timeframesforlearning
activities.

166 32 8

37.4.Onlineinstructorshelpkeepstudentsontaskinawaythathelpsthemlearnefficiently. 147 48 12

37.5.Onlineinstructorshelpkeepstudentsontaskinawaythathelpsthemlearnefficiently. 134 57 15

37.6.Onlineinstructorsencouragestudentstoexplorenewconcepts. 149 44 11

37.7.Onlineinstructorshelptofocusdiscussiononrelevantissues. 149 43 14

37.8.Onlineinstructorsprovidefeedbackthathelpsstudentsunderstandtheirstrengthsand
weaknessesrelativetothecourse’sgoalsandobjectives.

151 44 11

Cognitive Presence:IntellectualStimulationFactor(5)

47.2.Onlinecourseshaveactivitiesthatstimulatemycuriosity. 121 72 14

47.3.Icanutilizeavarietyofinformationsourcestoexploreproblems. 141 53 12

47.5.Onlinelearningactivitieshelpmeconstructexplanations/solutions. 130 60 15

47.6.Onlinecoursesprovideopportunitiesformeaningfulreflectiononcoursecontent. 125 62 20

47.7.Icanapplytheknowledgecreatedinonlinecoursestomyworkorothernon-classrelated
activities.

126 61 18

Online Social Comfort:StudenttoStudentFactor(2)

46.4.Ifeelcomfortableparticipatinginonlinecoursediscussions. 131 59 17

46.5.Ifeelcomfortabledisagreeingwithotherclassmatesinonlinecourseswhilestill
maintainingasenseoftrust.

119 62 26

Interactive Online Modality:CourseDeliveryFactors/OnlineCourseDesign(2)

36.4.Videolectures. 135 50 23

36.5.Zoomorothervideo-conferencemethods. 107 59 42
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Table7providestheresultsfromafactoranalysisbasedoncorrelations.Theeightfactorstogether
explain64.45%ofthetotalvarianceandarerankedinsequence.Onlyloadingswithanumbergreater
than0.50arereported.

Table 8 reports the results of reliability tests on the factors identified above. To ensure the
reliabilityofthecompositevariables,theAverageVarianceExtracted(AVE),theCompositeReliability
(CR),andtheCronbach’sαaretested.Thegeneralrequirementsforthefactorstobeconsidered
reliablehaveCRandCronbach’sαvaluesgreaterthan0.7.Sixoutofeightfactorsmeettheminimal
requirement,whileonlinesocialcomfortandsystemtrustfailedinoneandtwotests,respectively.
Asaresult,fromthereliabilitytests,thefinalfactorswhichcanbeconsideredasthekeyfactors
contributingtoqualityonlineeducationandaffectingtheirsatisfactionfromaccountingandfinance
students’perspectivesareteachingpresence,socialpresence,cognitivepresence,onlinemodality,
instructionaldesign,andinteractivemodality.

Overall,theresultoffactoranalysisshowsthatthefactorsofteachingpresence(e.g.,customized
feedback), socialor student-to-studentpresence (e.g.opendiscussion,), cognitivepresence (e.g.,
engagementandstimulation),basiconlinemodality(e.g.,onlinesubmissionandgrading),instructional
design(e.g.,syllabusandnavigation),onlinesocialcomfort(easeatcommunicatingonline),and
interactiveonlinemodality(e.g.,videoconferencing)arekeytostudentperceptionsregardingthe
qualityofonlineeducation.

discussion of Factor Analysis Results in the Context of Literature
Thedescriptivefindingsyieldresultsthathelpexplaindifferentpositionsoftenassertedthatseem
contradictory: students prefer face-to-face classes versus students genuinely like online classes
evendisregardingtheirstronginterestinconvenienceandflexibility.Thisstudywouldindicatethat
bothpositionsaretrue.Studentsdoliketheconvenience,flexibility,andschedulingconvenience
ofonlineclassesalot.Whileabouthalfofthestudentsenjoyface-to-faceclassesmore,abouthalf
ofthestudentswereneutralorsimplydisagreed.Anddespitepreferencesforface-to-facemodesin
general,theimpressionsofonlinecourseswereoverwhelminglypositive.Intermsofwhichclasses

Table 6. Continued

Factor Items; N=208 A and F

+ = top two categories; 0 = neutral categories; - = bottom two categories + 0 -

Trust of System:TrustFactor(2)

20.Fairness. 98 76 33

40.1.Thereliabilityofonlinetechnologyitself(e.g.,outages,glitches,etc.)isaconcern. 124 56 60

Social Presence:StudenttoStudentFactor(8)

32.3.Interactionwithotherstudents. 104 69 34

32.4.Includingstudentgoals. 127 59 21

32.6.Asenseofcommunityintheclass[includesinstructor]. 117 57 33

36.6.Smallgroupdiscussions(chatrooms). 106 60 42

46.1.Gettingtoknowotherclassmatesgivesmeasenseofbelonginginonlinecourses[doesnot
includetheinstructor].

71 78 58

46.2.Iamabletoformdistinctimpressionsofsomeclassmatesinonlinecourses[doesnot
includetheinstructor].

68 80 58

46.3.Onlineorweb-basedcommunicationisanexcellentmediumforsocialinteraction. 88 76 42

46.6.Onlinediscussionshelpmedevelopasenseofcollaboration. 113 64 29
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Table 7. Factor analysis with rotated factor loading – factors contribute to the quality of online education

Survey Factor 1 
Teaching 
Presence

Factor 2 
Social 
Presence

Factor 3 
Cognitive 
Presence

Factor 4 
Online 
Modality

Factor 5 
Instructional 
Design

Factor 6 
Interactive 
Modality

Factor 7 
Social 
Interaction

Factor 8 
System 
Trust

37.3Onlineinstructorsofduedates/time
frames

0.8222

37.2Onlineinstructorsofparticipation 0.7884

37.4Onlineinstructorshelpingkeepstudents
ontask

0.7674

37.1Onlineinstructorsofcoursegoals 0.7528

37.8Onlineinstructorsoffeedbackintime 0.7525

37.7Onlineinstructorsoffeedbackoutlining
strengthandweakness

0.7371

37.6Onlineinstructorsregardingdiscussion 0.7122

37.5Onlineinstructorsofexploringnew
concepts

0.6520

46.2Distinctimpressionsofsomeclassmates 0.7336

46.1Belongingtoonlinecourses 0.7257

32.3Interactionwitheachother 0.7062

46.3Mediumforsocialinteraction 0.7059

32.6Asenseofcommunity 0.6590

46.6Collaboration 0.6538

32.4Includingstudentgoals 0.6402

36.6Smallgroupdiscussions 0.5534

47.5Constructexplanations/solutions 0.7528

47.6Meaningfulreflection 0.7220

47.2Stimulatecuriosity 0.6461

47.7Applyknowledgetonon-classrelated
activities

0.6458

47.3Resourcesforexploringproblem 0.5929

36.3Onlinegrading 0.7974

36.2Onlinesubmissions 0.7890

36.1Onlinegradebook 0.6729

32.7Instructorhavingenthusiasm 0.6774

32.8Sufficientrehearsalofmaterial,skillsto
belearned,etc.

0.6577

32.9Instructorprovidingfeedback 0.6566

32.1Navigation(e.g.,beingabletofindwhat
youwant)

0.5443

36.5Videolectures 0.8617

36.4Zoomorothervideo-conference
methods

0.6054

46.4Comfortabletoparticipate 0.7331

46.5Comfortabletodisagree 0.6817

40.1Thereliabilityofonlinetechnology 0.5530

20.1Fairness 0.5395

Notes: This table reports the results from Factor Analysis on Correlations with eight factors. Eight factors together explain 64.45% of the total variance. 
Only loadings with a number greater than 0.50 are reported.
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weremostapplicableforonlinemodes,unlikemuchoftheliterature,thisstudyfoundthataccounting
andfinancestudentswerenotstronglyaversetotakingonlineclassesintheirmajors.

Oneofthefundamentalpurposesofthisstudywastointegrateavarietyofconstructsregarding
students’perceptionsofqualityintoasinglesurveyinaccountingandfinanceinordertocompare
themwiththeliterature.

Asnotedabove,wewantedtoseeiftheinterrelatedconceptsofinstructionaldesign(preliminary
designofacourse),basiconlineteachingcompetenceandmoreadvancedinteractiveonlinemodality
couldbediscernedbystudentsandwouldreachsignificance.Thesefactorswereranked,respectively,
asnumbersone,two,andfiveinimportancetoaccountingandfinancestudents.However,online
socialcomfort(e.g.,videoconferencing)didnotmeettheCronbachreliabilitytest,registeringjust
shyofthe.7thresholdat.67.Notsurprisingly,studentsfindthebasictechnologicalfunctionalityof
thecoursetobemostimportant.Theywanttoknowtheycaneffortlesslysubmitassignments,get
commentsoncourseworkbackonline,andeasilyaccesstheirgrades.Nextmostimportantishavinga
classthathasbeendesignedwellandexecutedasdesigned–inotherwords,isthenavigationclear,is
assignmentfeedbackbuiltintothecourse,anddotheyhavesufficientrehearsalopportunities.While
onlineinteractivemodalityisonlyrepresentedbytwoitemshereandcomesinasfifthmostimportant
tostudents,qualitativecommentssuggestthatwhilequiteimportant,itisnotascritical.SeeTable8.

Accounting and finance students reported teaching presence as the third most influential
factorrelatedtoonlineteachingqualityandstudentsatisfaction,placingitinthetoptieroffactors.
Teachingpresenceaddresseswhetherinstructorsclearlyidentifycoursegoals,ifinstructionsand
communicationsareclearornot,andif theinstructorprovidescustomizedfeedbackandsupport
duringthecourse.

Inthisstudy,cognitivepresencerankedfourthmostinfluentialregardingonlineteachingquality
andstudentsatisfaction,placingitinthesecondtieroffactors.Cognitivepresencehereincluded
insightsintodatasourcesinthefield,applicabilityofwhatisbeingtaughttostudents’careerpaths,
thoughtfulproblemsolving,andstimulatingcuriosity.

Inthisstudy,weshowedthatsocialpresenceisrankedlastbyaccountingandfinancestudents
andisthereforeinthelowesttier.Nonetheless,thefactorpassedthereliabilitytest.Whileaninclusion
of studentgoals, a senseof community, andgoodonlinediscussions are relatively important to
students,theyaremoreadditivethancritical.Foraccountingandfinancestudents,theinstructor-led
componentsarewhataremostimportant.

Wefoundonline social comfort(i.e.,comfortindiscussionsandbeingabletodisagreeamicably)
tobeidentifiedbyaccountingandfinancestudentsasadistinctfactorcontributingtoonlineteaching

Table 8. Factor reliability tests

Factors Contributing to the Quality of Online Education

Std Dev AVE CR Cronbach’s α

Teaching Presence 6.53 0.56 0.91 0.945

Social Presence 7.12 0.45 0.87 0.904

Cognitive Presence 4.20 0.45 0.81 0.908

Online Modality 1.98 0.57 0.80 0.886

Instructional Design 2.85 0.40 0.73 0.848

Interactive Modality 2.23 0.55 0.71 0.825

Online Social Comfort 2.05 0.50 0.67 0.875

System Trust 1.92 0.30 0.46 0.544

Notes: AVE=average variance extracted; CR=Composite reliability.
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qualityandstudentsatisfaction.Itrankedinfifthplace,butjustmissedoneofthereliabilitythresholds.
Thereasonforthismaybethatonlinesocialcomfortismoreimportantinthedecisiontotakeor
nottakeaclassandmaybemoreapersonalitycharacteristicthanotherfactorshavingtodowiththe
designandconductoftheclass.

Systemtrustranksinseventhplace,placingitinthebottomtier;itdoesnotpasseitherofthe
reliabilityfactortests.Itishypothesizedthatwhilestudentsthinksystemtrustisimportant,theynotice
itmoreinitsabsencethanitspresence,essentiallyactingasa‘hygiene’factor.Table9summarizes
thefindings.

CoNCLUSIoN ANd LIMITATIoNS

Allovertheworld,fromtheUKtoAustraliatotheUSAnowadays,students’perspectiveregardingthe
qualityofeducationhasgaineditsrolebackasacritiquemeasureofsuccessfuleducationpractice.It
hasnotonlycaughttheattentionoftheadministration,suchascollegedeansinthestudyconducted
byChristie(2017),italsobeingrealizedandemphasizedbymanyscholarsandinstructorsonthe
frontline.Studiesaddressingthisissueareurgentlyneeded,asthefocusonstudents’perspectiveof
qualityonlineeducationbecomesmoreprominent.Toadvancetheliterature, thepurposeof this
studywastoinvestigatekeyelementswhichinfluenceaccountingandfinancestudents’perceptions
ofonlineeducationqualityandtheirsatisfaction.Wesurveyedundergraduatestudentsmajoringin
accountingandfinancetoidentifywhatthosepreferencesareinasamplecasestudy.Convenience
andflexibilityarestillthemajorreasonsforstudentstakingonlinecourses.Anonlineformatwas
identifiedasmoreappropriateinGEandintroductorycourses.However,theanalysisshowedthat
morethan74%ofstudentsmajoringinaccountingandfinancefoundanonlineformatformajor
concentrationclasseswithhighlytechnicalmaterialsacceptable,whichwasanunexpectedoutcome.
Wealsocarriedoutanexploratoryfactoranalysistorevealthefactorsdrivingstudents’perceptions
ofonlineeducationqualityandtheirsatisfaction.Ingeneral,studentsenjoyedtakingonlinecourses.
Thescopeofevidencerevealedinthisstudysuggeststhatthefactorsofteachingpresence,social
presence, cognitive presence, basic online modality, instructional design, and interactive online

Table 9. Comparison of factor identification and support from the literature and this study based on student perceptions of 
online teaching quality

Concepts found in the 
literature

Support of concepts 
found in the literature

Factors found in 
this study

Factor 
importance*; tier 
by cluster

Factor reliability 
based on CR and 
Cronbach’s α

Instructional quality; 
instructional training

Strong Basiconline
modality

183.0;top Both

Instructional quality; 
instructional training

Strong Instructionaldesign 171.8;top Both

Teaching presence Strong Teachingpresence 153.4;top Both

Cognitive presence Strong Cognitivepresence 128.6;middle Both

Ease-of-use and 
comfort-with-technology

Moderate Onlinesocial
comfort

125.0;middle Both

Instructional quality; 
instructional training

Strong Interactiveonline
modality

121.0;middle Cronbach’sαonly

Technology reliability Weak Systemtrust 111.0;bottom Neither

Social presence Moderate Socialpresence 99.4;bottom Both

*Based on the top two categories and an average of all the subfactors.
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modalityaretheprimaryfactorscontributingtothequalityofonlineeducationandsatisfactionin
theperspectiveofaccountingandfinancestudents.Thefactorsidentifiedinthisstudyfitwellwith
theexistingliteratureandmatchedfactorsdocumentedinpriorstudies.Thedescriptivedataand
explorativefactoranalysisdepictabetterwindowthroughwhichtoviewandunderstandaccounting
andfinancestudents’expectationswhentakingonlineclasses.Thestudyexpandstheaccounting
andfinanceeducationliterature,coveringeffectiveteachingandlearning,totheareaofanonline
environment, and contributes to educators designing and implementing their online courses. In
addition,thisstudyisasuccessfulattempttoclearlyaddresstheliteraturegap,asArbaugh(2013)
pointedoutthatthequalityofonlineeducationandstudents’satisfactionneedtobeexaminedwithin
theirdisciplineandthatstudents’preferencesshouldnotbeassumedtobesimilaracrossdisciplines.

Datalimitationsrestrictedtheopportunitytofullyexploremanyofthesupportingexplanations,
suchasstudent’spersonalityandtalents.However,thestudydevelopedunderthetheoryprovides
guidanceforfutureresearchregardingthistopic.Asmentionedearlier,thequalityofonlineeducation
andstudentsatisfactionarecriticaltopicsthatneedtobemorethoroughlyinvestigatedalongwith
thisgrowingtrendinoureducationsystem.Thenatureofevolvingtechnologyandthechangesin
acceptanceandexpectationsof technologyfromstudents’perspectivessuggesta futureneed for
conductingacontemporaryandchronologicalstudytofullyrevealthefactsonthisissue.

Teaching and Educational Notes
Inthisstudy,weexaminedthefactorsthatleadtoqualityonlineeducationandstudentsatisfactionfrom
theaccountingandfinancestudents’perspectives.Basedonthefactoranalysis,teachingpresence,
social presence, cognitive presence, basic online modality, instructional design, and interactive
onlinemodalitywerepinpointedasthekeyfactorsbystudents.Weexpectthestudycouldprovidea
referenceforaccountingandfinanceeducatorswhendesigningandimplementingtheironlinecourses
toimproveteachingeffectiveness.
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