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Abstract: The present study aimed to assess faculty satisfaction on the delivery of 
tourism and hospitality management programs in the flexible learning mode at the onset 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. It employed a purposive sampling design where 85 
Tourism and Hospitality Management (THM) faculty members, across 27 Higher 
Education Institutions (HEIs) in the Central Luzon, Philippines, participated. While 
findings indicate that the faculty members are generally satisfied with the conduct of 
flexible learning in their institutions, they generally agree on items relating to having 
higher workloads, longer preparation time for a course, lack of human interaction by not 
seeing students face-to-face, lower participation of students, technical and connectivity 
problems, and the need to employ creativity and resourcefulness in the development of 
learning aids. As the better normal ushers in, flexible learning will still be implemented 
with the addition of limited face-to-face delivery. As such, faculty members play a vital 
role in the success of program delivery. That is, when they are satisfied with their 
conditions, students perform better which leads to better learning and outcome. Effective 
institutional support services are thus key to ensuring quality flexible learning 
environments. For continuous improvement, recommended actions should constantly be 
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reviewed, modified, and enhanced to respond to uncertainties and the changing times. 
HEIs need to recalibrate their curriculum grounded on a deeper understanding of flexible 
learning to address these challenges; capacitate the faculty with innovations available to 
enhance student engagement; upgrade infrastructure designed to provide timely 
feedback and to ease out connectivity issues; and lastly, review policies on faculty 
workload and number of preparations to consider longer preparation time.

Keywords: Faculty satisfaction; flexible learning; tourism and hospitality 
education; COVID-19; higher education; Philippines.

I. Introduction

Flexible learning has been the norm since March of 2020 following the 
Philippine Commission on Higher Education’s (CHED) pronouncement that 
the country’s education system would adapt the flexible learning approach. This 
is part of the national government’s stringent measures to thwart the still-raging 
COVID-19 virus and its multiple variants which were proven to be deadlier and 
more transmissible. In higher learning institutions, although students and 
teachers may have acclimatized themselves to this sudden shift, the concept of 
“one-size-fits-all” may not thoroughly apply to tourism and hospitality 
education. Similar to medical, allied health, engineering, and information 
technology programs, tourism and hospitality management programs are skills-
based. They involve hands-on laboratory activities that cannot be delivered 
virtually,1 and require experiential learning,2 as the Filipino brand of service and 
hospitality is inculcated to the next generation of tourism professionals.3

Concluding one academic year of conducting mostly synchronous and 
asynchronous modalities of flexible learning for tourism and hospitality 
management programs, both students and faculty members are rearing to 
return to their colleges and universities. Flexible learning is defined as an all-
encompassing term used to illustrate the design and delivery of programs and 
learning interventions that accommodates a variety of student needs in terms 
of learning styles and allows affordances and customizability of the students’ 
learning experiences. The term is often erroneously used and interchanged 
with other terms such as “open learning,” “distance learning,” “work-based 
learning,” as well as “e-learning,” which are all modalities under flexible 

1 De Vera III, “Expansion of Limited Face-to-Face Classes to Other Degree Programs 
Approved by PRRD - CHED [Press Release].”

2 Sebby and Brown, “Experiential Learning in Hospitality Management Curriculum: 
Case Study in Rural Southeast U.S.”

3 Department of Tourism Philippines, “DOT Banners ‘Filipino Brand of Service’; Assists 
over 35,000 Tourists amid Pandemic.”
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learning as they provide flexibility to learners in relation to where and when 
they may choose to access content of their lessons as well as how fast or slow 
they complete a lesson/module. In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, CHED, 
through memorandum number 4 series of 2020, further reiterates that flexible 
learning can ensure the inclusivity and accessibility of education to students 
with the help of digital and non-digital technologies when other modes of 
learning (i.e., in-classroom learning) are not feasible due to national crisis.4 

Faculty satisfaction is a fundamental element in the delivery of quality 
education be it in the traditional face-to-face, limited face-to-face, or flexible 
learning mode.5 Stickney et al.6 further confirm that higher education faculty 
who teach online are generally satisfied and their satisfaction is found to be 
linked to suitable training received and the flexibility in terms of schedule. 
Similarly, Eom and Ashill7 agree that faculty are a critical factor in the 
success of online learning. Moreover, Hebert8 emphasizes that satisfaction of 
faculty boosts morale which influences behavior, productivity and quality of 
teaching which leads to student satisfaction and program quality. Similarly, 
Toropova et al.9 emphasize that students are ultimately affected by how 
teachers are satisfied with their job. Ultimately, positive job satisfaction 
among teachers is beneficial not only to the teacher but also to their students.10

More studies have delved on student satisfaction11 and performance in online 
learning and/or student readiness to adapt to the new normal12 as compared to the 

4 Gocotano et al., “Higher Education Student’s Challenges on Flexible Online Learning 
Implementation in the Rural Areas: A Philippine Case.”

5 Al-Zahrani, “Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching in Saudi Arabia’s Higher 
Education Institutions”; Blundell, Castañeda, and Lee, “A Multi-Institutional Study of Factors 
Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching and Learning.”

6 Stickney et al., “Online Higher Education: Faculty Satisfaction and Its Antecedents.”
7 Eom and Ashill, “The Determinants of Students’ Perceived Learning Outcomes and 

Satisfaction in University Online Education: An Update*.”
8 Hebert, “Faculty Morale: A Perspective for Academic Leaders.”
9 Toropova, Myrberg, and Johansson, “Teacher Job Satisfaction: The Importance of 

School Working Conditions and Teacher Characteristics.”
10 Olmos-Gómez et al., “Quality in Higher Education and Satisfaction among Professors 

and Students”; Ortan, Simut, and Simut, “Self-Efficacy, Job Satisfaction and Teacher Well-
Being in the K-12 Educational System.”

11 Hettiarachchi et al., “Student Satisfaction with Online Learning during the COVID-19 
Pandemic: A Study at State Universities in Sri Lanka”; Elshami et al., “Satisfaction with Online 
Learning in the New Normal: Perspective of Students and Faculty at Medical and Health 
Sciences Colleges”; Dachner and Saxton, “If You Don’t Care, Then Why Should I? The 
Influence of Instructor Commitment on Student Satisfaction and Commitment.”

12 Aboagye, Yawson, and Appiah, “COVID-19 and E-Learning: The Challenges of 
Students in Tertiary Institutions”; Almusharraf and Khahro, “Students Satisfaction with Online 
Learning Experiences during the COVID-19 Pandemic.”
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studies on the plight of the faculty. When the COVID-19 pandemic caused 
schools to suddenly close, the unforeseen and abrupt shift to flexible learning 
modalities instantaneously required teachers to manage the challenges of 
“distance learning” with varying degrees of structure, training, and support.13 

Despite some research findings stating that learning outcomes in an 
online learning modality is comparable to that of the traditional face-to-face 
modality,14 and current reports championing online education, researchers 
are still questioning its efficacy.15 Research is still being conducted on the 
effectiveness of online teaching in spite of study results/findings that claim 
otherwise, particularly by that of Wingo et al.16 on faculty perceptions about 
teaching online which reported faculty concerns regarding online teaching, 
such as frustrations with technical issues, faculty workload, and students’ 
(lack of) access to technology, to name a few. 

As faculty satisfaction is named as one of the five pillars of quality online 
education in the “Sloan Consortium Report to the Nation: Five Pillars of 
Quality Online Education” in 2002, faculty satisfaction being a vital contributor 
to the delivery of quality online courses could not be discounted.17 Suffice it to 
say, faculty satisfaction and student outcomes converge when predicting 
success not only of online programs but of flexible learning modalities as well.

In this particular study, the THM programs were singled-out because of the 
nature of their course delivery where hands-on activities are supplemental in the 
learning process and are deemed essential in a people and service-oriented 
industry. Relative to this, CHED Commissioner Prospero De Vera III18 has 
prioritized alongside medical and engineering courses, the hospitality 
management courses as they involve laboratory and hands-on subjects which 
are generally skills-based. The tourism and hospitality industry has been known 
to be labor-intensive19 and since service and hospitality cannot readily be 

13 Thompson, Darwich, and Bartlett, “Not Remotely Familiar: How COVID-19 Is 
Reshaping Teachers’ Work and the Implications for Teacher Education.”

14 Stack, “Learning Outcomes in an Online vs Traditional Course.”
15 Paul and Jefferson, “A Comparative Analysis of Student Performance in an Online vs. 

Face-to-Face Environmental Science Course From 2009 to 2016.”
16 “Faculty Perceptions about Teaching Online: Exploring the Literature Using the 

Technology Acceptance Model as an Organizing Framework.”
17 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, “Development and Validation of the Online Instructor 

Satisfaction Measure (OISM).”
18 De Vera III, “Expansion of Limited Face-to-Face Classes to Other Degree Programs 

Approved by PRRD - CHED [Press Release].”
19 Bilsland, Nagy, and Smith, “Virtual Internships and Work-Integrated Learning in 

Hospitality and Tourism in a Post-COVID-19 World”; Elshaer and Marzouk, Labor in the 
Tourism and Hospitality Industry.
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substituted, a well-trained workforce is needed as it fuels a country’s economy. 
Tuomi et al.20 explain that unlike other industries, automation or the use of 
service robots to replace people is relatively new in service settings which is 
particularly true in the Philippines. Additionally, THM-related jobs in the 
country prove to be a major economic driver21 and biggest provider of jobs.22 

Respondents in this study were limited to faculty members of selected 
higher education institutions in the Central Luzon, Philippines. These faculty 
members have handled courses for the Bachelor of Science in Tourism 
Management (BSTM), Bachelor of Science in Hospitality Management 
(BSHM), and Bachelor of Science in Hotel and Restaurant Management 
(BSHRM) programs and they have experienced conducting flexible learning 
(synchronous, asynchronous, and modular) classes at the onset of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. As such, this study aims to assess the teaching 
satisfaction of THM faculty from HEIs in Central Luzon in the flexible 
learning environment. Specifically, it intends to answer the following 
research questions:

RQ1. How may the demographic and academic profile of the respondents 
be described in terms of: a) affiliation, b) age, c) academic rank, d) employment 
status e) academic qualification f) years of teaching, g) experience in using 
the internet h) computer proficiency, i) workload, j) number of assigned 
positions, k) internet connectivity l) flexible training modalities used, and m) 
hours of training in flexible learning attended?

RQ2. How satisfied are the THM faculty with the conduct of flexible 
learning?

II. Literature review

II.1. Flexible teaching and learning in COVID-19

In March 2020, the UNESCO International Research and Training 
Centre for Rural Education (UNESCO INRULED), and Smart Learning 
Institute of Beijing Normal University (SLIBNU), released a book which 

20 Tuomi, Tussyadiah, and Stienmetz, “Applications and Implications of Service Robots 
in Hospitality.”

21 Philippine Statistics Authority, “GDP Expands by 7.6 Percent in the Third Quarter of 
2022.”

22 Philippine Statistics Authority, “Employment Rate in October 2022 Is Estimated at 
95.5 Percent”; United Nations Philippines, Diversification, Jobs and the COVID-19 Recovery: 
Exploring Opportunities for Economic Diversification and Productive Employment in the 
Philippines; INDUSTRY.GOV.PH, “Services.”
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defines the term “flexible learning” in the context of actual experiences 
during the onset of COVID-19 outbreak. Approaches exhibited were based 
on six components, and according to Huang et al.,23 these are: infrastructure, 
learning tools, learning resources, teaching and learning methods, services 
for teachers and students, and cooperation among government, enterprises, 
and schools. 

Presently, because of the pandemic, education systems in countries across 
the globe have shifted to varied learning modes with online learning as one of 
the main modes.24 Singh and Thurman25 characterize online learning as 
learning experiences in synchronous or asynchronous environments using 
different devices (e.g., mobile phones, laptops, etc.) with internet access. 
Joaquin et al.26 explicate further that online learning may be delivered 
synchronously with real-time teacher-led discussions and assessment activities, 
or asynchronously, with the teacher having pre-recorded discussions with 
accompanying assessment activities which students can access and complete at 
their own pace and convenient time. Synchronous learning is designed with 
real-time or live virtual teacher-led discussions where students can participate 
and get instant feedback on queries and some assessment mechanisms. 
Comparatively, students in the asynchronous learning environment cannot get 
instant feedback, and the learning content is not provided in live classes, but 
rather on different learning management platforms.27 In a more recent study 
conducted during the pandemic, Daniel28 reiterates that flexible learning 
provides a variety of courses and flexibility of time and place of learning to 
help students get back on track.

In the Philippines, several months after the initial reactions on the 
implementation of different modalities of remote learning in March 2020, 
CHED Chairperson further explained that flexible learning must be 
encompassing and should focus on the delivery and design of learning 

23 Huang et al., Handbook on Facilitating Flexible Learning During Educational 
Disruption: The Chinese Experience in Maintaining Undisrupted Learning in COVID-19 
Outbreak, 4.

24 Huang et al., Handbook on Facilitating Flexible Learning During Educational 
Disruption: The Chinese Experience in Maintaining Undisrupted Learning in COVID-19 
Outbreak.

25 Singh and Thurman, “How Many Ways Can We Define Online Learning? A Systematic 
Literature Review of Definitions of Online Learning (1988-2018).”

26 Joaquin, Biana, and Dacela, “The Philippine Higher Education Sector in the Time of 
COVID-19.”

27 Littlefield, “The Difference Between Synchronous and Asynchronous Distance 
Learning.”

28 Daniel, “Education and the COVID-19 Pandemic.”
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interventions based on students’ individual context (e.g., pace, place, 
process, outputs).29 Furthermore, recent studies30 have assessed the 
implementation of flexible learning in the country from both the student and 
teacher context. In particular, Tarrayo et al.31 explore how teachers view 
flexible learning amidst the COVID-19 pandemic. Their study reveals that 
there are still several areas that need to be improved 32. In a separate study, 
Penuliar et al.33 examine the instructional delivery preference of students in 
the context of flexible learning. Their study indicates that partial-offline-
online modality is preferred and at the same time it reduces the instructional 
loads and allows greater flexibility among teachers.

I.1.1. Faculty satisfaction on flexible learning

Faculty satisfaction in this specific study is defined as the perception that 
the process of teaching in the flexible learning environment is efficient, 
effective, and beneficial for the faculty.34 Faculty perspectives are likewise 
vital since they are the ones responsible for the processes and delivery of 
student learning. Understanding the current challenges and diversity of their 
learners with focus on students’ individual context is important in making the 
teaching and learning process more effective in flexible learning.35 In a study 
conducted by Bolliger and Wasilik,36 three main factors that influence 

29 Joaquin, Biana, and Dacela, “The Philippine Higher Education Sector in the Time of 
COVID-19”; Parrocha, “HEIs May Hold Limited Face-to-Face Classes in MGCQ Areas.”

30 Talosa, Javier, and Dirain, “The Flexible-Learning Journey: Phenomenological 
Investigation of Self-Efficacy Influencing Factors among Higher Education Students”; 
Tarrayo, Paz, and Gepila, “The Shift to Flexible Learning amidst the Pandemic: The Case of 
English Language Teachers in a Philippine State University”; Absolor et al., “The Preparedness 
of a Philippine Higher Education Institution on the Implementation of Flexible Learning (FL)”; 
Moralista and Oducado, “Faculty Perception toward Online Education in a State College in the 
Philippines during the Coronavirus Disease 19 (COVID-19) Pandemic”; Arciosa, “Flexible 
Learning and Its Effectiveness in Teaching College Subjects amidst Covid 19 Pandemic.”

31 Tarrayo, Paz, and Gepila, “The Shift to Flexible Learning amidst the Pandemic: The 
Case of English Language Teachers in a Philippine State University.”

32 Absolor et al., “The Preparedness of a Philippine Higher Education Institution on the 
Implementation of Flexible Learning (FL).”

33 Penuliar et al., “Offline or Online?: How Should Biology Be Taught in a Flexible 
Learning Modality in the Philippines.”

34 Elshami et al., “Satisfaction with Online Learning in the New Normal: Perspective of 
Students and Faculty at Medical and Health Sciences Colleges,” 1.

35 Dayagbil et al., “Teaching and Learning Continuity Amid and Beyond the Pandemic.”
36 Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching 

and Learning in Higher Education.”
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instructors’ satisfaction emerged; (1) student-related, (2) instructor-related, 
and (3) institutional-related. In another related study, Bolliger et al.37 developed 
an instrument to measure faculty satisfaction for teaching online and validated 
its psychometric properties. The instrument was administered to 168 instructors 
who taught courses in a public university. Results include five factors which 
are instructor-to-student interaction, affordances, institutional support, student-
to-student interaction, and course design. Similarly, Al-Zahrani38 examine 
faculty satisfaction with online teaching adapting the same instrument 
developed by Bolliger et al. and recommends that HEIs should faithfully 
consider their instructors’ 21st century professional and psychological needs 
(i.e., faculty satisfaction). Blundell et al.39 conducted a similar study which 
reveals that faculty satisfaction is influenced by three main factors relating to 
instructor-student interaction, technology and institutional support which 
proved that their revised online faculty satisfaction tool is valid and reliable. He 
initially used the OFSS-R in an earlier study where the respondents are faculty 
from private HEIs in Ohio. Results reveal that faculty satisfaction and student 
satisfaction are linked throughout the online course. As such, he further 
investigated whether applying the Quality Matters TM Rubric [QMR] as a 
foundation for online course design increases faculty self-reported levels of 
satisfaction. However, his analysis found no significant differences. Blundell40 
findings further expose that faculty satisfaction is relative to their agreement on 
their course design. Furthermore, in another study on faculty perceptions about 
teaching online by Wingo et al.,41 outcomes disclose that institutional strategic 
plans to promote online programs can be developed and implemented only if 
academic leaders have an in-depth understanding of it.

I.1.2. Faculty satisfaction vis-a-vis student satisfaction

In flexible teaching, student interaction is a skill that faculty found to be 
the most difficult to master as it is not part of the traditional component in 

37 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, “Development and Validation of the Online Instructor 
Satisfaction Measure (OISM).”

38 Al-Zahrani, “Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching in Saudi Arabia’s Higher 
Education Institutions.”

39 Blundell, Castañeda, and Lee, “A Multi-Institutional Study of Factors Influencing 
Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching and Learning.”

40 Blundell, “A Disruption of Online Learning Course Design: Comparing Self-Reported 
Levels of Faculty Satisfaction with Online Courses Created Applying the 2011-2013 Edition of 
the Quality MattersTM; Rubric Standards to Those Online Courses Created Without.”

41 Wingo, Ivankova, and Moss, “Faculty Perceptions about Teaching Online: Exploring 
the Literature Using the Technology Acceptance Model as an Organizing Framework.”
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classroom instruction. Bolliger and Wasilik42 explain in their findings that 
faculty members with higher satisfaction have a high level of interaction with 
online students as compared to their less satisfied counterparts. Similarly, 
higher levels of interaction can potentially influence faculty decisions to 
adopt, reject, or continue with teaching. Huang et al.43 underscore in their 
flexible learning handbook that to motivate learners to ask teachers for help 
when encountering difficulties, three conditions are necessary: (a) external 
encouragements from teachers, administration; (b) close association between 
teachers and students; and, (c) timely and effective feedback. Furthermore, 
more than the content, it is the engagement of participants in the course that 
matters.

I.1.3. Faculty concerns on online learning

According to Allen and Seaman,44 even before the pandemic in the 
United States, faculty personnel were asked to teach online. However, they 
expressed reluctance to embrace online teaching and its different forms 
primarily due to fear of change brought about by concerns on the reliability 
of technology, skepticism on the achievement of learning outcomes, workload 
issues, and similar aspects.45 Other parallel concerns were on longer 
preparation for flexible learning, particularly on online courses, as compared 
to the traditional face-to-face courses.46 On-line course development and 
planning for instruction to include student participation as well as 
technological skills require much time and effort. Accordingly, best practices 
must be shared among faculty particularly by those with expertise in online 
learning modality to improve the teaching and learning process.47 

42 Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching 
and Learning in Higher Education,” 177.

43 Huang et al., Handbook on Facilitating Flexible Learning During Educational 
Disruption: The Chinese Experience in Maintaining Undisrupted Learning in COVID-19 
Outbreak, 16.

44 Allen and Seaman, “Grade Level: Tracking Online Education in the United States.”
45 Bacow et al., “Barriers to Adoption of Online Learning Systems in U.S. Higher 

Education”; Betts and Heaston, “Build It But Will They Teach?: Strategies for Increasing Faculty 
Participation & Retention in Online & Blended Education”; Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors 
Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching and Learning in Higher Education.”

46 Al-Zahrani, “Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching in Saudi Arabia’s Higher 
Education Institutions”; Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with 
Online Teaching and Learning in Higher Education.”

47 Al-Zahrani, “Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching in Saudi Arabia’s Higher 
Education Institutions.”
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Some other faculty concerns raised are about interacting with students in 
online courses48. Apprehensions include the negative effects on faculty 
promotion and tenure49 and how performance evaluations for teaching online 
may be conducted.50 Some issues deal with students’ conduct in the new 
learning environment, particularly on the possibility for students to cheat in 
assessments.51 Faculty members are likewise bothered whether or not 
students already possess the necessary technical skills, or if their students 
have the appropriate gadget, or if they have the skills and abilities to use 
online learning technology.52 Nevertheless, the flexibility of the learning 
environment can be positive to faculty members.

I.1.4. Flexibility of the pedagogy

The flexible pedagogy has its share of affordances. It is seen as an avenue 
for otherwise timid students to participate in asynchronous discussions via 
discussion stream, not to mention that its flexibility can accommodate students 
with work and family obligations.53 Bolliger et al. further stress that, “online 
instructors can provide pedagogically effective learning environments where 
the instruction is highly interactive, supportive, communicative, and social.”54 

I.1.5. Institutional support

Institutional support is key to guaranteeing quality flexible learning 
environments. According to Huang et al.,55 support services include two 

48 Allen and Seaman, “Grade Level: Tracking Online Education in the United States”; 
Bacow et al., “Barriers to Adoption of Online Learning Systems in U.S. Higher Education”; 
Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching and 
Learning in Higher Education.”

49 Allen and Seaman, “Grade Level: Tracking Online Education in the United States”; Allen 
and Seaman, “Changing Course: Ten Years of Tracking Online Education in the United States.”

50 Bacow et al., “Barriers to Adoption of Online Learning Systems in U.S. Higher 
Education.”

51 Bacow et al.; McGee, “Supporting Academic Honesty in Online Courses.”
52 Bacow et al., “Barriers to Adoption of Online Learning Systems in U.S. Higher 

Education”; Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online 
Teaching and Learning in Higher Education.”

53 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, “Development and Validation of the Online Instructor 
Satisfaction Measure (OISM).”

54 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, 185.
55 Huang et al., Handbook on Facilitating Flexible Learning During Educational 

Disruption: The Chinese Experience in Maintaining Undisrupted Learning in COVID-19 
Outbreak, 23.
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forms where one is support for teachers and the other is support for students’ 
learning. Both of these can be provided in collaboration with the government, 
schools, enterprises, families, society, etc. Faculty members can be highly 
satisfied when their institutions value their plight and have policies in place 
to support them.56 It may come in the form of adequate preparation time and 
tools, training and technical support, institutional policies in place, and fair 
compensation.57 Support cannot be undermined because faculty members are 
unlikely to perform well unless they are comfortable with the circumstances 
they are in.

Both faculty and students reluctantly adapted the flexible learning 
modality as education systems across the globe found it as a solution to 
continue schooling amidst the COVID-19 pandemic. Though some 
educational institutions have been adapting it in different forms like 
distance learning, the modular approach to learning and the more popular 
online learning, scholars have studied its efficacy and some positive 
findings that have surfaced include the flexibility and affordances it 
provides in terms of place, process and outputs.58 Institutional support 
services are key to its success particularly in terms of infrastructure, 
technical support training, tools, institutional policies, clear and well-
defined course structure, and fair compensation.59 Issues and concerns have 
likewise surfaced such as reliability on technology, longer preparation 
time, and course development and planning for instruction which require 
much time and effort.60 But amidst all these, literature suggests that faculty 
satisfaction leads to student satisfaction which ultimately leads to quality 
flexible learning.

56 Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching 
and Learning in Higher Education.”

57 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, “Development and Validation of the Online Instructor 
Satisfaction Measure (OISM),” 185.

58 Penuliar et al., “Offline or Online?: How Should Biology Be Taught in a Flexible 
Learning Modality in the Philippines”; Joaquin, Biana, and Dacela, “The Philippine Higher 
Education Sector in the Time of COVID-19”; Parrocha, “HEIs May Hold Limited Face-to-
Face Classes in MGCQ Areas”; Daniel, “Education and the COVID-19 Pandemic”; Bolliger, 
Inan, and Wasilik, “Development and Validation of the Online Instructor Satisfaction Measure 
(OISM).”

59 Blundell, Castañeda, and Lee, “A Multi-Institutional Study of Factors Influencing 
Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching and Learning”; Huang et al., Handbook on 
Facilitating Flexible Learning During Educational Disruption: The Chinese Experience in 
Maintaining Undisrupted Learning in COVID-19 Outbreak.

60 Al-Zahrani, “Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching in Saudi Arabia’s Higher 
Education Institutions”; Allen and Seaman, “Grade Level: Tracking Online Education in the 
United States.”
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III. Materials and methods

III.1. Data collection procedures, sample size, and sampling design

The study used an online cross-sectional survey with three open ended 
questions from May to June 2021. The study also utilized purposive sampling 
design which according to Robinson,61 is often utilized to select informants 
based on their specialty or knowledge of, and/or experience. In this study, 
only faculty members teaching in the programs BS Tourism Management 
(BSTM), Hospitality Management (BSHM), and Hotel and Restaurant 
Management (BSHRM) in Central Luzon, Philippines are eligible to 
participate. The researchers sought the approval and assistance of the college 
deans of HEIs in the Central Luzon to get in touch with THM faculty through 
Facebook Messenger, where a Google Form link to the survey instrument 
was attached. A total of 85 THM faculty across 27 different universities and 
colleges responded in the study (Table 1).

Table 1

List of institutions responded in the study

Institution Type
No. of 

faculty*
No. of THM 
students**

Angeles University Foundation Private 14 300

Bataan Peninsula State University Public 10 950

Bulacan State University Public 34 1,218

Central Luzon State University Public *** 1,037

Centro Escolar University – Malolos Private 4 198

City College of Angeles Public 15 20

Clark College of Science and Technology Private 2 ***

Colegio de San Juan de Letran – Bataan Private *** 39

Colegio de San Sebastian Private 4 61

College of Subic Montessori Private 2 49

College of the Immaculate Conception Private 5 139

Dominican College of Tarlac Private 10 650

61 Robinson, “Purposive Sampling.”
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Institution Type
No. of 

faculty*
No. of THM 
students**

Don Bosco Academy Private *** ***

Exact College of Asia Private 5 334

Holy Angel University Private 25 722

Holy Cross College Private 5 435

Jocson College Private 10 160

Mabalacat City College Public 14 896

Nueva Ecija University Science and Technology Public 15 838

Our Lady of Fatima University – Pampanga Private 9 500

Pampanga State Agricultural University Public 7 10

Philippine Women’s University Private *** 104

Phinma Araullo University Private 17 1,400

Republic Central College Private 2 25

Systems Plus College Foundation Private 11 340

University Assumption Private 7 505

Wesleyan University Philippines Private 15 716

 * based from data of individual HEI.
 ** based on CHED data for academic year 2021 – 2022.
 *** No official data was shared by the HEI.

III.2. Survey instrument, pilot testing, validity, and reliability analysis

The researchers developed a two-part survey to gather the needed data. 
The first part is composed of personal and academic profile questions 
particularly the respondent’s age, institution type, academic rank, employment 
status, highest academic qualification, number of years in teaching, experience 
in using the Internet, computer literacy, workload, number of assigned 
positions other than teaching, estimated number of hours training attended in 
relation to flexible learning, internet connectivity, and their experience in 
flexible learning modalities.

For the second part, it adopted and revised an online faculty satisfaction 
survey by Bollinger and Wasilik.62 The same instrument was also used in a 

62 Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching 
and Learning in Higher Education.”
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more recent multi-institutional study which sought to determine factors 
influencing faculty satisfaction on online teaching and learning by Blundell et 
al.63 Each item used a four-point Likert scale (Table 2). Item questions no. 1 
- 4, 8 - 10, 14 – 16, 22, 27-29 are rated from highly satisfied to highly 
dissatisfied. While items no. 6, 7, 11-13, 18, 17, 19, 23, 24 - 26 are rated using 
strongly disagree to strongly agree and the rest of the scaled questions 
available responses are reversed. The term “online” was replaced with the 
word “flexible learning” across the 29 items. Some of the items were 
rephrased for contextual purposes. Three questions pertaining to the level of 
satisfaction in flexible learning were added and to gather more in-depth 
responses (total 31), three open-ended questions were included. To ensure the 
validity of the instrument, three experienced professors in the conduct of 
flexible learning in their respective colleges and/or universities performed 
face and content validation. One of the validators is a doctor of education, a 
graduate school professor and a vice-president for academic affairs in another 
HEI in Pampanga. The other is a professor and director in a state university 
with a background in educational management. After considering their 
comments and suggestions, the instrument was revised before pilot testing. 

The instrument was pretested among 18 THM faculty from an HEI that 
implemented flexible learning at the onset of school closures due to 
COVID-19 in October 2020. The HEI has seven campuses offering THM 
courses and has approximately 4,674 THM students taking flexible learning 
courses. The researchers sought the assistance of the staff of the Commission 
of Higher Education Region III (CHED RO III) and the Council of Hotel and 
Restaurant Educators of the Philippines Region III (COHREP III) to reach 
faculty respondents. All THM faculty respondents were then invited through 
their respective deans or department heads to voluntarily answer the FFSS 
via Google Forms. The 18 THM faculty respondents were excluded in the 
population as their responses were used for pre-testing. The gathered data 
were subjected to a reliability test with 0.70 Cronbach’s alpha and questions 
below the established minimum were discarded. Results thus indicate that 
the 29 items are considered reliable (α = 0.788) and valid. 

The third part consists of three supplementary open-ended questions 
which aim at extracting more in-depth views of THM faculty on their 
experiences in teaching in a flexible learning environment practicing varied 
flexible learning modalities which may differ depending on the location and 
sociodemographic profile of the institution.

63 Blundell, Castañeda, and Lee, “A Multi-Institutional Study of Factors Influencing 
Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching and Learning.”
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Table 2

Likert-scale and its interpretation

Range Interpretation

3.00 - 4.00 Highly satisfied/ strongly agree

2.00 - 2.99 Satisfied/ agree

1.00 - 1.99 Dissatisfied/disagree

0.99 - 1.00 Highly dissatisfied/ strongly disagree

III.3. Ethical considerations

All of the respondents were informed about the purpose of the study, its 
duration, potential risk, handling of their data, and their right to refuse and 
participate. They were asked in the form of online consent to read all the 
information about the study and agree to participate in the research.

IV. Results and discussion

IV.1. Faculty demographics

Of the 85 respondents, 51 teach in private HEIs and the rest teach in 
public HEIs otherwise known as State Universities and Local Colleges in the 
Philippines (n = 34). As shown in Table 3, the average age of the faculty is 
35 where majority (62.4%) have Instructor academic rank. It also shows that 
more than half of the respondents are permanent (62.4%), almost one-third of 
them have a contract-of-service status (28.2%), and the remainder have 
either temporary or probationary status. As regards academic qualification, 
the faculty respondents have varied backgrounds: 31.8% have master’s 
degrees; 23.5% are pursuing master’s degrees; 27.1% are pursuing doctorate 
degrees; and the rest are doctorate degree holders. This is expected since the 
minimum requirement for faculty in the country to teach at the tertiary level 
is a master’s degree in their fields of specialization based on Philippine’s 
CHED memorandum order no. 40 series of 2008.

As of May 2021, the teaching experience of faculty members ranges from 
1 to 29 years. Majority of them have advanced experience in using the Internet 
(52.9%) and are intermediate (51.8%) in terms of using a computer and with 
stable internet connection (81.2%). In terms of workload, more than three-
fourths of the respondents teach full-time while the rest have administrative 
work not related to teaching. Results further show that most of the faculty hold 
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one concurrent position apart from teaching. With regard training and exposure 
to flexible learning, respondents have an average of 20 training hours. 

In terms of experience in the three modalities of flexible learning, most 
of the respondents have experienced conducting at least more than two 
modes which are mostly synchronous (n = 75) and asynchronous (n = 73). 
This further validates that THM faculty in Central Luzon HEIs are indeed 
delivering flexible learning. The results seemingly show that some faculty 
members are delivering a combination of two while some are delivering 
instruction in all three modalities which indicates that flexible learning is not 
limited to online as it focuses on the learners’ unique needs.64

Table 3

Distribution of faculty respondents

Variable
Results

No. %

Age (Mean ± SD) 35.98 ± 8.90

Median 35

Range 21 - 64

Educational type

Public 51 40

Private 34 60

Academic rank

Instructor 53 62.4

Assistant Professor 20 23.5

Associate Professor 7 8.2

Professor 5 5.9

Employment status

Permanent 53 62.4

Temporary 8 9.4

Contract-of-Service 24 28.2

64 Joaquin, Biana, and Dacela, “The Philippine Higher Education Sector in the Time of 
COVID-19”; Parrocha, “HEIs May Hold Limited Face-to-Face Classes in MGCQ Areas.”
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Variable
Results

No. %

Academic qualification

Doctorate degree holders 10 11.8

With doctorate academic units 23 27.1

Master’s degree holders 27 31.8

With master’s academic units 20 23.5

Bachelor’s degree holders 5 5.9

Teaching experience (Mean ± SD) 9.40 ± 6.20

Median 9

Range 1 - 29

Experience in using Internet

Beginner - -

Intermediate 35 41.2

Advanced 45 52.9

Expert 5 5.9

Computer proficiency

Beginner - -

Intermediate 44 51.8

Advanced 37 43.5

Expert 4 4.7

Workload

Full-time teaching 65 76.5

Teaching with administrative work not related to teaching 20 23.5

Extra assigned position not related to teaching (Mean ± SD) 1 ± 1

Median 1

Range 0 - 4

Flexible learning training hours (Mean ± SD) 26.82 ± 29.74

Median 20

Range 0 - 130
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Variable
Results

No. %

Internet connectivity

Full capacity 69 81.2

Limited Capacity 16 18.8

Experience in flexible learning*

Synchronous 75

Asynchronous 73

Modular 53

IV.2. Faculty satisfaction towards flexible learning

IV.2.1. Positive satisfaction towards flexible learning modality

As presented on Table 4, mean ratings of 27 out of 29 items pertaining to 
THM faculty satisfaction on flexible learning show that the respondents are 
generally satisfied with the conduct of flexible learning in the new normal. 
Responses indicate that the respondents are highly satisfied the convenience 
and affordances brought about by the flexible learning environment 
(mean=3.27, n=85, 100%) as it can be and is designed such that a course can 
be accessed at any place and time65. Likewise, respondents are highly 
satisfied with the technology used in the conduct of both synchronous and 
asynchronous classes (mean=3.18, n=81, 95.3%) and they strongly agree that 
technology is reliable (mean=3.16, n=82, 96.5%). They are also highly 
satisfied with their experiences in teaching flexible learning in their respective 
institutions (mean 3.13, n=80, 94.1%) as well as their personal experiences 
(mean 3.01, n=77, 90.6%) conducting classes in this mode. 

IV.2.2. Lower satisfaction, challenges, and disadvantages in flexible learning

Results show that only few faculty (mean=1.29) miss face-to-face 
contact with their students as majority or 97.6% (n=83) of them perceive that 
online learning in their synchronous sessions is tantamount to face-to-face 

65 Bolliger and Wasilik, “Factors Influencing Faculty Satisfaction with Online Teaching 
and Learning in Higher Education”; Parrocha, “HEIs May Hold Limited Face-to-Face Classes 
in MGCQ Areas.”
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interaction. Two reversed items concerning students being passive in the 
flexi-learning modality and faculty getting lower course evaluations were 
disagreed upon (82.4% n=70, 81.2% n=69 respectively) by the THM faculty. 
This is probably because there are applications available that promote 
student interaction, and faculty members are becoming skilled since different 
support groups have arisen to provide teacher training.66

It may me noted however, that though the THM faculty expressed their 
satisfaction, the mean ratings (2.21, 2.26, 2.31) relating to learner’s 
enthusiasm, control of students and interaction with students are particularly 
lower signifying the lack of human interaction and that there may still be 
gaps and challenges in flexible learning as underscored in the study of 
Joaquin et al.67 To further support these findings, items assessing the level of 
agreement of the THM faculty, denote that they have a higher workload 
when teaching a flexible learning course as compared to the traditional one 
(M = 1.96, 74.1%); preparation time is longer (M = 1.95, 78.8%); not 
meeting students face-to-face prevents them from knowing their students (M 
= 1.80, 87.1%); it is more difficult to motivate students in flexible learning 
(M = 1.75, 95.3%); level of participation of students in class discussion is 
lower (mean 1.72, 89.4%); they get frustrated due to technical problems (M 
= 1.60, 96.5%), and they have to be more creative in terms of the resources 
used for flexible learning (mean 1.44, 100%). Their agreement is in 
consonance with the findings of Elshami et al.68 that, in the conduct of 
flexible learning, faculty members are confronted with higher workload; they 
devote more time to prepare lessons and materials; they have to incorporate 
a variety of applications to enhance student engagement and, at times, get 
frustrated with technical issues.69

In this sudden shift, some schools may have had support provided by 
different sectors of the government, and even the private sector, to 
cushion the impact by way of training and capacity building for teachers 
like the CHEd Hi-Ed Bayanihan project70 where Google Classroom, 

66 De Vera III, “Universities, Colleges Gear up for Opening of Classes in August [Press 
Release].”

67 Joaquin, Biana, and Dacela, “The Philippine Higher Education Sector in the Time of 
COVID-19.”

68 Elshami et al., “Satisfaction with Online Learning in the New Normal: Perspective of 
Students and Faculty at Medical and Health Sciences Colleges.”

69 Wingo, Ivankova, and Moss, “Faculty Perceptions about Teaching Online: Exploring 
the Literature Using the Technology Acceptance Model as an Organizing Framework.”

70 De Vera III, “Universities, Colleges Gear up for Opening of Classes in August [Press 
Release].”
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initially, became a tool of support.71 Furthermore, the development or 
purchase of learning management systems, monetary support to public 
schools, and agreements with internet providers are among the few means 
of support that have been extended to ensure quality flexible learning 
environments.72

Table 4

Faculty satisfaction towards flexible learning

No. Item Mean Interpretation
HS/S/ SA/A HD/D/ SD/D

% (N) % (N)

1 I am satisfied with the 
level of interaction with 
students in flexible 
learning is higher than in 
a traditional face-to-face 
class.

2.31 Satisfied 36.5% (31) 63.5% (54)

2 I am satisfied with the 
convenience provided 
by the flexible learning 
environment.

3.27 Highly 
Satisfied

100% (85) -

3 I am satisfied as I 
incorporate fewer 
resources when teaching 
a flexible learning 
course as compared to 
traditional teaching.

2.60 Satisfied 56.5% (48) 43.5% (37)

4 I am satisfied with 
the technology I use 
in synchronous and 
asynchronous tasks in 
the flexible learning 
environment. 

3.18 Highly 
Satisfied

95.3% (81) 4.7% (4)

5 The technology I use 
for teaching in flexible 
learning is reliable. 

3.16 Strongly 
Agree

96.5% (82) 3.5% (3)

71 Zuniga-Tonio, “Google Classroom as a Tool of Support for Flexible Learning in the 
New Normal.”

72 Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, “Development and Validation of the Online Instructor 
Satisfaction Measure (OISM).”
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No. Item Mean Interpretation
HS/S/ SA/A HD/D/ SD/D

% (N) % (N)

6 I have a higher workload 
when teaching a 
flexible learning course 
as compared to the 
traditional one.

1.96 Agree  74.1% 
(63)

25.9% (22)

7 I miss face-to-face 
contact with students 
when teaching in flexible 
learning. 

1.29 Agree 97.6% (83) 2.4% (2)

8 I am satisfied as I 
have no problems 
controlling my students 
in the flexible learning 
environment.

2.26 Satisfied 34.1% (29) 65.9% (56)

9 I am satisfied with 
my students’ active 
communication with 
me regarding flexible 
learning course matters.

2.64 Satisfied 63.5% (54) 36.5% (31)

10 I am satisfied that my 
students in flexible 
learning are more 
enthusiastic about their 
learning than their 
traditional counterparts.

2.21 Satisfied 28.2% (24) 71.8% (61)

11 I have to be more 
creative in terms of 
the resources used for 
flexible learning. 

1.44 Agree 100% (85) -

12 Teaching in flexible 
learning is often 
frustrating because of 
technical problems. 

1.60 Agree 96.5% (82) 3.5% (3)

13 It takes me longer to 
prepare for a flexible 
learning course on a 
weekly basis than for a 
face-to-face course. 

1.95 Agree 78.8% (67) 21.2% (18)
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No. Item Mean Interpretation
HS/S/ SA/A HD/D/ SD/D

% (N) % (N)

14 I am satisfied with the use 
of communication tools 
in the flexible learning 
environment (e.g., 
chat rooms, threaded 
discussions, etc.). 

2.86 Satisfied 77.6% (66) 22.4% (19)

15 I am satisfied as I am 
able to provide better 
feedback to my flexible 
learning students on 
their performance in the 
course.

2.72 Satisfied 67.1% (57) 32.9% (28)

16 I am more satisfied with 
teaching in flexible 
learning as compared to 
other delivery methods. 

2.55 Satisfied 51.8% (44) 48.2% (41)

17 My flexible learning 
students are somewhat 
passive when it comes to 
contacting the instructor 
regarding course related 
matters. 

2.05 Disagree 82.4% (60) 17.6% (15)

18 It is valuable to me that 
my students can access my 
flexible learning course 
from any place in the 
world. 

3.27 Strongly 
Agree

 
97.6% (83)

2.4% (2)

19 The participation level of 
my students in the class 
discussions in the flexible 
learning setting is lower 
than in the traditional one. 

1.72 Agree 89.4% (76) 10.6% (9)

20 My students use a wider 
range of resources in the 
flexible learning setting 
than in the traditional one. 

2.94 Agree 80% (68) 20% (17)

21 Technical problems do 
not discourage me from 
teaching in flexible 
learning. 

2.94 Agree 72.9% (62) 27.1% (23)
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No. Item Mean Interpretation
HS/S/ SA/A HD/D/ SD/D

% (N) % (N)

22 I am satisfied with the 
compensation I receive 
for teaching in flexible 
learning.

2.91 Satisfied 74.1% (63) 25.9% (22)

23 Not meeting my flexible 
learning students face-
to-face prevents me from 
knowing them as well as 
my on-site students.

1.80 Agree 87.1% (74) 12.9% (11)

24 I am concerned about 
receiving lower course 
evaluations in the 
flexible learning course 
as compared to the 
traditional one.

2.04 Disagree 81.2% (69) 18.8% (16)

25 Teaching in flexible 
learning is gratifying 
because it provides me 
with an opportunity 
to reach students who 
otherwise would not be 
able to take courses.

2.88 Agree 76.5% (65) 23.5% (20)

26 It is more difficult for me 
to motivate my students 
in flexible learning 
environment than in the 
traditional setting. 

1.75 Agree 95.3% (81) 4.7% (4)

27 I am satisfied with 
teaching in flexible 
learning in relation to my 
experiences with students.

2.89 Satisfied 82.4% (70) 17.6% (15)

28 I am satisfied with 
teaching in flexible 
learning in relation to 
my experiences with my 
institution.

3.13 Highly 
Satisfied

94.1% (80) 5.9% (5)

29 I am satisfied with 
teaching in flexible 
learning in relation to my 
own personal experiences.

3.01 Highly 
Satisfied

90.6% (77) 9.4% (8)
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IV.3. Thematic analysis of the open-ended questions

IV.3.1. Theme 1. Technical issues

This theme emerged from the responses of the respondents when asked 
about teaching in flexible learning. Most of them identified unstable internet 
connections, power interruptions and other computer-related problems as 
frequently identified reasons that contribute to technical issues that they 
experience. It is a truism that in a flexible mode of teaching, educators are 
confronted with pressing concerns like internet connectivity problems and 
hardware- and software-related problems. These findings were supported by 
earlier studies73 which focused on the conduct of various learning modalities. 
Among the responses that support this theme are reflected as follows:

“The problem in connectivity…” (P46)

“Internet and power interruption...” (P41)

“Poor internet connection…” (P85)

IV.3.2. Theme 2. Inability to develop student-teacher rapport

Another area of concern that was raised by the faculty respondents 
during flexible teaching and learning was linked to the inability to foster 
rapport with their students. For example, Fabito et al.74 explore the barriers to 
online learning among computer students. Their study reveals that difficulties 
in communications with their respective teachers is one of the pressing 
challenges in the conduct of online learning. Similar findings were found by 
Andan and Anwar.75 Some of the responses based on this theme are the 
following:

73 Siripipatthanakul et al., “A Review of Educational Adaptation During the COVID-19 
Pandemicvia Online Learning”; Fabito, Trillanes, and Sarmiento, “Barriers and Challenges of 
Computing Students in an Online Learning Environment: Insights from One Private University 
in the Philippines”; Gocotano et al., “Higher Education Student’s Challenges on Flexible 
Online Learning Implementation in the Rural Areas: A Philippine Case”; Musingafi et al., 
“Challenges for Open and Distance Learning (ODL) Students: Experiences from Students of 
the Zimbabwe Open University”; Adnan and Anwar, “Online Learning amid the COVID-19 
Pandemic: Students’ Perspectives”; Ferri, Grifoni, and Guzzo, “Online Learning and 
Emergency Remote Teaching: Opportunities and Challenges in Emergency Situations.”

74 Fabito, Trillanes, and Sarmiento, “Barriers and Challenges of Computing Students in 
an Online Learning Environment: Insights from One Private University in the Philippines.”

75 Adnan and Anwar, “Online Learning amid the COVID-19 Pandemic: Students’ 
Perspectives.”

https://doi.org/10.18543/tjhe.2319
http://www.tuningjournal.org/


Tourism and hospitality management faculty satisfaction towards flexible learning Miranda and Cruz

575
Tuning Journal for Higher Education

© University of Deusto • p-ISSN: 2340-8170 • e-ISSN: 2386-3137 • Volume 10, Issue No. 2, May 2023, 127-159 •
doi: https://doi.org/10.18543/tjhe.2319 • http://www.tuningjournal.org/151

“Lack of cooperation with students…” (P9)

“Not being able to establish personal connections towards the students.” 
(P37)

“Less interaction and monitoring with students…” (P58)

IV.3.3. Theme 3. Academic dishonesty and integrity

Academic integrity is another theme that emerged from the responses. It 
is based on the honesty in completing academic tasks required to students. As 
a concept, it refers to any behavior that affects or specifically undermines 
academic integrity like cheating in exams and the credibility of submitted 
materials for assessment (e.g., essays, reflections, etc.) This theme was 
supported in a literature review conducted by Chen et al.76 Accordingly, 
academic dishonesty is a widespread problem particularly in online learning 
setup although earlier study by Tolman77 argues the other way around. 
Nonetheless, this problem extends not only among undergraduate students 
but also across all academic levels.78 The responses based on this theme 
include: 

“The cheating in exams…” (P1)

“Credibility of student assessments…” (P65)

“Not seeing students’ real reactions and their real output in terms of quiz 
and term exams.” (P71)

IV.3.4. Theme 4. Learning flexibility

The last theme that emerged from the responses is learning flexibility. 
This refers to the flexibility to conduct classes based on the circumstances 
that surround the teachers and students.79 Furthermore, it further extends to 
the customization of learning experiences to suit the needs of the teachers 
and students.80 To support this theme, the following responses are stated 
below:

76 Chen et al., “Online Academic Dishonesty of College Students: A Review.”
77 Tolman, “Academic Dishonesty in Online Courses: Considerations for Graduate 

Preparatory Programs in Higher Education.”
78 Paullet, “Student and Faculty Perceptions of Academic Dishonesty in Online Classes.”
79 Cassidy et al., “Flexible Learning Strategies in First through Fourth-Year Courses.”
80 Huang et al., Handbook on Facilitating Flexible Learning During Educational 

Disruption: The Chinese Experience in Maintaining Undisrupted Learning in COVID-19 
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“Synchronous classes are not performed on a daily basis.” (P6)

“It can be more convenient both to the students and with me.” (P32)

“Learners’ access to materials anytime and opportunity to choose their 
preferred mode of learning.” (P34)

Of the eighty-five THM faculty members, 63 actively responded. The 
unstable internet connection mostly of students, lack of participation/
interaction, inability to connect with students on a more personal level, 
cheating in any forms and non-attendance to classes are among the factors 
that emerged. Clearly, the themes derived here are student-interaction, 
technology and connectivity, and integrity of assessments are what THM 
faculty least like about flexi-learning. This is similar to the findings of Jung 
et al.81 where student-related and technology-related problems are most 
common concerns in a study in Tokyo, Japan. As such, these are areas that 
schools need to plan and improve on.82

In terms of flexibility, the respondents mentioned that the flexibility in 
terms of time, place and mode of delivery, the technological challenges it 
brings, and ease in adding supplementary materials to enhance learning are 
key factors. The theme of what is most liked about flexi-learning is its 
flexibility83 and ease brought about by technology. As technology plays a 
vital role in flexible learning, it is seen as both positive and negative 
depending on the user—its presence or the lack of it. 

In addition, it was mentioned that having available modules especially 
for new subjects and additional resources such as gadgets for faculty would 
greatly help including having an LMS to lessen incidences of cheating. On 
the other hand, other respondents said that faculty members should be more 
patient with students. Aside from the identified themes, there are other 
challenges disclosed by the respondents such as students give less effort in 
their studies; students are not committed; more training for faculty is needed; 
local city colleges lack resources; more training for flexible learning is 

Outbreak; Wanner and Palmer, “Personalising Learning: Exploring Student and Teacher 
Perceptions about Flexible Learning and Assessment in a Flipped University Course.”

81 Jung et al., “Faculty as Reflective Practitioners in Emergency Online Teaching: An 
Autoethnography.”

82 Dayagbil et al., “Teaching and Learning Continuity Amid and Beyond the Pandemic”; 
Elshami et al., “Satisfaction with Online Learning in the New Normal: Perspective of Students 
and Faculty at Medical and Health Sciences Colleges.”

83 Almaghaslah and Alsayari, “The Effects of the 2019 Novel Coronavirus Disease 
(COVID-19) Outbreak on Academic Staff Members: A Case Study of a Pharmacy School in 
Saudi Arabia.”
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needed; if combined with face-to-face it may become a very good method of 
education; it is more demanding and stressful for both students and faculty 
members; faculty members should consider students’ mental health; it will 
never compensate the need for exposure students in the Hospitality and 
Tourism Industry needs; and finally, one reiterated that, “just like any system 
implemented and used, acceptance will be subjective and relative to persons 
concerned, but it definitely, has pros and cons worth evaluating, for references 
and considerations.” The THM faculty understand both the strengths and 
weaknesses of the flexible learning delivery during crises. This necessitates 
technical support, communication, and capacity building for effective 
blended or emergency online teaching.84

V. Conclusion and recommendations

The study was able to surface the demographic and academic profile of 
THM faculty who were teaching in flexible learning modalities. There were 
85 THM faculty from 27 HEIs responded. Overall, this study showed that 
THM faculty are generally satisfied with the conduct of flexible learning 
despite the setbacks. Four themes were also identified in this study which are 
named as technical issues, inability to develop student-teacher rapport, 
academic dishonesty and integrity, and learning flexibility.

THM programs involve hands-on laboratory activities that cannot be 
delivered virtually as they are skills-based and require experiential learning 
where human interaction and the Filipino brand of hospitality are taught. 
With this, the study surveyed the THM faculty in higher education institutions 
in the Central Luzon to assess their satisfaction on the delivery of these 
programs in the flexible learning mode. While findings indicate that the 
faculty are generally satisfied with the conduct of flexible learning in their 
institutions, they express agreement on issues from being highly resourceful 
to relating to having higher workloads, longer preparation time for a course, 
lack of human interaction by not seeing students face-to-face, lower 
participation of students, and technical problems. Based on these findings, 
the study recommends that longitudinal studies should be conducted in order 
to determine how much has changed specifically after the COVID-19 
pandemic. Interventions to specifically address and mitigate the key issues 
(e.g., inability to develop student rapport, academic integrity) this study 
identified should also be introduced.

84 Jung et al., “Faculty as Reflective Practitioners in Emergency Online Teaching: An 
Autoethnography.”
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