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Abstract 

 

Concerns regarding fair compensation and ownership rights have historically been barriers to 

faculty participation in online course development, but research from the past five years suggests 

colleges have evolved to develop policies and practices to address those concerns.  Nonprofit 

private Christian colleges have less history offering online programs than their public and for-

profit counterparts, and therefore their policies and culture may be less developed.  Member 

institutions of the Council of Christian Colleges & Universities (CCCU) were surveyed to 

determine the current state of online course compensation and ownership practices at nonprofit 

private Christian colleges, and to examine potential relationships between compensation, 

ownership and number of online programs.  Findings from participating institutions suggest that 

the vast majority of CCCU member institutions compensate faculty for their work in course 

development, and those institutions have policies in place that give ownership jointly or 

exclusively to the institution.  While the mean range for compensation of $1000-$2500 was 

similar to the mean range reported for course development in the literature, the total range 

suggests CCCU institutions have a top compensation rate lower than the top rate of public, for-

profit, and other nonprofit institutions.  There was no relationship between ownership of online 

courses and the number of online programs at CCCU institutions, which may mean other factors 

including compensation had more influence on faculty participation in the development of online 

programs.  Future research should examine the efficacy of different compensation structures with 

respect to faculty participation in and satisfaction with online course development, and the 

commonalities and ramifications of specific arrangements for shared ownership of online 

courses.         

 

Introduction 

 

Online courses and programs have become a mainstream option offered by many American 

institutions of higher education.  As institutions mature in their online operations, faculty 

concerns continue to evolve.  Research from 2000-2009 revealed that one of the most significant 

motivators and barriers to faculty participation in online programs was fair compensation for 

online course development and teaching.  Similarly, research from that time period reflects alarm 

by faculty as institutions began to assert ownership for courses developed for online programs.  

mailto:Rebecca.hoey@nwciowa.edu
mailto:mccrackenf@crown.edu


COMPENSATION AND OWNERSHIP  2 

More current studies suggest practices have shifted to incentivize online course development and 

institutions have developed clearer course ownership policies, but little has been published 

regarding specific ranges of compensation, common course ownership policies, and even less 

about whether a relationship exists between faculty participation, compensation levels and 

ownership policies.  

 

Institutions with less history offering online programs may lag behind in policies related to 

online course development compensation and ownership than their more progressive peers.  As a 

sector, nonprofit private colleges have trailed after public and for-profit colleges in offering 

online options.  Many private nonprofit colleges with membership in the Council of Christian 

Colleges & Universities (CCCU) did not offer their first fully online program until 2009 (Hoey, 

McCracken, Gerrett & Snoeyink, 2014).  CCCU institutions are representative of their sector, as 

private nonprofit institutions with online offerings doubled between 2002 and 2012 (Allen & 

Seaman, 2013).  However, nonprofit private colleges had not yet reached the percentage of 

online programs in 2012 that public and for-profit colleges offered a decade earlier (Allen & 

Seaman, 2013).   

 

In 2014, 70% of college administrators reported that online education was critical to their 

strategic plan (Allen & Seaman, 2014), and the recent surge of online programs at CCCU 

institutions suggests college administrators at nonprofit private institutions share that direction.  

The purpose of this research, then, was to answer the following questions regarding the state of 

course ownership and compensation for online course development at private non-profit 

Christian colleges affiliated with the Council of Christian Colleges and Universities: 

1. What is the current state of course development, compensation and ownership for courses 

developed for online programs at CCCU institutions? 

2. Is there a relationship between faculty involvement in new online program development 

and institutional policies related to ownership? 

3. Is there a relationship between whether faculty are compensated for course development 

and institutional policies related to ownership? 

4. Is there a difference in the number of programs offered by institutions who share 

ownership of online courses with their faculty?  (i.e. Are faculty more motivated to 

develop courses for programs when ownership is shared?) 

The findings of this research may guide college administrators at nonprofit private Christian 

colleges to develop policies on course ownership and compensation that result in optimal 

outcomes for strategic growth and faculty satisfaction. 

 

Literature Review 

 

The responsibility for new course development has long been held by the faculty, as has the 

implied ownership of those courses.  This tradition was logical, as the course and the faculty 

member were difficult to separate; the syllabus and tests could be shared with another faculty 

member, but the actual instruction could not.  Changes in the past two decades brought about by 

the growth of online learning have challenged the custom of faculty ownership.  The 

development model for new courses has shifted to include teams comprised of not just faculty 

but instructional designers and media specialists (Borgemenke, Holt & Fish, 2013; Hoyt & 

Oviatt, 2013).  All materials required for learning are packaged digitally and are easily 
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transferable.  Faculty members have more direct venues to profit from courses they develop 

including selling their work to third-party vendors and offering their courses directly to 

consumers in MOOCs. This may result in a conflict of interest and even direct competition with 

the institution for which the faculty course developer is employed (Domonell, 2013).  These 

changes have resulted in some institutions asserting ownership of online courses and programs 

(Blanchard, 2010; Domonell, 2013; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Kranch 2008). 

 

Legally, copyright belongs to the creator of a work unless the work was created as a part of an 

employee’s employment—called the work for hire doctrine.  However, the “teacher exception” 

to work for hire may give teachers copyright protection of the course materials they develop.  

According to the federal legislation Restatement (Second) of Agency, a court may evaluate 

ownership of course materials using this three part test:  whether “1) it is of the kind of work [the 

employee] is employed to perform; 2) it occurs substantially within authorized work hours, and 

3) it is actuated, at least in part, by a purpose to serve the employer” (City of Newark v. Beasley, 

1995). The second criteria related to work hours has become murkier to distinguish as personal 

and work life blend—particularly for faculty who may work at least occasionally from home 

using online technologies (Johnson, 2014).   

 

Though court cases challenging ownership have gone both ways, the institution may have more 

legal right to ownership of a course than the developer if the developer was an employee 

teaching within an online program as part of their regular employment (Blanchard, 2010).  In the 

case of work for hire, the institution needs no special agreement or contract with an employee to 

claim ownership of the course (Rosini, 2014).    

 

Despite the legal implications of course ownership, colleges and universities must consider their 

institutional culture and the motivation of their faculty to participate in the development of 

courses for online programs when determining matters of course ownership.  The American 

Association of University Professors (AAUP) asserts that institutions and faculty should work 

together to ensure faculty have control over their scholarship (Springer, 2005).  The most 

equitable solution may be an agreement negotiated between the faculty and institution that gives 

shared ownership rights to the institution and the faculty course developer (Blanchard, 2010; 

Johnson, 2014; Kranch, 2008; Rosini, 2014).   

 

In a recent national survey of administrators at 110 doctorate-granting research universities, Hoyt 

and Oviatt (2013) found that 84% of institutions either had an intellectual property policy in 

place or were developing one.  Those policies gave more ownership rights to the institution; 41% 

of respondents indicated joint ownership of courses, 36% indicated institutional ownership, and 

only 10% allowed faculty to retain full ownership of courses they developed as part of their 

employment.  Regardless of who retained ownership, faculty at institutions with a policy in place 

or in development were more willing to create an online course than those at institutions where 

no policy existed.   

 

The Hoyt and Oviatt (2013) research also revealed that 82% of responding institutions 

compensated faculty for online course development.  The high percentage of institutions that 

incentivized course development may reflect an acknowledgement of faculty concerns about 

compensation from the previous decade.   
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In a National Education Association (2000) survey on distance education, two-thirds of the 534 

college faculty respondents expressed concern that they would not be fairly compensated for 

their intellectual property.  Similarly, Muilenburg and Berge (2001) surveyed more than 2500 

college administrators, faculty and staff and found faculty compensation among the highest 

ranking barriers to distance education, particularly to faculty at institutions new to distance 

education.  Insufficient compensation was also a barrier reported in research by Belcheir and 

Cucek (2002), Haber and Mills (2008), Chen (2009), and Lloyd, Byrne and McCoy (2012).  

These concerns were not unfounded.  A survey of 152 institutions (Schifter, 2004) revealed 

faculty overload pay was among the least likely expenses paid for online course development.  

Extrinsic rewards including additional salary, course releases, and course stipends are a primary 

motivator for faculty to participate in online education (Cook, 2012; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013), 

particularly those without experience teaching online (Betts & Heaston, 2014; Lloyd, Byrne & 

McCoy, 2012).     

 

While compensation and ownership are widely cited as barriers, the inarguable growth of online 

programs in the last decade (Allen & Seaman, 2014) suggests either growth is happening at 

institutions who have addressed faculty concerns, or these barriers do not actually prevent faculty 

from developing online courses.  Harvard faculty members receive no compensation for 

developing online courses for the virtual learning platform edX (Fu, & Zhang, 2015).  Orr, 

Williams and Pennington (2009) found faculty appreciated compensation received for online 

course development, but would have developed online courses even if no compensation had been 

provided.  Survey research by Green and Alejandro (2009) revealed the opportunity to 

participate in course development was a significant factor in retaining faculty who teach online.  

Outside of the research of Hoyt and Oviatt (2013), little if any research is available to determine 

whether relationships exist between faculty involvement, course ownership policies, and level of 

compensation for course development.  

 

There is also little published on specific compensation policies related to online course 

development.  Without hard numbers it may be challenging for institutions to determine a fair 

market rate of compensation.  What is available reveals a significant range of compensation and 

a variety of different formulas for compensation.  Schifter’s (2004) survey of 152 intuitions 

revealed overload pay for course development ranged from $0-$7500 with a mean range of 

$1620-$2470.  Burleson’s (2011) survey of 161 institutions revealed 59.6% provided financial 

compensation for course development with a range from $0 to $10,000 and a mean and mode of 

$1001-$2500. Linardopoulos’s (2012) evaluation of 12 universities revealed a range of online 

course development compensation from $0 to $16,000.  The Instructional Technology Council’s 

(2014) online survey of 71 ITC member institutions found 54.9% compensated faculty for course 

development with a range of $0 to more than $5000, with most respondents indicating an amount 

between $501 and $3000. None of the studies suggested a consistent compensation structure 

based on credits, flat rate or other form.   

 

Institutional policies for course ownership and compensation are in flux, but appear to trend 

toward more significant institutional ownership and more compensation for faculty course 

development.  Hoyt and Oviatt’s (2013) research provided a solid, current survey of the field but 

given the different level of publication, invention, research and faculty control between 
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doctorate-granting research institutions and nonprofit private Christian colleges, a difference 

may exist in policies addressing ownership.  As well, nonprofit private colleges may be less 

represented in surveys related to compensation from the past 15 years as they have less history 

with online learning (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Schifter, 2004).  This research was necessary to 

inform the work of college administrators related to online course ownership policies and course 

development compensation at nonprofit private Christian colleges. 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

The population of interest in this research was the 120 nonprofit private Christian college and 

university members of the Council of Christian Colleges & Universities (CCCU).  CCCU 

institutions are counted among the 1600 private nonprofit institutions in the United States, 900 of 

which have religious affiliation.  All institutions with membership in the CCCU are regionally 

accredited, and most are four-year comprehensive colleges and universities.  CCCU institutions 

are located in 32 states and serve more than 300,000 students (CCCU Profile, 2014).    

 

Survey 

Researchers developed a survey that consisted of 56 questions.  The questions were intended to 

collect descriptive data regarding enrollment, number of programs, administrative structure, 

administrator, efficiency, oversight, governance, job duties, faculty involvement, course 

compensation, course ownership and professional development for online programs.  Findings 

on academic structures and the current state of online education at CCCU member institutions 

were published in the Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration (Hoey et al, 2014).  

 

Beyond descriptive institutional data, this study was based on the following survey questions:   

Are faculty responsible for developing courses in online programs? 

[If no, then] Who develops courses for online programs? 

Are faculty compensated for course development for online programs? 

[If yes, then] How are faculty compensated? 

             Stipend 

              Course release  

              Either stipend or course release 

              Other 

What is the amount of the stipend? 

Who owns the course after it is developed? 

              Faculty member who developed the course 

              Institution 

              Joint-ownership is shared 

              My institution has no policy regarding course ownership 

Please indicate the areas facilitated by the third-party vendors: 

Instructional Design 

Course Development 

For each statement below, indicate the level to which the traditional faculty are involved 

with online programs. (No involvement, some involvement, full involvement) 

            New online program proposals 
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          New online program development 

Does your institution have a separate division for online or adult programs? 

              Yes 

              Somewhat 

              No 

The survey was digital, and it was developed using the online survey program 

Qualtrics.  Survey responses are confidential, and maintained in Qualtrics by Northwestern 

College. 

 

Procedures 

An invitation to participate, with the link to the digital survey, was sent to the email address of 

the administrator responsible for online programs at 107 of the 120 CCCU institutions on 

February 10, 2014.  The invitation to participate was sent to the provost or chief academic officer 

at institutions where no online program administrator was apparent.  Direct email addresses for 

administrators at 10 of the CCCU institutions were not found, and 3 email addresses resulted in 

undeliverable communication.   

 

In addition to the initial invitation, reminder emails were sent to prospective participants on three 

occasions before the survey closed 18 days after opening.  As well, an announcement was placed 

on the CCCU listserv for chief academic officers, and an announcement regarding the research 

and survey was made to provosts and members of the Commission on Technology who attended 

the Council of Christian Colleges and Universities: Engaged Community conference in Los 

Angeles, California.   

Descriptive statistics were conducted on data collected using measures of central tendency 

including range, median and mean.  The inferential statistic conducted to describe relationships 

between dichotomous variables was the chi square tests of association.  An alpha of p = .05 was 

used to determine significance for all statistical tests. 

 

Findings 

 

This study examined the current state of course development, compensation and ownership of 

online courses at CCCU institutions.  The following research questions guided the study: 

1. What is the current state of course development, compensation and ownership for courses 

developed for online programs at CCCU institutions? 

2. Is there a relationship between faculty involvement in new online program development 

and institutional policies related to ownership? 

3. Is there a relationship between whether faculty are compensated for course development 

and institutional policies related to ownership? 

4. Is there a difference in the number of programs offered by institutions who share 

ownership of online courses with their faculty?   

 

Of the 107 survey invitations emailed to administrators of online programs, 59 responses were 

received generating a 55.1% response rate.  To determine whether respondents reflected the total 

population of CCCU institutions, enrollment in online programs for the respondents was 

compared with enrollment in online programs of all CCCU institutions using data obtained from 

the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).  There was no significant 
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difference between the number of students enrolled in online programs among respondents (M = 

361.33, SD = 682.27) and the number of students enrolled in online programs in the population 

(M = 342.85, SD = 859. 07), F(1, 134) = 0.016, p = 0.90.  Respondents were representative of 

the population with respect to enrollment in online programs.  However, the 45% of CCCU 

institutions who chose not to participate may have different characteristics, including no 

enrollment in online programs, different policies on ownership of online courses, and different 

practices on compensation for the development of online courses.  

 

The survey was completed by 28 provosts, 14 deans, 16 directors, and one unknown position.  In 

this study 91.5% (n = 54) of respondents reported their institution offered at least one fully 

online, hybrid, or low residency program that contained online courses.  The findings presented 

below were based on those 54 respondents. 

 

Faculty Involvement in Online Course Development 

Survey participants were asked to assess the level of involvement of traditional faculty members 

in new online program development.   Out of 43 participants who responded to the question, it 

was found that 14% (n = 6) of institutions had no traditional faculty involvement in new online 

program development, 40% (n = 17) had some involvement, and 46% (n = 20) had full 

involvement of the traditional faculty in developing new online programs.     

 

In this study, 63% (n = 34) of institutions with online programs reported that faculty were 

responsible for developing online courses in online programs.  Nine institutions (17%) indicated 

their courses were developed by the following:  instructional coordinators, online program 

chairs, content experts, programmed packaging, faculty or content experts with a design team, 

the dean, or online course developers.  Eleven respondents (20%) provided no response to 

questions pertaining to course development.   

 

Course development was facilitated by a third party vendor at nine institutions, and eight 

institutions utilized a third party vendor for instructional design.  Six of the institutions that used 

a third party for course development also reported that faculty were responsible for course 

development.  This may mean that some courses were developed by a third party and others by 

faculty, or that faculty were still utilized in some capacity in the design and development of 

online courses.   

 

Online Course Development Compensation 

Of the 34 institutions where faculty were responsible for course development, 91% (n = 31) 

provided additional compensation to faculty for their work in course development.  

Compensation included a stipend (n = 16), or a combination of stipend or course release (n = 14).  

One respondent indicated a design contract, which may assume monetary compensation.  

 

When compensation was provided as a stipend, the compensation amount ranged from $500.00 

to $4000.00 per course.  Some institutions (n = 12) offered a flat rate that ranged from $500.00 to 

$2000.00 per course with the median and mode both being $1000.00 per course.  Some 

institutions (n = 9) compensated based on the course credits or length of the course.  In this 

model, four institutions paid $500.00 per credit hour and one institution paid $250.00 per week 
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of the course.  Other institutions (n = 6) noted the compensation varied between $500 and $4000, 

but did not provide an explanation of the factors that contributed to the variation. 

 

Ownership of Intellectual Property 

In this study, participants were asked “Who owns the course after it’s developed?”  The 

following options were provided to respondents:  faculty member who developed the course, 

institution, joint-ownership is shared, and my institution has no policy regarding course 

ownership.  There were 44 responses to this question with 26 (59%) indicating the institution 

retained exclusive ownership, 15 (34%) indicating joint-ownership, and three (7%) indicating no 

policy regarding course ownership (See Figure 1).  None of the respondents indicated that the 

faculty member who developed the course retained sole ownership of the intellectual property. 

 
Figure 1. Pie chart depicting the party that retains ownership of online courses developed for 

online programs. 

 

Faculty Involvement, Compensation, Course Ownership, and Online Programs 

Beyond describing the current state of course ownership and compensation, research questions 

guiding this study led to examination of potential relationships between faculty involvement in 

online course development, online course ownership, and compensation for online course 

development at private non-profit Christian colleges.  One of those questions was whether the 

institutional policy on who retained ownership of an online course was related to how willing 

faculty were to become involved in online course development.  Using a chi-square test of 

association, it was found that there was no statistically significant association between faculty 

involvement and ownership of online courses, X
2
 (4, N=43) = 1.59, p = .81.  That is, faculty 

participation in the development of new online courses was not related to whether faculty 

retained ownership rights to courses they developed.    

 

Similarly, this study attempted to uncover a potential relationship between faculty compensation 

for course development and institutional policies related to ownership.  Researchers were 

interested in determining whether institutions that provided compensation for course 

development were more or less likely to claim or share ownership of online courses.  Using a 

chi-square test of association it was found that there was no statistically significant association 

between faculty compensation and ownership of online courses, X
2
 (2, N=34) = 2.54, p = .28.  

This may be due to the fact that faculty were almost always compensated for course development 
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regardless of who retained ownership of the course, and that faculty never retained sole 

ownership of the online courses in this study.   

 

This study also investigated whether institutions that had faculty-only or joint-ownership policies 

had more online programs than institutions that retained institutional ownership of courses.  

Though number of programs may not be the direct result of faculty motivation, number of 

programs may be influenced by the faculty’s motivation to participate in online course 

development and online programming.  The variables of interest were the possessor of ownership 

rights (the faculty who developed the course, the institution, a joint ownership agreement, or no 

policy in place) and the number of online programs at the institution.  Institutions that 

participated in this study reported offering between 1 and 96 online programs.  Forty-two 

institutions responded to both survey questions regarding total number of programs and 

ownership of online courses.  Those institutions were classified into three categories based on the 

total number of online programs:  small (1-4 programs), average (5-10 programs), and large 

(greater than 10 programs).  Given those classifications, 48% (n = 20) of institutions were 

classified as small, 31% (n = 13) of institutions were classified as average, and 21% (n = 9) of 

institutions were classified as large (See Table 1).  Using a chi-square test of association, it was 

found that there was not a relationship between the number of online programs offered at the 

CCCU institution and the ownership policy for online courses, X
2
 (4, N=42) = 2.31, p = .68. As 

participants in this research reported that faculty developed online courses in online programs, 

and the number of online programs was not related to the type of course ownership policy, it may 

be inferred that faculty at participating institutions were not more or less likely to develop online 

courses if they were assured of sole or joint ownership.  

 

Table 1   

 Number of Online 

Programs 

 

Ownership 

Rights 

Small Average Large Total 

Faculty  0 0 0 0 

Institution 10 8 6 24 

Joint  8 5 2 15 

No policy 2 0 1 3 

Total 20 13 9 42 

 

Discussion 

 

The purpose of this research was twofold:  to determine the current practices for course 

development compensation and ownership of online programs at nonprofit private colleges who 

were members of the Council for Christian Colleges & Universities (CCCU), and to uncover any 

relationships related to course ownership, compensation, and number of online programs.  A 

review of the literature provided current research on this topic from doctorate-granting 

institutions (Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013), but many member institutions of the CCCU do not offer 

online doctoral programs, and the literature was sparse on nonprofit private Christian colleges.  

This is particularly important as nonprofit private colleges have a shorter history of offering 
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online programs (Allen & Seaman, 2013; Hoey et al, 2014), which may mean their policies and 

culture are different.  

 

This study revealed marked similarities between practices for course compensation and 

ownership at CCCU institutions and institutions noted in the literature.  In research conducted by 

Hoyt and Oviatt (2013), 84% of doctorate-granting institutions either had an intellectual property 

policy in place or were developing one.  Per those policies, 36% of institutions retained exclusive 

ownership of online courses, 41% of institutions shared joint ownership with the faculty course 

developer, and 10% allowed faculty to retain full ownership of courses they developed as part of 

their employment.  In this research, 93% of institutions indicated a policy; 59% of institutions 

retained exclusive rights and 34% shared joint ownership.  Not one institution responding to this 

survey allowed faculty to retain exclusive  ownership of online courses.      

 

Similarly, research conducted by Hoyt and Oviatt (2013) revealed 82% of responding institutions 

compensated faculty for online course development.  In this study, 91% of responding 

institutions did the same.  These statistics appear to reflect a shift in practice from a decade prior, 

when faculty overload pay and release time were among the least likely expenses paid for online 

course development (Schifter, 2004). 

 

As with other studies that reported specific compensation for online course development 

(Burleson, 2011; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Linardopoulos, 2012; Schifter, 2004), compensation paid 

for online course development at institutions who participated in this research varied both in 

structure and amount.  However, patterns emerge from the body of literature.  Institutions in this 

research and others commonly paid a flat rate compensation for course development, or they 

paid per unit/credit hour.  Regardless of the structure, an amount between $1000 and $2500 was 

common in this research, similar to that reported by Schifter (2004), Burleson (2011), and the 

Instructional Technology Council (2014).  However, compensation at CCCU institutions in this 

study ranged from $0 - $4000.  The compensation range reported by Burleson of $0 - $10,000 

(2011), Schifter of $0 - $7500 (2004) and Linardopoulos of $0 - $16,000 (2012) suggests 

compensation at CCCU institutions varies less widely and has a lower top level, particularly 

given that Schifter’s research was conducted a decade prior.   

 

Faculty at institutions who participated in this research were involved in new online program 

development, with 86% reporting some or full involvement.  Involvement commonly included 

course development; 79% of institutions reported that their faculty were responsible for course 

development, even when the institution also reported they used third-party vendors for course 

development or instructional design.  Of the remaining 21% of institutions that did not indicate 

faculty were responsible for course development, faculty were still at times included in teams 

that developed new online courses.     

 

Most surprising, though, was the apparent lack of negative impact from joint and even exclusive 

institutional ownership of online courses on total number of programs.  Faculty were no less 

likely to be involved in course development at institutions where the institution claimed 

ownership of the courses they developed, and no more likely to develop for institutions where 

they retained joint ownership.  Similarly, institutions that retained full ownership had no fewer 

online programs than institutions that shared ownership of online courses developed for online 



COMPENSATION AND OWNERSHIP  11 

programs.  Given that the great majority of faculty at institutions in this study were involved in 

the development of online courses and programs, it appears ownership policies did not diminish 

their participation.  

 

It should be disclaimed that faculty at institutions that participated in this research may have felt 

compelled to contribute to the development of online programs for reasons beyond the scope of 

this research—reasons more important to them than ownership and compensation.  The 

development may have been a part of the faculty member’s regular course load.  The faculty 

member may have elected to contribute to the development of online programs to ensure 

academic rigor, quality and faith integration similar to programs offered at their traditional onsite 

campus.  Enrollment concerns may have necessitated the development of online programs in 

order to retain jobs.          

 

Compensation may also be a contributing factor that explains why course ownership policies had 

no impact on the number of online programs at participating CCCU institutions or the number of 

faculty participating in course development.  Nonprofit private colleges have a shorter history 

offering online programs (Allen & Seaman, 2013), and faculty with less experience teaching 

online are generally more motivated by the extrinsic reward of compensation than intrinsic 

rewards like meeting the needs of students who are unable to attend class on campus (Betts & 

Heaston, 2014; Muilenburg & Berge, 2001).  At 91%, almost every institution that participated 

in this research reported compensating faculty for their work in course development—either in 

the form of stipends or course releases.  As almost every institution provided compensation, 

there was no relationship to suggest institutions exchanged compensation for full institutional 

ownership.      

 

Implications for Practice 

 

The percent of faculty members receiving compensation for the development of online courses at 

CCCU member institutions rivals that of faculty members receiving compensation at other 

colleges and universities.  Stipends and course releases for online course development, the forms 

of compensation offered by the CCCU institutions in this study, reflect the type of extrinsic 

incentives that encourage faculty participation in the online course development process (Cook, 

2012).  One area that may be evaluated by CCCU institutions is the top end amount of monetary 

compensation offered for the development of online courses.  The monetary compensation 

received for developing online courses at CCCU institutions is at the lower end of the 

compensation range found in other studies (Schifter,2004; Burleson ,2011; Linardopoulos, 

2012), which may deter faculty in programs that traditionally earn a higher salary.  CCCU 

institutions are encouraged to offer competitive monetary compensation rates for the 

development of online courses because they appear to be closely linked with faculty motivation 

to participate in online course development. 

 

The number of institutions in this study that reported a policy related to the ownership of online 

courses is impressive.  Given that 38 percent of institutions within the Council of Independent 

Colleges (CIC) are still experiencing issues related to ownership of intellectual property 

(Clinefelter & Magda, 2013), it was a bit surprising that only three institutions in this study do 

not have a policy in place related to the ownership of intellectual property.  Over the past decade 
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it has become a best practice for institutions to develop a policy related to ownership of 

intellectual property in online courses.  Institutions are encouraged to continue to use the 

literature related to ownership of intellectual property in online courses as policies are revised 

and written. 

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 

Given the limited literature on compensation for developing online courses, a better 

understanding of compensation methods and amounts could be beneficial in understanding 

faculty engagement in online course development.   Does one method of compensation prove to 

be more beneficial than another method of compensation?  A larger study of monetary 

compensation amounts from both public and private institutions would also be helpful in future 

research.  

 

A substantial percentage of public and private institutions share joint ownership of online 

courses with faculty developers, but research is lacking that provides commonalities and 

ramifications of the specific arrangements for shared ownership. A plethora of questions emerge 

when considering joint-ownership policies.  What does joint-ownership between individual 

faculty members and institutions entail?   When there is joint-ownership of online courses, are 

there royalties associated with these online courses?  If the jointly owned course becomes a 

master course within an online program, how much revision can be made to the course without 

consultation with the original course developer?  Continued research needs to be conducted to 

better understand joint-ownership of online courses in this age of continued growth of online 

programs. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Private nonprofit Christian colleges may have less history offering online courses and programs 

than their public and for-profit counterparts, but institutional members of the Council of 

Christian Colleges & Universities do not lag behind in policies of intellectual property rights for 

ownership of online courses or compensation practices for course development.  In this research, 

faculty elected to develop courses for online programs when they shared ownership of those 

courses and when their institution claimed exclusive rights.  That may be attributed to the fact 

that almost every responding institution that relied on faculty for course development also 

compensated faculty for their work.   CCCU member institutions averaged a similar 

compensation amount of $1000 - $2500 for course development compared to other institutions, 

but the range of $0 - $4000 was lower than the range of $0 to as high as $16,000 reported in 

other research.  However, the literature remains sparse on research that widely reports details of 

compensation for online course development.  This and other research suggests institutions of 

higher education have responded to faculty concerns from 2000-2009 regarding fair 

compensation for online course development, and that institutions have indeed significantly 

increased their claim of ownership of intellectual property for online course development.  

Future research should focus on the most effective structures for compensation, the market rate 

for compensation of online course development, and specific details of policies related to joint 

and full institution ownership of online courses developed by faculty.  It is certain these issues 
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will increase in importance as more private nonprofit Christian colleges commit to a full cadre of 

online programs.  

 

References 

 

Allen, E. and Seaman, J. (2013) Changing course: Ten years of tracking online education in the 

United States. Retrieved from 

http://www.onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/changingcourse.pdf 

 

Allen, E. and Seaman, J. (2014) Grade change: Tracking online education in the United States. 

Retrieved from http://www.onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/gradechange.pdf  

 

Belcheir, M. & Cucek, M. (2002). Faculty perceptions of teaching distance education courses. 

Research Report 2002-02.  Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED480925.pdf 

 

Betts, K & Heaston, A. (2014) Build it but will they teach? Strategies for increasing faculty 

participation & retention in online & blended education.  Online Journal of Distance 

Education 17(2).  Retrieved from 

http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/summer172/betts_heaston172.html 

 

Blanchard, J. (2010). The teacher exception under the work for hire doctrine: Safeguard of 

America freedom or vehicle for academic free enterprise? Innovative Higher Education, 

35(1), 61-69. 

 

Borgemenke, A., Holt, W., & Fish, W. (2013). Universal course shell template design and 

implementation to enhance student outcomes in online coursework. Quarterly Review of 

Distance Education, 14(1), 17-23. 

 

Burleson, J. A. (2011, January 1). Faculty compensation for developing and delivering online 

courses. ProQuest LLC. 

 

CCCU Profile (2014). Retrieved from http://www.cccu.org/about/profile. 

 

Chen, B. (2009). Barriers to adoption of technology-mediated distance education in higher-

education institutions.  Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 10(4), 333-338. 

 

City of Newark v. Beasley. (1995). 883 F. Supp. 3 (D.N.Y.).  Retrieved from 

http://law.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/FSupp/883/3/1767270/  

 

Clinefelter, D. L. & Magda, A.J. (2013). Online learning at private colleges and universities: A 

survey of Chief academic officers. Louisville, KY: The Learning House, Inc. 

 

Cook, R. (2012).  Facts and fiction: Lessons from research on faculty motivators and incentives 

to teach online.  In E-Learning-Engineering, On-Job Training and Interactive Teaching 

(Chapter 5).  Retrieved from http://cdn.intechopen.com/pdfs-wm/32042.pdf  

 



COMPENSATION AND OWNERSHIP  14 

Domonell, K. (2013). The rights question. University Business, 16(5), 44-46. 

 

Fu, M. & Zhang, Z. (2015, May 28).  Making classes, but not money.  The Harvard Crimson. 

Retrieved from http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2015/5/28/faculty-edx-experience/ 

 

Green, T. & Alejandro, J. (2009, June).  The retention of experienced faculty in online distance 

education programs: Understanding factors that impact their involvement.  The 

International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 10(3). 

 

Haber, J., & Mills, M. (2008). Perceptions of barriers concerning effective online teaching and 

policies: Florida community college faculty. Community College Journal Of Research 

And Practice, 32(4-6), 266-283. 

 

Hoey, R., McCracken, F, Gehrett, M., & Snoeyink, R. (2014).  Evaluating the impact of the 

administrator and administrative structure of online programs at nonprofit private 

colleges. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 17(3). Retrieved from 

http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/fall173/hoey_mccracken_gehrett_snoeyink173.ht

ml 

 

Hoyt, J. & Oviatt, D. (2013).  Governance, faculty incentives, and course ownership in online 

education at doctorate-granting universities.  American Journal of Distance Education, 

27(3), 165-178. 

 

Instructional Technology Council (2014).  ITC quick poll results – Special faculty compensation 

and training for distance education. Retrieved from 

http://www.itcnetwork.org/resources/itc-quick-polls/916-itc-quick-poll-results-special-

faculty-compensation-and-training-for-distance-education.html 

 

Johnson, D. (2014). Who owns that course? Educational Leadership, 72(2), 83-84. 

 

Kranch, D. A. (2008). Who owns online course intellectual property? Quarterly Review Of 

Distance Education, 9(4), 349-356. 

 

Linardopoulos, N. (2012).  Faculty compensation for online courses: A revised approach.  The 

University of Fraser Valley Research Review, 4(2).  Retrieved from 

http://journals.ufv.ca/rr/RR42/article-PDFs/5-linardopoulos.pdf  

 

Lloyd, S., Byrne, M., McCoy, T. (2012).  Faculty-perceived barriers of online education.  

Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 8(1). 

 

Muilenburg, L & Berge, Z. (2001).  Barriers to distance education: A factor-analytic study. 

American Journal of Distance Education, 15(2). 

 

National Education Association, W. D. (2000). A survey of traditional and distance learning 

higher education members.  Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED445571.pdf  

 

http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2015/5/28/faculty-edx-experience/


COMPENSATION AND OWNERSHIP  15 

Orr, R., Williams, M., Pennington, K. (2009, April).  Institutional efforts to support faculty in 

online teaching.  Innovative Higher Education, 34(4). 

 

Rosini, N. (2014, December 3). What’s a work-for-hire and why should you care?  The 

Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/Whats-a-

Work-for-Hire-and/150333/?cid=at&utm_source=at&utm_medium=en 

 

Schifter, C. (2004). Compensation models in distance education: National survey questionnaire 

revisited. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration 7 (1): 1–14. Retrieved 

from http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/spring71/schifter71.pdf 

 

Springer, A. (2005, March 18).  Intellectual property legal issues for faculty and faculty unions. 

American Association of University Professors.  Retrieved from 

http://www.aaup.org/issues/copyright-distance-education-intellectual-property/faculty-

and-faculty-unions-2005  
 

 

Net: An eJournal of Faith-Based Distance Learning 

Volume 1, Number 1, Winter 2015 

A publication of the Council of Distance Learning Directors in Theological Education 

 


