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Abstract 

The present’s study main aim is to explore/investigate the attitudes of 

secondary education’s students (upper secondary, Lyceums / High school) and 

tertiary education’s students (of undergraduate and postgraduate level) 

towards Electronic Voting. 

 

Questionnaires (SEQAEV and TEQAEV) have been designed; undergone QAS-99 

control by being administered to control groups (one for each fore mentioned 

educational level) and tested on a test-retest basis by the control groups as 

well.  

 

In SEQAEV first questionnaire’s filling (QFP-1); participated a total of 135 

secondary education’s students.  In second phase (QFP-2) a mixed mode voting 

scheme (running typical and electronic voting concurrently) has been 

administered and implemented with theme “How secondary education’s 

students should vote for Students elections in the future”, a total of 285 

students participated. 

 

In TEQAEV first questionnaire’s filling (QFP-1); participated two different 

samples. The first sample, a total of 138 tertiary education’s students from 

different Greek tertiary institutions and the second sample a total of 49 

undergraduate students from the Economic Science Department of the 

University of Macedonia. In TEQAEV second questionnaire’s filling (QFP-2) 

participated only students, from the first sample, that had accepted to be re-

introduced to the TEQAEV filling and also voted on “How tertiary education’s 

students should vote for Students elections in the future”. 

 

As it was expected in both educational level samples, the students displayed to 

have a fairly positive attitude towards Electronic Voting being implemented on a 

mixed mode voting scheme, but a scepticism on an only Electronic voting 

scheme. At the same time they are expecting many things to be done in the 

directions of security, validity and transparency concerning Electronic voting. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Analog thoughts for a Digital reality 

Living in an absolutely digitally-centered world is the case! Our case! The 

“Digital Age”! “Digital this” and “digital that”…. We must wonder; can 

everything and will be anything turned into digital format? Is it possible? Analog 

proved to be bad? Didn’t it serve us so good all previous years? Well, we are 

not going to provide this answer; this is a small brain tease for you. 

 

As mentioned above, “Digital Age” is the reality. While we are dealing 

with this very text trillions, and even more, of bits are transmitted per second, 

either by cables or air, around the globe (without taking in account the 

satellites and spaceships around the earth). Today’s world tends, in many 

respects, to look a lot, like the futuristic movies of the previous decade and 

even to surpass them. 

 

The technological infrastructures, the millions of interconnected 

computers (also including their users) and the types of datum they create and 

edit, are constantly transforming the available data thus constantly formulating 

new data, and the story goes on and on; in the same never ending cycle. 

 

As new data is produced, it is creating an infinite necessity to the people, 

the necessity of “digital awareness”. A moment of not being in alertness is 

enough in order to suddenly be left in a “digital blank” or “digital emptiness”. A 

point where you are unable to commune with our valuable “digital world” and 

thus you are cut off from anything since you can not follow the “digital pack” in 

this “digital prelude”. The fear of the so prolonged “Digital Divide” curse will be 

upon us; in case we do not follow at the specified pace or do not follow the 

success recipes that have been provided by the “saviors” (European Union, 

2010a; European Union, 2010b; OECD, 2001; United Nations, 2011) or at least 

that is what we have been taught or said to believe. Are there any other 

options (Hargittai, 2003)? 
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Excel is more than rapid. Thus many things and from a wide range of 

aspects have to be taken under consideration; they are of ethical, of 

humanitarian, of scientific, of technological, of educational, of economical and 

any other type of essence.  

1.2. Computer Science, Internet and the ICTs 

diSessa (2000) notes that the progress in Computer Science has lead to 

the creation of the “Revolution of the data”. This revolution is so vast that can 

easily be compared to the “Industrial Revolution”. Dale and Lewis (2002), on 

the same wave length state that the current technological evolution is 

indisputably based on Computer Science. So, Computer Science is to be blamed 

for the previously discussed rapid excel; but only for that? 

 

Internet, and especially the World Wide Web; since it is the most used of 

its’ services, and as well as the Information and Communication Technologies 

(in general) are playing a key role in this so called establishment of the “Digital 

Era” (diSessa, 2000; Roussos, 2007). 

1.3. Towards the “e” (Electronic) prefix in 

Government 

In education (in every form of it, typical and non typical, face to face, 

distant learning, adult education etc.), in health (tele-operations, high-end 

diagnostic tools, electronic drugs ordering, etc.), in telecommunications 

(internet, satellite communication, etc), in services (electronic tax payment, 

etc.), news industry (electronic publishing, internet-tv broadcasting, etc.) and in 

almost every aspect of our everyday life we are in a continuous long run about 

the optimal utilization of the information produced. Actually it might be difficult 

for anyone to find aspects of everyday life not being, in some essence, 

“digitalized”. 

 

In this framework (involving also the Information and Communication 

Technologies and the Information Systems) everyday activities are utilizing the 

Internet and thus the implementation of the Governance is going towards the 
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“digital reality” and it results in including the “e” (Electronic) prefix in its very 

existence. The Electronic aspect of the Government is thought to be more than 

a necessity. Especially in our days some argue that it seems to be a one way 

road (Berners-Lee, 2011a; Petrakaki, 2008; West, 2005).  

1.4. What was involved in this Thesis? 

In the context of this thesis, the areas of interest that have been studied 

are the following: 

a. Electronic Voting along with Electronic Government, 

b. Greek Legislation concerning Voting, as a civil right and as a state’s 

democratic procedure, 

c. European Directives, that are laid on electronic (e) perspectives in 

society’s everyday, 

d. Attitudes, 

e. Research Methodology along with Statistics,and last but not least 

f. SPSS Statistics software. 

 

It must be stated though that in the extent of the fore-mentioned 

studied areas, the context of this thesis does not in any case cover the whole 

range of them but as it was proved in practice it was just a glance at them! A 

pretty exciting glance!!! 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Computer Science and the Internet 

Computer Science’s and Internet’s fast paced evolvement prevail. 

Internet as being a worldwide interconnected network, it sets the framework. 

 

The early nineties evolution of Computer Science and the wide spread of 

the Internet (Berners-Lee T., 2011b) led to high expectations in many fields of 

the everyday life. This evolution was so vast that Burners-Lee (2011b) noted 

that: 

 

It's possible to live without the Web. It's not possible to live without 

water. But if you've got water, then the difference between somebody 

who is connected to the Web and is part of the information society, and 

someone who (is not) is growing bigger and bigger! 

2.2. Towards Electronic Voting through Electronic 

Government 

West (2005) agrees with Berners-Lee (2011) statement about the 

Internet’s rapid spread and thus resulting in high expectations. Two of those 

prominent and high expectation fields were Governance and Democracy (West, 

2005). 

 

Since then, Internet along with the E-Government services have 

displayed that they have the potential and that they can fine serve as a means 

to provide more and “better” control over the political life and thus leading to 

higher levels of transparency in Governance (Donna and Yen, 2006; Lan, 2005; 

McGinnis, 2003; West, 2005). Consequently, some might say, resulting to 

Democracy’s upgrading (Chen, 2009), of course there are some that oppose to 

it that statement (Becker, Niehaves, Bergener and Rackers, 2008; Benoist, 

Anrig, and Jaquet-Chiffelle, D. 2007; Grönlund, 2009; Sacco, 2005). 
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An example of electronic transparency of the Government (by the use of 

Internet and E-Government services) in the Greek case is “∆ιαύγεια” 

Information System. Following the example of other countries ie. China (Lan, 

2005) “∆ιαύγεια” provides access to “all” public sector’s paperwork involving 

mainly frugal and promotion related aspects (∆ιαύγεια, 2011), strengthening 

the Government’s accountability and leading to e-Democracy (Lan, 2005). 

“∆ιαύγεια” was put in operation in September of 2010. Every public sector’s 

department has the obligation to post daily all related paperwork that does not 

though violate the rule of personal data’s privacy. 

 

I myself, at the launch time of “∆ιαύγεια”, serving as Chief of Computer’s 

Science Department in Secondary Education Directorate, had also participated 

by leading the Operating Group that was formed for Secondary Education 

Directorate in the prefecture of Kilkis and also by informing the personnel of the 

Directorate on related subjects. Though my involvement to the project, two 

questions are still unanswered (as far as I am concerned); does uploading 

paperwork really provide the necessary transparency to governmental actions? 

How we, the citizens, can certify (in the case paperwork that meet “∆ιαύγεια”’s 

criteria is uploaded) that actually anything applicable is online and available to 

us in order to undergo a “check”? 

 

Other examples of Information Systems in the context of Electronic 

Government in Greek case include GeoData (GeoData, 2011), TaxisNet 

(TaxisNet, 2011), OpenGov.gr (OpenGov.gr, 2011) and many more. 

 

In the case of Electronic voting things in Greece are not so mature. The 

blame has been always put onto the previous Greeks Governments for being 

incapable to apply the European Directives that were introducing and involving 

“pioneering” ideas (electronic voting, digital divide, digital illiteracy etc.) and 

technologies (electronic voting machines, etc). 

 

On the other hand there are a few examples of pioneering academic 

projects like PNYKA (Πνύκα, 2011). Actually PNYKA’s e-voting information 
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system has been tested in a voting simulation run on the account of Technical 

Chamber of West GREECE, TEE (Πνύκα, 2011). 

2.2.1. What is Electronic Voting? 

With the term Electronic Voting (e-Voting) we are actually referring to 

elections being executed by employing electronic means (e-voting.cc, 2011; 

Μποτόπουλος, 2003). The procedures involved are: 

a. identification of the voter, 

b. voter casting a vote and 

c. electronic counting of the votes (e-voting.cc, 2011). 

 

Elections run in different ways than they used to and voting by the use 

of information and communication technologies’ is introduced in many countries 

(West, 2005). The potential of using Internet and all the other smaller online 

networks, in order to provide voting facilities away from traditional polling 

stations takes now place. The democratic right of citizens’ for participation in 

the commons and especially in casting a vote (the ultimate right of the 

democratic communities) through Electronic Voting is introduced, not only for 

voting in any form of elections run, but as well as a means of expressing ones 

opinion. For example by participating in polls run on (yearly, monthly, weekly or 

even on a daily basis) a municipal web page/server; for topics concerning 

welfare, frugal issues and many other everyday issues a municipality may 

encounter (Σαλαβασίδης, 2011). 

 

Though the Electronic Voting promises a pioneering prospective (Πνύκα, 

2011) a lot of experts in the field argue that things must be more thoroughly 

studied and implemented (Jacobs and Pieters, 2009; Kenski, 2005; Lauer, 

2004; Norris, 2002; Sharma, 2011). 

2.2.2. Electronic voting types 

Apart from using a paper ballot, either in polling stations or in postal 

voting, we list a series of electronic based voting types that are using (e-

voting.cc, 2011; West, 2005): 



Literature Review 
 

7 
 

a. Counting Machines that scan and count paper ballots (preformatted 

sheets) with a scanner and are sited at the polling station, 

b. Voting machines that are electronic machines for casting an 

electronic ballot and are sited at the polling station. 

c. Networked electronic voting machines that are used for casting an 

electronic ballot and are sited at the polling station. 

d. Kiosk Voting are electronic voting means which are placed usually 

outside the polling stations. 

e. Remote Electronic voting that can be available via Internet and is 

probably the most controversial of all. 

2.2.3. Electronic voting in the European Union and 

through out the world 

There are examples of countries in the European Union that are 

implementing elections using either a mixture of Voting formats or only 

Electronic Voting. Few of those countries are listed below: 

a. Belgium introduced experimentally the Electronic Voting in 1991 and 

it is actually one of the pioneering countries on the field (tiresias.org, 

2012). 

b. France introduced Electronic voting in 1994 during the elections for 

the European Parliament (tiresias.org, 2012). 

c. Germany introduced Electronic voting in 2002 in the election of the 

Bundestag (tiresias.org, 2012). 

d. Spain introduced Electronic voting in 2003 parliamentary elections 

(tiresias.org, 2012). 

e. United Kingdom introduced Electronic voting in 2000 during local 

Governments elections (tiresias.org, 2012). 

 

There are examples of countries worldwide that are implementing 

elections using either a mixture of voting formats or only Electronic voting. 

Some of those countries are listed below 

a. Australia introduced Electronic voting in 2001 during the national 

elections (tiresias.org, 2012). 
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b. Brazil introduced Electronic voting in 1996 during municipal elections 

(Kumar and Walia, 2011; tiresias.org, 2012). 

c. Canada introduced Electronic voting at least the 1990s at municipal 

level (tiresias.org, 2012). 

d. India introduced Electronic voting in 2004 (Kumar, et. al, 2011). 

 

2.3. Greek Legislation: Voting as a right and as a 

procedure 

Employing Electronic voting in Greece? Well, in order to provide this 

answer a number of matters must be checked beforehand on the aspect of 

legislation, the things to be studied are: 

a. What does the Greek Constitution stipulate about Voting? 

b. Does the Greek Constitution provide the appropriate legislative 

framework for Electronic Voting? 

c. Did any Electronic Voting procedures have been conducted in 

Greece? 

2.3.1. Greek Constitution 

In order to have a valid answer on the question related to the Greek 

Constitution provision or no provision for Electronic Voting we must make a 

short reference to the Greek Constitution itself. 

 

In Article 1, paragraph 3 of the Constitution of Greece (Hellenic 

Parliament, 2011; Βουλή των Ελλήνων, 2010), the people is highlighted as the 

source of all powers. The people consists of all the citizens who bear the Greek 

nationality and have the right to vote (active right to elect, ενεργητικό εκλογικό 

δικαίωµα) and for whom there are no other reasons for exclusion from the right 

to vote (minimum age, legal incapacity and irrevocably convicted). 

 

So the people are presented as the electorate that has specific 

responsibilities which are constitutionally prescribed. Χρυσόγονος (2003) lists 

the powers of the electorate, which are: 
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1. Parliamentary elections, which constitutes the most important 

responsibility of the electorate, 

2. The election of the authorities of the local government bodies, 

3. The election of representatives to the European Parliament and 

4. The referendum. 

 

The elections, the parliamentary elections in particular, have a number of 

constitutional characteristics (Χρυσόγονος, 2003) that must be met: 

1. Immediacy in voting (άµεση ψηφοφορία), 

2. Universal voting (καθολική ψηφοφορία), 

3. Secret ballot (µυστική ψηφοφορία), 

4. Simultaneous conduct of elections (ταυτόχρονη διενέργεια των 

εκλογών), 

5. Compulsory voting (υποχρεωτική ψηφοφορία), 

6. Free and fair expression of the popular will (ελεύθερη και ανόθευτη 

εκδήλωση της λαϊκής θελήσεως) and  

7. Equality amongst votes (ισότητα της ψήφου). 

 

The legislature of the Greek Constitution in order to guarantee people’s 

right to vote requires (or sets) a plethora of features-guarantees that should 

govern any form of voting. In this way the legislature does not reject new 

forms of voting, in our case the Electronic voting, but it sets “solid foundations” 

for ensuring the rights of the citizen in a democratic society that upholds and 

requires the free will of its citizens. Therefore the existence and the 

continuance of Democracy are actually guaranteed. 

 

It is important also to note that already in the 2001 revision of the 

Constitution, Article 5A (Βουλή των Ελλήνων, 2010) clarifies the position of the 

Constitution for all citizens’ right to information. This right guarantees 

participation in the “Information Society” and also the obligation of the state to 

facilitate access to information, to production, to exchange and dissemination of 

them. By accepting and guaranteeing the participation to “Information Society” 

the Constitution directly sets foundations for the “digital” reality! 
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2.3.2. Is there a Provision in Greek Constitution’s for 

Electronic Voting 

From all referenced in the previous paragraph it is obvious that there is 

provision for future forms/schemes of voting by the Constitution of Greece since 

it does not put obstacles to progress, but instead by setting a number of criteria 

that have to be met ensures Democracy and its main tool, people’s voting. 

2.3.3. Have any Electronic voting procedures been 

conducted in Greece? 

The answer to this question is yes. Making a literature research on the 

Electronic Voting with emphasis on Electronic Voting conducted in Greece, there 

are a few recorded cases where Electronic Voting procedures where applied 

(Πνύκα, 2011; Σαλαβασίδης, 2011). Though, a few attempts have been made, 

nevertheless Electronic voting in Greece is not yet a reality.  

2.4. European Digital Agenda 

European countries, the ones that participate into the European Union, 

were committed in the framework of a Digital Agenda that included: high-speed 

internet access, right skills for the digital era, using ICT for sustainable 

healthcare, the opportunities of an interoperable digital economy, research and 

innovation for the digital economy, e-Government to ease the functioning of 

small and medium-size enterprises, using ICT to reduce our environmental 

footprint, increased and joined-up ICT research funding, safety on Internet for 

all, possibilities, older and disabled people having new opportunities and 

connecting communities and people in rural and remote areas (European Union, 

2010a; European Union, 2010b). For all the above a number of European 

Directives have been created. 

 

European Commission also provides a web site with all data concerning 

Information Society (http://ec.europa.eu/information_society) and all related 

matters. 
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2.5. Attitudes 

Attitudes theories are one of the most interesting fields in Psychology to 

be studied. The reasoning is rather obvious; knowing what causes or affects the 

attitudes of people, has many applications, and can cause many more, in 

everyday life. Legislation, Politics, Marketing in terms of advertisement, 

Education, Crime related sciences and many others are in constant research on 

what does or can be done in order to cause or affect the attitudes of people in 

the framework of their viewpoint. 

 

 Like many other abstract concepts, attitudes are creations – logical 

constructs (Henerson, Morris and Fitz-Gibbon, 1987; Πιπερόπουλος, 2007). 

Weisberg, Krosnick and Bowen (1996) argue that attitudes are, simply talking, 

likes and dislikes. 

 

Even though there is no single definition widely accepted we could define 

attitude as “a tense to act in a general way every time we are confronting a 

specific person, object, symbol or phenomenon” (Πιπερόπουλος, 2007). 

 

The big question is whether attitudes can be measured, and if yes in 

what context and with what validity. 

 

Tourangeau, Rips & Rasinski (2000) state that the subjective character 

of attitudes, affective objectives (Henerson, et al. 1987), makes it difficult, if 

not impossible, to verify survey reports about them. 

 

Henerson et al. (1987), state that evaluation is a relatively new scientific 

field. Also, that this task can be a rather challenging one; especially when 

paired with attitudes measuring thus making the project of evaluating or 

measuring attitudes a difficult one. 

 

Our research on attitudes is mainly based on the work of Wilson and 

Hodges (presented by Tourangeau et al., 2000: p.166-172), and especially on 

the theory concerning attitude questions. Wilson’s and Hodges’s theory is 
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valued as an implicit theory (in this case implicit meaning complete and 

unquestionable) on how the attitude questions are formed or produced. The 

name of the theory is the File Drawer model. Also, it worth’s noting that most 

contemporary theories on traditional viewpoint retain the key assumptions 

made by the File Drawer model. 

2.5.1. Presenting our modernized version of the File 

Drawer model  

In the light of our main axis of this thesis research, both literature and 

action wise, we are going to present a modernized version of the File Drawer 

model theory. Since the thesis theme is related to “Electronic Voting” and 

“Attitudes Measurement”, the model will be using “Electronic Voting” as the 

example on which attitudes measurements will be conducted (by the use of two 

questionnaires). 

 

When we are asked how we are feeling about something such as 

Electronic Voting (especially in our case, due to the controversial and relatively 

pioneering state of the Electronic Voting), our brain gets in a search mode for 

the specific thing (the thing in general, can be something touchable or 

untouchable). Let us make a hypothesis, that we are at this time looking in a 

virtual files’ folder, thus simulating the way a computer handles folders using 

our mind to represent the virtual files’ folder, for a specific name-related virtual 

file of Electronic Voting. When we find that virtual file, we must report or state 

the contents of it (locate and then display). The contents of this virtual file are 

a listing of evaluations on the subject under question, Electronic Voting. In 

case, that the virtual file does not exist (due to ie. the fact that we have first 

time in our lives heard of the term in question), then it will be created and its’ 

contents will be null (empty of evaluations) at this moment. 

 

In our example, the virtual file denotes two main points: 

a. our attitudes are preexisting evaluations of Electronic Voting, and 

b. these evaluations are relatively stable, since in order to change 

related information to Electronic Voting must be entered in our brain somehow 
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(ie. reading a scientific article on Electronic Voting, visiting a webpage with 

related stuff, attend a presentation related to Electronic voting, etc.). 

 

The model described above assumes that the answer to any given 

question exists (even in the case that it has null content) and it waits the 

question (working as a trigger) to be asked so that the answer will be given. Of 

course, as we have previously mentioned any new information collected will 

result in enforcing into our most suitable virtual file proper data, which might 

lead to our evaluations concerning that specific topic to be altered. Thus, when 

there is not new information provided in any way, the evaluations will remain. 

 

Based on the previous statements we can provide a simple schematic 

model that depicts the process (See Img 2.1. and Appendices, Img 7.2.1.). 

 
 

Img 2.1.: Existing evaluations are influenced by new information leading to alterations 

2.5.2. Function-structure model of attitudes 

Attitudes as a field of study have always been under investigation not 

only by scientist but also from everyday people (Maio, Esses, Arnold and Olson, 

2004). Every one of us in everyday occasions is constantly creating, evaluating 

or altering ones’ attitudes towards any stimulus given in any way. Why? The 

answer is again obvious. Since we are constantly receiving new data from a 

constantly changing environment thus our attitudes will always be reevaluated. 

existing/no evaluations 

on 

Electronic voting 

new information 

on 

Electronic voting 

alteration of previously 

existing evaluations 

on Electronic voting 
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Img 2.2.: The Function-Structure model of attitudes (Maio et al., 2004) 
 

 

In the Appendices listings of Experiences and Beliefs related to our 

research are presented (see Appendices, §7.2. Attitudes influenced by, §7.2.1. 

Experiences, §7.2.2. Beliefs). 

 

We note that the File Drawer model (Img 2.1.) and the Function-

Structure model (Img 2.2.) of attitudes are actually presenting the very same 

idea from a slightly different perspective. Nevertheless both depict that 

attitudes are in a state of constant alterations. 

2.6. Research Methodology 

Robson (2007) at the very beginning of his book “Real World Research” 

states that: 

 

Before accepting with enthusiasm the opportunity for a study or a 

research project, you must know exactly in what you are going to be 

involved into. 

 

Robson’s statements sounds frightening but obviously he knows what he 

is talking about. As the practice proved through this project he is right. He is 

right in the sense that the wideness of the area, the vastness of the theories, 

methodologies, models, etc. that are actually involved in the Research 

Methodology and the luck of agreement amongst researchers on how a 

research is to be conducted makes it seem frightening. And also, the fact that 

Attitude 

Experiences Beliefs Feelings 

Motivations 
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the researcher has to “create” new research plan every time she or he tries to 

approach a new research area. 

 

Apparently the project got started and here we are presenting our 

“journey”. What has been involved? A lot (re)reading, (re)thinking and 

(re)writing! 

 

The first and probably the most important question in our case was 

whether the project theme would be changed since there was no previous 

experience on the research methodology. Having decided to continue despite 

the luck of experience, the next step was the need of guidance which of course 

was provided by the Professor Economides, A. A. We have decided to follow a 

predefined research plan instead of a flexible plan, since our research would be 

a quantitative, empirical research, rather than a qualitative one. 

 

The predefined research plan involved a planning of actions (see 

Appendices, Img 7.1.1.). At first literature review on our research key points 

(attitudes, electronic voting, legislation of Greece concerning voting), forming of 

hypothesis, operationalization of concepts, creation and evaluation of tools to 

be used, employment of tools, analysis of data gathered and presentation of 

findings (Bryman and Cramer, 2005).  

2.6.1. Research questions 

The purpose of this study is to create an understanding of what are the 

attitudes of secondary and tertiary educations’ students toward Electronic 

voting in Greece. The current study can also serve in the light of evaluating 

experiences, beliefs, feelings and motivations related to the attitudes towards 

Electronic Voting and offer data for future related research on this field. 

 

Since voting is an important democratic right, therefore voters’ turnout 

to the polling station (in order to vote) we could argue that is vital to the 

Democracy itself. Also, the positions we take towards public issues and policies 

are also strongly influenced by our attitudes (Henerson, et al., 1987). In 

Greece, the currently ongoing crisis and the (current and previous) political 
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scandals (bribes, impunity, corruption, etc.) and citizens’ political apathy trend, 

have led citizens (mostly the younger ones (Macintosh, Robson, Smith and 

Whyte, 2003) in losing interest on politics and thus avoiding to vote, even 

though voting in Greece still is mandatory.  

 

Can Electronic voting, and especially Internet voting, make a notable 

increase in voters’ participation? There are researchers who believe that it will 

actually happen (Belanger and Carter, 2010; Macintosh, et al., 2003) and others 

who believe that it will not have such an increase especially in countries where 

the “Digital Divide” still is big (Norris, 2002; Roseman and Stephenson, 2005; 

Sacco, 2005). 

 

While the literature review proceeded, many questions/hypothesis came 

up concerning Electronic Voting and how students’ Attitudes related to it, can 

be formed or altered. A listing of the most important ones follows: 

a. Does gender affect the attitudes of students towards Electronic 

voting? If it does in what way? 

b. Does age affect the attitudes of students towards Electronic voting? 

Younger or elder students have a more positive attitude? 

c. Does level of education (secondary students, undergraduate 

students, postgraduate students and PhD candidate students), affect 

differently (either positively or negatively) the attitudes of students 

towards Electronic voting? 

d. Does scientific direction of tertiary education’s students affect the 

attitudes of students towards Electronic voting? 

e. Does computer usage level affect the attitudes of students towards 

Electronic voting, leading to more positive attitude? 

f. Does internet usage level affect the attitudes of students towards 

Electronic voting, leading to more positive attitude? 

g. Does license free software users (those mostly using license free and 

open source software) have a more negative attitude towards 

Electronic voting than those users mostly using commercial software? 
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h. Does experience on creating an electronic Questionnaire affect 

positively the attitudes of students towards Electronic voting? 

i. Does previous voting participation affect positively the attitudes of 

students towards Electronic voting? 

j. Are students informed on Electronic Voting? What source did provide 

information to them? Did it affect their attitude towards Electronic 

voting? 

k. How students’ beliefs about Typical Voting (ie. speed, cost, 

environmental friendliness, security, secrecy, participants’ number) 

affect their attitude towards Electronic voting? 

l. What are students’ beliefs about Electronic voting (ie. speed, cost, 

environmental friendliness, security, secrecy, participants’ number, 

enabling the disabled or the absentee to participate) and how they 

affect their attitude towards Electronic voting? 

m. Would Electronic Voting be an incentive to increased participation on 

elections? 

n. Do students intent to participate in any form of elections which will 

allow the choice of either casting a vote with Typical or Electronic 

means? 

o. Does polling for municipal solutions which will allow the choice of 

either casting a vote by either way Typical or Electronic present a 

more positive preposition than the other forms of elections (polling, 

by casting votes either typically or electronically)? 

p. Do students intent to participate in any form of elections which will 

impose to case a vote only by Electronic means? 

q. Does polling for municipal solutions which will allow casting a vote 

only by Electronic means present a more positive preposition than the 

other forms of elections (polling, by casting votes electronically only)? 

r. What is the importance of a number of criteria (ie. cost, speed, 

validity of vote casting, increased participation, environmental 

friendliness, fast outcome extraction, speed in identification and vote 

casting, voter’s identification, easiness of use, help availability) 
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related to Electronic voting? In what way are they affecting students 

towards Electronic voting? 

 

Taking in account all the previously set questions (many more could be 

added) that derive from the literature, and common sense, while keeping in 

mind the File Drawer model and the Function Structure model, we are going to 

provide answers, to the following questions only, concerning the students on 

both categories, secondary and tertiary education: 

 

I. Are students in Greece informed about Electronic voting? (existing or 

no evaluations on Electronic voting, see Img 2.1.) 

II. Do students in Greece have a positive or negative attitude towards 

Electronic voting? We must keep in mind that the process of this 

project could have “caused an alteration” to the students’ previously 

existing evaluations on Electronic voting (see Img 2.1. and Img 2.2.). 

III. Given the ability to choose the scheme of voting on Students Elections 

(in both educational levels); typical, mixed mode or electronic voting, 

what the students would vote for? 

 

2.6.2. Hypothesis 

The listing of the hypothesis to be tested for the questions I, II and III 

follows: 

 

Question I 

Are students in Greece informed about Electronic voting? 
  

H1: Students are informed on Electronic voting 

H0: Students are not informed  on Electronic voting 

 

Question II 

Do students in Greece have a positive or negative attitude towards Electronic 

voting? 
  

H1: Students display a positive attitude towards Electronic voting 
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H0: Students display negative attitude towards Electronic voting 

 

Question IIIa 

Would students participate in a mixed mode voting scheme if they were given 

the ability to choose on the scheme of voting (typical, mixed mode or electronic 

voting) to be employed on Students Elections (in both educational levels)? 
  

H1: Students will choose to vote when a “mixed mode voting scheme” will 

be employed 

H0: Students will not choose to vote when a “mixed mode voting scheme” 

will be employed 

 

Question IIIb 

Would students choose electronic voting scheme if they were given the ability to 

choose on the scheme of voting (typical, mixed mode or electronic voting) to be 

employed on Students Elections (in both educational levels)? 
  

H1: Students will not choose to vote when an “electronic only voting scheme” 

will be employed 

H0: Students will not choose to vote when an “electronic only voting scheme” 

will be employed 
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3. Methodology 

The methodology that has been followed and described below follows, as 

much as possible, literature’s proposed methods for conducting a valid and 

reliable research, while as well taking in mind the ethics that must accompany 

such project (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2008; Grawitz, Brimo and Jahoda, 

2003). Special intention has been given into informing the students about the 

research theme and providing guarantees for anonymity prior to participation; 

in order to take their informed consent in first place (Cohen, et al., 2007). 

3.1. In search for a research tool (Times of Agony) 

From the very first moments of studying the research methodology it 

was, pretty much, obvious that an appropriate tool was needed (Cohen, et al., 

2008); a tool that could be used to best collect proper data and that would 

provide answers on the questions and hypothesis made; was the questionnaire. 

Were there any other options? Due to our resources’ limitations no other option 

(ie. experiment) fitted or seemed to be feasible. So the tool would be a 

questionnaire. 

 

Because of the obvious differences secondary students and tertiary 

students have; the questionnaire could not be the same. Factors like age, level 

of education, level of perception, level of understanding, differences on the 

experiences that were related to voting procedures, etc; made it necessary to 

prepare two separate questionnaires, of course keeping the same concept 

amongst them (by concept we mean questions and statements). 

 

So, one questionnaire for the secondary education’s students and a 

second one for the tertiary education’s students were the needs. Cohen, et al. 

(2008), as well as many others like Weisberg, et al. (1996), propose that in 

cases where questionnaires are to be used as the tool for gathering data; the 

best practice to follow is to search in literature in order to find ready made 

questionnaires that have been created by groups of experts, evaluated for 

validity and reliability, tested in previous research projects, standardized 

through statistical analysis and probably have a reputation in the scientific area 
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they were made for. And so we did, but unfortunately no suitable 

questionnaires were found. 

 

Due to the importance of the two questionnaires on this research and 

based on Krosnick and Presser (2010), as well as other researchers in the field 

of Research Methodology (Bourque and Fielder, 2003; Harlow, 2005; Marczyk, 

DeMatteo and Festinger, 2005), that stress out the importance of testing and 

evaluating the questions of the questionnaires (Presser, Rothgeb, Couper, 

Lessler, Martin, Martin, and Singer, 2004), in order to minimize response errors 

and thus achieve a better quality outcome of the collected data; a mixture of 

both conventional wisdom and methodology research will be implemented. As a 

result collected data might have better possibilities to result in a final optimal 

result for the conducted research. 

 

When, as a means of questions' optimal design, we are referring to 

conventional wisdom, Bourque, et al. (2003), along with Krosnick, et al. (2010), 

both propose a collection of steps that can be summarized in the following list: 

a. usage of simple and familiar wording and at the same time avoid 

technicalities, 

b. usage of simple syntax, 

c. avoidance of ambiguous wording, 

d. usage of specific and concrete wording, 

e. usage of exhaustive and mutually exclusive options, when options 

are introduced, 

f. avoidance of leading and loaded questions, since they will result 

in pushing the respondents to specific answers and at last 

g. avoidance of double negations questions. 

 

Thankfully, while researching on questionnaires’ appraisal we came up to 

the work of Willis’ and Lessler’s (1999) on their Question Appraisal System 

(QAS-99). But what is the Question Appraisal System?  
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3.2. Question Appraisal System (QAS-99) 

As we have previously mentioned in order to get, as much as possible, 

usable and accurate data from questionnaires and interviews, it is critical that 

that the developed questions are easily understood by the respondent. 

 

The Question Appraisal System (QAS-99) is a method for identifying and 

fixing miscommunication and other types of problems with questions. The QAS-

99 is to be used before formal field testing of the questions. It includes a 

checklist composed of eight steps (1 through 8), but when used with 

questionnaires Step 1 is to be excluded. The reason is that the QAS-99 was 

designed for reviewing telephone interviews and thus the Step 1 is applicable 

only when telephone interviews are involved. 

 

Within each step, it can be determined whether specific problems with a 

question exist, and, if so, checking the “YES” box associated with the particular 

problem must follow. Also the QAS-99 provides a user’s manual for more 

information on how to code the problems noted in each question and it also 

provides suggestions for correcting the problems. 

 

The tailored and simpler version of QAS-99 that was provided to the 

students-validators can be found in the appendices, §7.11. Question Appraisal 

System (QAS-99).  

3.2.1. Questionnaire for the students of Secondary 

Education 

The questionnaire related to secondary education’s students gives its’ 

participants at the beginning the opportunity to enter demographic data and 

theirs studies data. Afterwards, the participants are invited to present hers or 

his level of computer usage, generic Internet usage and Social Networks usage. 

They are asked in what extent the school, the mass media or self-based search 

gave to them information concerning the Electronic Voting topic. A listing of 

beliefs and experiences follow concerning typical form of Voting and Electronic 

Voting. The next listing is about grading criteria perceived importance for the 
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participant. At last, open-ended question fields are introduced to freely let the 

participants fill in aspects, of the Typical Voting or Electronic Voting, she or he 

wants to stress out towards the forming of the attitudes towards Electronic 

Voting (see Appendices, §7.3. SEQAEV). 

3.2.2. Questionnaire for the students of Tertiary 

Education 

The questionnaire related to tertiary education’s students gives its’ 

participants at the beginning the opportunity to enter demographic data and 

theirs studies data along with their student’s email address (this will serve as a 

two way validation key, the method will be explained at the § 3.5.3. Student’s 

email address as a data validation key in TEQAEV and more). Afterwards, it 

gives them the opportunity to present hers or his level of computer usage 

related mainly to Internet and license or license free related software (word 

processor software, spreadsheets software, presentations software and virus 

detection software). They are, as well, invited to state their prior involvement to 

the creation or the filling of a printed or electronic questionnaire and also their 

previous participation in web polls (of Gallup type). Afterwards, they state their 

level of participation on typical forms of elections. A listing of beliefs and 

experiences follows concerning typical form of Voting and Electronic Voting. 

The next listing is about grading the criteria’s perceived importance for the 

participant. At last, open-ended question fields are introduced to freely let the 

participants fill in aspects, of the Typical Voting or Electronic Voting, she or he 

wants to stress out towards the forming of the attitudes towards Electronic 

Voting. Also the participants have the opportunity to participate in future 

research concerning specific scientific topic by providing for a second time their 

student’s email address (see Appendices, §7.4. TEQAEV). 

3.3. Population and samples 

In this research we are actually interested in two populations 

(categories) of participants and more specifically two populations of students 

based on their educational level of study, those of secondary education (upper, 

Lyceums and) and those of tertiary education. The first population, in majority, 

is made up from minors and the second one is made up from adults. 
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The total population for Secondary education (only upper education) is 

N=336519 (see Tbl 3.1.) and Tertiary education is N=626903 (see Tbl 3.2.) in 

2009 (UNdata could not provide data on Tertiary education for 2011 or 2010). 

 
 

Reference Area Time Period Sex Observation Value 
Girls 159315 

Boys 168921 Greece 2011 

Total 328236 

Girls 160990 

Boys 170863 Greece 2010 

Total 331853 

Girls 163139 

Boys 173380 Greece 2009 

Total 336519 
 

Tbl 3.1.: (Upper) Secondary education school age population (2009 to 2011) 

URL: http://data.un.org/Data.aspx?q=secondary+school+age+population&d=UNESCO&f=series%3aSAP_23E 

 

Reference Area Time Period Sex Observation Value 
Women 302395 

Men 324508 Greece 2009 

Total 626903 
 

Tbl 3.2.: Tertiary education school age population (2009 only) 

URL: http://data.un.org/Data.aspx?q=Tertiary+age+population&d=UNESCO&f=series%3aSAP_56 

 

Both students’ populations under investigation are related with typical 

forms of education provided by the Greek state. On one hand there are 

Lyceums (High Schools) for the minors’ (secondary education) and on the other 

hand there are Universities (including Universities and Technical University 

Schools) for the adults’ (tertiary education). In both cases the samples of the 

populations have been chosen based on the researcher’s convenience (Cohen, 

et al. 2003) because of many involved limitations at the time being. More detail 

about each category follows. 
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3.3.1. Secondary Education’s population (Lyceums - 

High Schools) 

In the first population (category) we are interested in minors studying in 

secondary education institutions, only Lyceums and Vocational Lyceums (we are 

interested only in upper secondary education, both can be referenced as High 

Schools). 

 

Gymnasiums or Junior High Schools are excluded due to the very young 

of their students’ age and the presumable difficulty in clearly enough 

understanding the research’s concept, since Voting as a topic does not involve 

only the process and the action of Voting (in any form of Voting) but also 

involves and the theories concerning democracy, human rights, legislation and 

political issues. Of course for the case of Electronic Voting, technology related 

and infrastructure issues are also involved and must be taken in account. 

 

Minors attending Lyceums in Greece are typically 15 to 17 (sometimes 

early 18 is also valid) years old. Both Lyceums types, namely the Unified 

Lyceum (Ενιαίο Λύκειο) and the Vocational Lyceum (Επαγγελµατικό Λύκειο, 

ΕΠΑΛ, previously named Technical High Schools, Τεχνολογικά Επαγγελµατικά 

Εκπαιδευτήρια, ΤΕΕ), are the first’s category’s population in our research. But, 

due to lack of appropriate available resources (Computers Laboratories 

consisting of aged computers) in most Unified Lyceums and the existence of 

them only on Vocational Lyceums, only Vocational Lyceums are going to 

participate in the research. Also, time, cost and personal limitations were taken 

into account. 

 

Only one school will participate; by filling once the questionnaire and 

voting, that is the 1st Vocational Lyceum of Kilkis. It has been selected because 

it has four fully operating Computers Laboratories with a minimum of 16 

computers each, so it will best serve in the deployment of the research’s part 

concerning lyceums so that electronic filling of the questionnaire and voting will 

take place. Also it is the school where I teach Computer Science. 
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The case of a younger student (ie. 14 years old) attending classes in 

Lyceums is rather small (if not zero) due to the formation of the Greek 

educational system. On the other hand, especially in Vocational Lyceums the 

case that a student is older is more likely to happen, resulting in the so called 

“mature students”. The most probable reason is that a small number of 

students are willing to complete and a second specialty in the Vocational 

Lyceum in order to increase their qualifications and thus resulting in increased 

chance of finding a job (of course this case’s hypothesis can be studied in order 

to be approved or rejected, taking in account the crisis that the country is 

undergoing), thus future job expectations may result as an incentive towards 

this direction. 

 

Nevertheless in both cases, younger students or older (mature) students 

that are not in the typical age group of Lyceums students will be able to 

participate in the research, as well as the rest schoolmates, by completing the 

questionnaire. The only prerequisite will be their full attendance of the classes 

in the Vocational Lyceum. 

 

The questionnaire will be referenced in this thesis, starting from herein 

and afterwards, as SEQAEV which stands for Secondary Education’s students 

Questionnaire on measuring their Attitudes towards Electronic Voting. SEQAEV 

was designed and filled through Google Documents (see Appendices, §7.3. 

SEQAEV). 

3.3.2. Tertiary Education’s population (Universities 

and Technical Universities) 

In the second population (category) we are interested in adults studying 

in tertiary education institutions, Universities and Technological Universities. 

Other typical educational institutions (ie. public or private Vocational Training 

Institutes, ΙΕΚ or ΙΕΕΚ, etc.) are excluded since they do not belong to the 

tertiary education but to a category lying between secondary and tertiary 

education, the post secondary education. 

 



Methodology 
 

27 
 

Adults’ age attending tertiary education typically starts at 18 years and 

there is not an upper limit. No limitation to the number of the potential 

participants was made and we tried to inform as many students as possible in 

order to increase the amount of them participating in the completion of the 

questionnaire. 

 

Also, the types of tertiary education’s students that can participate are 

undergraduate, postgraduate and PhD candidate students. Postgraduate and 

PhD candidate students will be considered as one type and will be therefore 

referenced as Postgraduates. 

 

This questionnaire will be referenced in this thesis, starting from herein 

and afterwards, as TEQAEV which stands for Tertiary Education’s students 

Questionnaire on measuring their Attitudes towards Electronic Voting. TEQAEV 

was designed and filled through Google Documents (see Appendices, §7.5. 

TEQAEV). 

3.4. Measures 

At a preliminary level, during Christmas vacations of 2011, both SEQAEV 

and TEQAEV questionnaires were distributed to students of each corresponding 

category, in order to be evaluated in terms of content validity prior to final 

distribution. For administrative purposes this phase was named Questionnaires’ 

Evaluation Phase, QEP. The QEP was split in two parts, QEP-1 and QEP-2 for 

test-retest purposes. 

 

In QEP-1 which took place on Saturday, 24 December 2011, the SEQAEV 

questionnaire has been distributed to 12 students-validators of secondary 

education and the TEQAEV questionnaire has been distributed to 9 students-

validators of tertiary education. Anonymity of the students was the key point to 

the whole evaluation process. Also as a motivation prize, for their contribution, 

the students will be receiving a printed version of this project; and of course 

our gratitude. 
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Grawitz, et al. (2003) state that questionnaires’ testing is a vital point in 

research when conducted with their used and they have to be tested for a 

range of things such as completeness, clarity, comprehension, consistency, 

uniformity and improper answers as mentions. Thus testing of both SEQAEV 

and TEQAEV questionnaires had to include as much of the fore-mentioned 

aspects in order to be considered valid enough. At first the students-validators 

had to: 

a. Read and fill the questions,  

b. Make observations concerning difficulties in wording, 

c. Check for improper responses, 

d. Measure the difficulty in comprehension of questions and 

e. Double check misspellings. 

During the whole evaluation process the students-validators of both 

questionnaires used a standardized tool along with their respective 

questionnaire in order to provide information for the testing. As we have 

previously mentioned the tool was QAS-99. 

 

Having finished the QEP-1 phase of the evaluation the results had 

displayed that the content validity of both SEQAEV and TEQAEV is really high. A 

few minor faults (due to the size and thus complexity of the questionnaire) that 

had been detected in TEQAEV were corrected. Afterwards both questionnaires 

have taken their final format (at least for the context of this research, since 

future redesign and usage of SEQAEV and TEQAEV will occur). 

 

On Wednesday, 4 January 2012, having passed more than a week’s 

time, QEP-2 phase for retesting both questionnaires, SEQAEV and TEQAEV, had 

been conducted using the very same students in both categories. The outcomes 

of the QEP-2 phase where almost identical to the results of QEP-1 phase, thus 

leading to the conclusion of high reliability of the measurement tools. 

 

The retesting of the questionnaires was also followed by a random 

selection of 2 students from each category. Each of these students were 

interviewed for 10-15 minutes. These interviews have been introduced in order 
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to validate that there are no wording or comprehension difficulties on either 

SEQAEV or TEQAEV. The interviews structure was based on the respective 

questionnaires. 

 

Both the QEP-1 and QEP-2 results displayed that the questionnaires 

structure and content was easy to read, to comprehend and was up to the topic 

in question, namely Electronic Voting. It worth’s to note that the students 

reported that they mostly liked the fact that they could supply their thoughts, 

agreements and arguments concerning the concerning the Electronic Voting 

criteria (Question 10 in SEQAEV and Question 17 and 18 in TEQAEV). 

 

The commitment of the students of both categories on this research had 

best served the creation of both SEQAEV and TEQAEV (Thank you guys!). 

 

After Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase (QEP-1 and QEP-2), the actual 

QFP, Questionnaires’ Filling Phase, had started on Monday, 9 January 2012. 

QFP phase like QEP was split in QFP-1 and QFP-2. QFP-1 started on Monday, 9 

January 2012, and lasted till Wednesday 18 January 2012, for both categories. 

QFP-2 for SEQAEV took place on Tuesday, 19 January 2012. QFP-2 for TEQAEV 

started on Tuesday, 19 January 2012, and lasted till Monday, 23 January 2012. 

Later a second sample was introduced for extra validation. More details on QFP 

will be given separately since they present some differences in the way they 

were conducted, due to the different requirements and limitations on the 

corresponding participants of each category. 

 

The Img 7.1.2. in the Appendices displays the schedule of this thesis 

project. 

3.4.1. More on Secondary Education’s category 

The sample (N=135) for Secondary Education was students studying at 

the 1st Vocational High School. 

 

In QFP-1 phase in order to collect data from students the SEQAEV 

questionnaire was open to the public only when each class was ready to 
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participate in the questionnaires completion. In this way, we had validated sole 

participation of the specific class by providing a link to the web version of the 

SEQAEV. A brief introduction, stating the purpose of the thesis and the 

voluntary nature of the students’ participation took place before each class was 

asked to fill SEQAEV. We must state at this point that only 9 classes out of the 

15 could participate due to the school’s program limitations.  

  

In QFP-2 phase the whole school’s students (1st Vocational High School 

of Kilkis) had participated in a simulation of mixed mode Voting, that involved 

Typical Voting and Electronic Voting, due to time limitations the SEQAEV could 

not be handed. 

 

At the beginning of the school day, Tuesday 19 January 2012, the 

school’s students where informed on how the voting procedure was to be 

conducted. There was a print display of the paper ballot in A3 paper size and 

the options available to the students-voters where in brief discussed. The topic 

of the mixed mode voting that was conducted was for the students’ opinion on 

how future voting procedures for the Students School Board in the secondary 

education have to be conducted. The ballot options were: 

a. By Typical Voting procedure only, where the voter will cast a paper 

ballot 

b. By mixed voting procedures, Typical voting and Electronic Voting, 

where the voter will be able to choose to cast a paper ballot or an 

electronic vote through a computer 

c. By Electronic voting procedure only, where the voter will cast an 

electronic vote through a computer. 

 

Apart from the three options, available on the ballot, the students were 

given; there were also the following options of ballot types included: 

a. The casting of a “white vote” ballot (λευκά ψηφοδέλτια), in case no 

option has been made, 

b. A “non valid” ballot (άκυρα ψηφοδέλτια), in case more than one 

options were selected and 
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c. The “absentee” ballot (απόντα ψηφοδέλτια), in case someone was 

absent from the school the day the voting procedure took place. 

 

Of course due to the voluntary base that the voting was conducted, the 

students-voters were given the extra option to state that they did not wish to 

participate in the voting and thus forming a seventh option, that of “not willing 

to participate”. It was clearly stated, in the whole process, that the nature of 

the voting was in a voluntary base. 

 

Only 3 classes participated in the voting by casting an electronic vote 

(Electronic Voting), since we could use electronic voting for classes that used 

computers laboratories at this day and only for the first and second teaching 

hours. Electronic votes casting made available in each computers laboratory 

only from the teacher’s personal computer in order to validate that each 

student was casting only one valid electronic ballot. The students-voters that 

participated in the voting by electronic means could cast only valid votes (select 

one of the three options that the ballot included) or state that they did not wish 

to participate to the electronic voting procedure. 

 

The rest 9 classes, since 3 classes where absent and they respective 

votes will not be counted as absentee votes, participated by casting a paper 

ballot (Typical Voting). We were collecting the paper ballots in a closed box, 

simulating the ballot box, in order to ensure and validate that each student was 

casting only one vote, his own vote. Having finished the collection of the paper 

ballots, the ballots were put in five columns. Each column was serving the 

options/cases of the voting. The paper ballots where blind-counted three times 

(by two students and by me, each one counting all five options/cases ballots 

and writing his count, for evaluation purposes. The process proved to be 

flawless and the results had only to be summed up with the electronically 

collected votes. 
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In the appendices (§7.4. Secondary educations’ students voting 

procedure) there is the vote sheet (in Greek) that was used in the voting 

procedure. 

3.4.2. More on Tertiary Education’s category 

The first sample was 138 tertiary students who freely participated in 

filling the questionnaire at Questionnaire’s Filling Phase. 

 

After QFP-1 phase the TEQAEV questionnaire’s run has ended and was 

made again available but this time only to those participants that have entered 

their valid email address in Question 6 (I wish to participate to the retest 

procedure and I provide my email address) and thus stating that they wanted 

to participate in the retest procedure of TEQAEV, QFP-2 phase. 

 

Along with the TEQAEV there were included and conducted a simulation 

of Electronic Voting. The Electronic voting was identical to the voting previously 

presented for the Secondary education students. 

 

In the appendices (§7.6. Tertiary educations’ students voting procedure) 

there is the vote sheet (in Greek) that was used in the voting procedure. 

3.4.3. Student’s email address as a data validation key 

in TEQAEV and more 

As mentioned previously, in TEQAEV questionnaire twice in the start and 

at the end of the questionnaire, the participant could enter hers or his student’s 

email address.  

 

On the one hand they were invited to enter the email address provided 

by the tertiary institute they attend in order to validate their true student 

identity (a few postgraduate students had reported that they did not have an 

email address provided by the tertiary institute in which there are attending 

classes, so they had provided their personal email address) and also to be 

invited to participate in the retest release of the TEQAEV questionnaire in 

QFP-2. 
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On the other hand they are invited to enter the email address in serving 

in expressing interest in future scientific projects and thus forming a small 

community of undergraduates and postgraduates sharing common interest on 

Electronic Government, Electronic Learning, Distant Learning and Adults 

Education. 

 

We consider that both validation “procedures” described above, are 

adding to TEQAEV’s reliability and of course to the collected data’s validity. 
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4. Data Analysis 

The Data Analysis that follows has been performed with SPSS statistical 

software (Cohen, et al., 2008; Connolly, 2007; Νόβα-Καλτσούνη, 2006). 

4.1. Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase - Results 

Data collected in Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase (QEP) served as the 

initial evaluation of the SEQAEV and TEQAEV tools. Of course we take in mind 

that the samples used are very small, thus leaving no opportunity to generalise. 

4.1.1. Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase-1 on SEQAEV 

The QAS-99 system was employed in order to make observations 

concerning difficulties in wording, improper responses, measure difficulty in 

comprehension of questions and double check misspellings. No further analysis 

has been conducted. 

4.1.2. Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase -1 on TEQAEV 

The QAS-99 system was employed in order to make observations 

concerning difficulties in wording, improper responses, measure difficulty in 

comprehension of questions and double check misspellings. No further analysis 

has been conducted. 

4.1.3. Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase -2 on SEQAEV 

The retesting of the questionnaire took place and provided almost 

identical results with the QEP-1, thus leading to the conclusion of high reliability 

of the SEQAEV. Of course we have to state again that the number of students-

validators was small, twelve (12). A small interview of two students had been 

conducted to validate once more that the tool did not have any wording or 

comprehension difficulties. 

4.1.4. Questionnaires’ Evaluation Phase -2 on TEQAEV 

The retesting of the questionnaire took place and provided almost 

identical results with the QEP-1, thus leading to the conclusion of high reliability 

of the TEQAEV. Of course we have to state again that the number of students-

validators was small, nine (9). A small interview of two students had been 



Data Analysis 
 

35 
 

conducted to validate once more that the tool did not have any wording or 

comprehension difficulties. 

4.2. Questionnaires’ Filling Phase - Results 

4.2.1. Questionnaires’ Filling Phase-1 on SEQAEV 

4.2.1.1. Frequencies and Cross Tabulations 

The sample of the students involved a number of one hundred and thirty 

five (N=135), sixty eight (N=68) girls and sixty seven (N=67) boys (Tbl 4.1.). 

The age of the students is at cumulative percent 93,3% (N=126) from 15 to 18 

years old (see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.1.). The rest of the students are from 19 to 

25 years old. 59,3% (N=80, Girls=24 and Boys=56) of the students study 

Computer Science while the rest 40,7 (N=55, Girls=44 and Boys=11) study 

Health & Welfare (Tbl 4.2., see Appendices Tbl.7.7.1.2.). 

 

  

Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Girl 68 50,4 50,4 50,4 Valid 

Boy 67 49,6 49,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.1.: Students participation by Ssex 

var: Φύλο_1 

 

Count 

  CS_Related 

  Computer Science Health & Welfare Total 

Girl 24 44 68 Φύλο_1 

Boy 56 11 67 

 

Tbl 4.2.: Students participation by Sex and studies specialty 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * CS_Related 
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75,9% (N=116, Girls=57 and Boys=59, see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.2.1.) are 

using a computer almost daily and there is no apparent relation between the 

student’s sex and the computer usage. A total of 105 students (Girls=52 and 

Boys=53) are using the Internet almost daily and there is no obvious statistical 

relation between the student’s sex and the Internet usage (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.7.2.2.). Table 4.3. shows that from a total of 104 (Girls=58 and Boys=46) are 

using the Social Networks almost daily and there is a small statistical difference 

which shows that girls (85,2%, 58 out of 68) use more occasionally the Social 

Networks than their male peers (68,6%, 46 out of 67), of course due to the fact 

that the sample is small no generalisations can be made. 

 

Count 

  ΧρήσηΚοινωνικών∆ικτύων_6.03 

  Never Few A lot Everyday Total 

Girl 1 9 16 42 68 Φύλο_1 

Boy 4 17 21 25 67 

 

Tbl 4.3.: Frequency of Social Networks’ usage based on Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * ΧρήσηΚοινωνικών∆ικτύων_6.03 

 

Concerning Electronic Voting the students received information mainly 

from school (received no information=19,3%), rather than Social Media 

(received no information=60%) or Internet (received no information=69,6%) 

(see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.1.3, Tbl 7.7.1.4. and Tbl 7.7.1.5. respectively). 

 

75,5% of the students believe that the paper ballot voting 

(typical/standard voting procedure) does not complete on proper time limits 

while on the other hand 68,8% believe that an Electronic Voting procedure 

does complete faster than the standard one (see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.1.6. and 

Tbl 7.7.1.7.). Surprisingly 51,1% of the students do not agree with the 

statement “The Paper Ballot voting procedure is not friendly to the 

environment” and 77,8% do not agree with the statement that the “Electronic 

voting procedure is friendly to the environment” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.1.8. 
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and Tbl 7.7.1.9.). 77% do not agree with the statement “The Paper Ballot 

voting procedure provides safety to the ballot’s safe entry in the ballot” while 

77,8% do not find that either Electronic voting offers a ballot safe entry, so the 

students are displaying a high uncertainty on ballot’s safe entry in both voting 

procedures (see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.1.10. and Tbl 7.7.1.11.). On the other 

hand a 58,5% of the students would actually use an electronic voting system in 

order to vote in case of hers/his absence in the day of the elections (Tbl 4.4.). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 18 13,3 13,3 13,3 

Disagree 13 9,6 9,6 23,0 

Neither agree nor disagree 25 18,5 18,5 41,5 

Agree 50 37,0 37,0 78,5 

Valid 

Strongly agree 29 21,5 21,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.4.: Intention to use an IS to cast an electronic vote in case of absence 

var: ΕάνΑπουσίαζαΘαΠροτιµούσαΗλεκτΨήφ_8.07 

 

60,7% agree on having the right to select between paper and electronic 

ballot, while 64,4% disagree on having to vote only by electronic means (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.13.). 

 

Students’ beliefs (are freely expressed on Question 10) about electronic 

voting are presented on the Appendices, Tbl 7.7.1.14. 

4.2.1.2. Reliability Analysis 

Reliability analysis on the variables ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_6.01 

(usage of computer), Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_6.02 (usage of Internet) and 

ΧρήσηΚοινωνικών∆ικτύων_6.03 (usage of Social Networks) displayed a 

Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,682 (Cohen, et al, 2008; Νόβα-Καλτσούνη, 2006). 

This complex variable could be named ΧρήσηΥπολ∆ιαδΚοιν∆ικτ in order to 

display the relationship between those three variables (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.7.3.1., Tbl 7.7.3.2., Tbl 7.7.3.3., Tbl 7.7.3.4., Tbl 7.7.3.5. and Tbl 7.7.3.6.). 



Data Analysis 
 

38 
 

 

Also Reliability analysis was conducted on the variables 8.01, 8.02, 8.03, 

8.04, 8.05, 8.06 and 8.07 (only the numbering of the variables is displayed due 

to spacing limitations) and showed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,660 displaying 

a lightly fair reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.3.7., Tbl 

7.7.3.8., Tbl 7.7.3.9., Tbl 7.7.3.10., Tbl 7.7.3.11. and 7.7.3.12.). 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 9.01 and 9.02 also displayed a 

Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,646 (see Appendices, Tbl 7.7.3.13. and Tbl 

7.7.3.14.). 

4.2.2. Questionnaires’ Filling Phase-1 on TEQAEV 

4.2.2.1. Frequencies and Cross Tabulations – sample 1 

The first sample of the students, coming from different universities, 

involved a number of hundred and thirty eight (N=138), sixty eight (N=68) 

women and seventy (N=70) men (Tbl 4.5.). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Woman 68 49,3 49,3 49,3 Valid 

Man 70 50,7 50,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.5.: Students participation by Sex 

var: Φύλο_1 

 

The age of the students is at cumulative percent 60,1% (N=83, 

Women=44 and Men=39) between 18 and 24 years old, 29% (N=40, 

Women=16 and Men=24) are of age between 25 and 31 years old and the rest 

10,9% (N=15, Women=8 and Men=7) are 32 years old and above (Tbl 4.6. 

and Tbl 4.7). 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

18 to 24 83 60,1 60,1 60,1 

25 to 31 40 29,0 29,0 89,1 

Valid 

32 and over 15 10,9 10,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.6.: Students participation by Age groups 

var: Ηλικία_2 

 

   Ηλικία_2 

   18 to 24 25 to 31 32 and over Total 

Count 44 16 8 68 Woman 

% within 

Φύλο_1 

64,7% 23,5% 11,8% 100,0% 

Count 39 24 7 70 

Φύλο_1 

Man 

% within 

Φύλο_1 

55,7% 34,3% 10,0% 100,0% 

Count 83 40 15 138 Total 

% within 

Φύλο_1 

60,1% 29,0% 10,9% 100,0% 

 
 

Tbl 4.7.: Students Age groups cross tabulated with Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * Ηλικία_2 

 

Both Women and men of all ages displayed a high daily Computer usage 

(ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_7.01) of 92,8% (Tbl 4.8. and Tbl 4.9.) and 

Internet usage (Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_7.02) of 94,9% (Tbl 4.10. and Tbl 4.11.). It’s 

is important though to note that none of the students has stated the luck or a 

low usage of the Internet. These high rates are justified by the educational 

level of the students and the increased academic needs (finding bibliographic 

references, preparing projects etc.), also by relevant previous searches 

conducted this subject (Perry, Perry and Hosack-Curlin, 1998) and of course the 

fact that most academic “work” is being done through the use of Computer (ie. 
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writing this very thesis) and Internet (ie. questionnaires being sent to possible 

participants by email or being uploaded on a URL). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Low 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 

Medium 9 6,5 6,5 7,2 

Valid 

Daily 128 92,8 92,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.8.: Level of Computer usage 

var: ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_7.01 

 

   ΕπίπεδοΧρήσηςΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή 

   Low Medium Daily Total 

Count 10 54 4 68 Woman 

% within Φύλο_1 14,7% 79,4% 5,9% 100,0% 

Count 1 62 7 70 

Φύλο_1 

Man 

% within Φύλο_1 1,4% 88,6% 10,0% 100,0% 

Total Count 11 116 11 138 

 

Tbl 4.9.: Level of Computer usage cross tabulated with students’ Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * ΕπίπεδοΧρήσηςΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Medium 7 5,1 5,1 5,1 Valid 

Daily 131 94,9 94,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.10.: Level of Internet usage 

var: Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_7.02 
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   Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_7.02 

   Medium Daily Total 

Count 5 63 68 Woman 

% within Φύλο_1 7,4% 92,6% 100,0% 

Count 2 68 70 

Φύλο_1 

Man 

% within Φύλο_1 2,9% 97,1% 100,0% 

Total Count 7 131 138 

 

Tbl 4.11.: Level of Internet usage cross tabulated with students’ Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_7.02 

 

46,4% (N=64) has created, at least once, an electronic questionnaire 

(Tbl 4.12.), 89,9% (N=124) has filled in, at least once, an electronic 

questionnaire (Tbl 4.13.) and 83,3% (N=115) has participated in an electronic 

vote (Tbl 4.14.). These high rates can justify the fact that the students involved 

in this questionnaire have previous experience on electronic questionnaires or 

electronic voting (ie. polls), even though the sample is small we can assume 

that this could be the actual case for the majority of tertiary education students 

since most of them might have completed a questionnaire for evaluation of a 

course, a seminar etc. 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 74 53,6 53,6 53,6 Valid 

Yes 64 46,4 46,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.12.: Students previously having created an electronic questionnaire 

var: ∆ηµιουργίαΗλεκτρονικούΕρωτηµατολογίου_8 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 14 10,1 10,1 10,1 Valid 

Yes 124 89,9 89,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.13.: Students previously having participated in filling an electronic questionnaire 

var: ΣυµµετοχήΣεΣυµπλήρωσηΗλεκτρονικούΕρωτηµατολογίου_9 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 23 16,7 16,7 16,7 Valid 

Yes 115 83,3 83,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.14.: Students previously participated in an Electronic voting (ie.polls) 

var: ΣυµµετοχήΣεΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορία_10 

 

Only 22,5% (N=31) always votes in Students elections (Tbl 4.15.). 

37,7% (N=52) does not vote at all, and from those students only 5,1% (N=7) 

did not vote because she/he is a junior student and there is also another 28,3% 

(N=39) stating that they do not like Students Elections (Tbl 4.15. and Tbl 

4.16.). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 52 37,7 37,7 37,7 

Sometimes 55 39,9 39,9 77,5 

Valid 

Always 31 22,5 22,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.15.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on Students’ elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΦοιτητικέςΕκλογές_11.01 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

I do not want to answer 5 3,6 8,8 8,8 

Do not like Students’ elections 39 28,3 68,4 77,2 

I am on A Semester, 

no elections yet 

7 5,1 12,3 89,5 

Personal reasons, ie. absence 5 3,6 8,8 98,2 

Other reason 1 ,7 1,8 100,0 

Valid 

Total 57 41,3 100,0  

Missing System 81 58,7   

 

Tbl 4.16.: Reasons for not voting in Students’ elections 

var: ΟΛόγοςΠου∆ενΨηφίσαΣεΦοιτητικέςΕκλογές_12 

 

 63,8% (N=88) always votes in Parliamentary elections and 11,6% 

(N=16) does not vote at all (Tbl 4.17.). The rates for Local Government 

elections are almost identical to Parliamentary elections, 64,5% (N=89) and 

12,3% (N=17, Tbl 4.18.). On elections for the European Parliament 42,8% 

(N=59) votes while 40,6% (N=56) does not vote, of course this is justified by 

the fact that voting for EuroParliamentary elections is not obligatory, at least in 

Greece (Tbl 4.19.). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 16 11,6 11,6 11,6 

Sometimes 34 24,6 24,6 36,2 

Valid 

Always 88 63,8 63,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.17.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on Parliamentary elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΒουλευτικέςΕκλογές_11.02 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 17 12,3 12,3 12,3 

Sometimes 32 23,2 23,2 35,5 

Valid 

Always 89 64,5 64,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.18.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on Local Government elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησης_11.03 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 56 40,6 40,6 40,6 

Sometimes 23 16,7 16,7 57,2 

Valid 

Always 59 42,8 42,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.19.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on European Parliament elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΕυρώεκλογές_11.04 

 

Concerning Electronic Voting the students received information mainly 

from Internet (received no information=23,9%, N=33, Tbl 4.20).  

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

None 33 23,9 23,9 23,9 

Few 37 26,8 26,8 50,7 

Valid 

Enough 68 49,3 49,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.20.: Information on Electronic voting received from Internet (personal research) 

var: ΕνηµέρωσηΓιαΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορίαΑπό∆ιαδίκτυο_13.3 

 

While, from Social Media (received no information=47,1%, N=65, Tbl 

4.21.) or academic sources (received no information=42,0%, N=58, Tbl 4.22.) 

they are all less informed about Electronic voting. 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

None 65 47,1 47,1 47,1 

Few 54 39,1 39,1 86,2 

Valid 

Enough 19 13,8 13,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.21.: Information on Electronic voting received from Social Media 

var: ΕνηµέρωσηΓιαΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορίαΑπόΜΜΕ_13.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

None 58 42,0 42,0 42,0 

Few 52 37,7 37,7 79,7 

Valid 

Enough 28 20,3 20,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.22.: Information on Electronic voting received from academic sources 

var: ΕνηµέρωσηΓιαΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορίαΑπόΑκαδηµαϊκέςΠηγές_13.01 

 

73,2% (N=101, see Appendices Tbl 7.8.1.1.) do not agree that Paper 

Ballot voting has delayed completions, 84,1% (N=116, see Appendices, Tbl 

7.8.1.2.) agree that Electronic voting can complete faster. 51% (N=69, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.8.1.3.) do not agree that Paper Ballot voting has a small cost 

while only 10,9% (N=15, see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.1.4.) that Electronic voting 

has smaller cost that Paper Ballot voting. Also, 68,8% (N=95, see Appendices, 

Tbl 7.8.1.5.) do believe that Paper Ballot voting is friendly to the environment 

and on the other hand 70% (N=98, see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.1.6.) find 

Electronic voting environmental friendly. There is disbelief in correct entry of 

the ballot in both cases, 72,7% (N=99) for Paper (Tbl 4.23.) and 77,5% 

(N=107) for Electronic voting (Tbl 4.24.). 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 13 9,4 9,4 9,4 

Agree 26 18,8 18,8 28,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 40 29,0 29,0 57,2 

Disagree 37 26,8 26,8 84,1 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 22 15,9 15,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.23.: Correct entry of vote on Typical voting (casting paper ballot) 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΟρθήΚαταχώρηση_14.07 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 6 4,3 4,3 4,3 

Agree 25 18,1 18,1 22,5 

Neither agree nor disagree 63 45,7 45,7 68,1 

Disagree 29 21,0 21,0 89,1 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 15 10,9 10,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.24.: Correct entry of vote on Electronic voting (casting electronic ballot) 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΟρθήΚαταχώρηση_14.08 

 

There is also disbelief in the secrecy of the ballot being cast in both case, 

39,9% (N=55) for Paper (fairly smaller) and 75,4% (N=104) for Electronic 

voting (Tbl 4.25. and Tbl 4.26.). 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 9 6,5 6,5 6,5 

Disagree 13 9,4 9,4 15,9 

Neither agree nor disagree 33 23,9 23,9 39,9 

Agree 55 39,9 39,9 79,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 28 20,3 20,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.25.: Secrecy of the ballot being cast in Typical voting 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΜυστικότηταΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_14.09 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 7 5,1 5,1 5,1 

Agree 27 19,6 19,6 24,6 

Neither agree nor disagree 61 44,2 44,2 68,8 

Disagree 28 20,3 20,3 89,1 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 15 10,9 10,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.26.: Secrecy of the ballot being cast in Electronic voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΜυστικότηταΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_14.10 

 

Most of the students would not return to vote in case of absence 69,9% 

(N=96, Tbl 4.27.) but 68,8% (N=95) would vote through electronic means 

(distantly) if they were available at the time of elections (Tbl 4.28.).  
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 32 23,2 23,2 23,2 

Disagree 34 24,6 24,6 47,8 

Neither agree nor disagree 30 21,7 21,7 69,6 

Agree 35 25,4 25,4 94,9 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 5,1 5,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.27.: In case of absence would return to cast a ballot 

var: ΕάνΑπουσίαζαΘαΕπέστρεφαΝαΨηφίσω_14.11 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 7 5,1 5,1 5,1 

Disagree 9 6,5 6,5 11,6 

Neither agree nor disagree 27 19,6 19,6 31,2 

Agree 40 29,0 29,0 60,1 

Valid 

Strongly agree 55 39,9 39,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.28.: In case of absence would prefer to vote through electronic means (ie.Internet) 

var: ΕάνΑπουσίαζαΘαΠροτιµούσαΗλεκτΨήφ_14.12 

 

62,3% (N=76) believe that Electronic voting can increase the 

participation (Tbl 4.29.) and 80,5 (N=111) believe that it will enable fellow 

citizens with disabilities to participate as well (Tbl 4.30.). 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 4 2,9 2,9 2,9 

Disagree 11 8,0 8,0 10,9 

Neither agree nor disagree 37 26,8 26,8 37,7 

Agree 58 42,0 42,0 79,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 28 20,3 20,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.29.: Electronic voting will increase voters’ participation 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΑυξάνειΣυµµετοχή_14.13 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 

Disagree 6 4,3 4,3 5,1 

Neither agree nor disagree 20 14,5 14,5 19,6 

Agree 60 43,5 43,5 63,0 

Valid 

Strongly agree 51 37,0 37,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.30.: Electronic voting will enable (more) voters’ with disabilities to participate 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΣυµµετοχήΑΜΕΑ_14.14 

 

Being able to vote by either casting a paper or an electronic ballot 

(mixed mode scheme) on the following types of elections; the number of 

students that agreed is, in Students’ elections 61,6% (N=85, Tbl 4.31.), in 

Referendum 65,9% (N=91, Tbl 4.32.), in national Parliamentary elections 

65,9% (N=91, Tbl 4.33.), in Local Government elections 67,4% (N=93, Tbl 

4.34.), in deciding for Municipal matters 74,5% (N=103, Tbl 4.35.) and in 

European Parliamentary elections 61,6% (N=85, Tbl 4.36.). It is obvious that 

these students would participate in a mixed mode election scheme. 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 7 5,1 5,1 5,1 

Disagree 13 9,4 9,4 14,5 

Neither agree nor disagree 33 23,9 23,9 38,4 

Agree 53 38,4 38,4 76,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 32 23,2 23,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.31.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Students’ elections 

var: ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 8 5,8 5,8 5,8 

Disagree 13 9,4 9,4 15,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 26 18,8 18,8 34,1 

Agree 54 39,1 39,1 73,2 

Valid 

Strongly agree 37 26,8 26,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.32.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Referendum 

var: ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 9 6,5 6,5 6,5 

Disagree 15 10,9 10,9 17,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 23 16,7 16,7 34,1 

Agree 61 44,2 44,2 78,3 

Valid 

Strongly agree 30 21,7 21,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.33.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in national Parliamentary elections 

var: ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 8 5,8 5,8 5,8 

Disagree 12 8,7 8,7 14,5 

Neither agree nor disagree 25 18,1 18,1 32,6 

Agree 59 42,8 42,8 75,4 

Valid 

Strongly agree 34 24,6 24,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.34.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Local Government elections 

var: ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 3 2,2 2,2 2,2 

Disagree 6 4,3 4,3 6,5 

Neither agree nor disagree 26 18,8 18,8 25,4 

Agree 65 47,1 47,1 72,5 

Valid 

Strongly agree 38 27,5 27,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.35.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in deciding for Municipal matters 

var: ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 9 6,5 6,5 6,5 

Disagree 13 9,4 9,4 15,9 

Neither agree nor disagree 31 22,5 22,5 38,4 

Agree 54 39,1 39,1 77,5 

Valid 

Strongly agree 31 22,5 22,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.36.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in European Parliamentary elections 

var: ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 
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Students’ intentions to vote or not only by electronic voting follows. In 

case the only available option to vote was by casting an electronic ballot on all 

the previously mentioned types of elections the numbers that agreed are, in 

Students’ elections 47,1% (N=65, 14,5% drop in comparison to _15.01, Tbl 

4.37. and Tbl 4.31.), in Referendum 50,7% (N=70, 15,2% drop in comparison 

to _15.02, Tbl 4.38. and Tbl 4.32.), in national Parliamentary elections 44,9% 

(N=62, 21% drop in comparison to _15.03, Tbl 4.39. and Tbl 4.33.), in Local 

Government elections 51,1% (N=65, 16,3% drop in comparison to _15.04, Tbl 

4.40. and Tbl 4.34), in deciding for Municipal matters 51,4% (N=71, 20,1% 

drop in comparison to _15.05, Tbl 4.41. and Tbl 4.35.) and in European 

Parliamentary elections 43,5% (N=60, 18,1% drop in comparison to _15.06, 

Tbl 4.42. and Tbl 4.36.). All rates dropped more than 14% and in two cases the 

drop surpassed 20%. The students present scepticism in participating in a only 

electronic mode election scheme. Overall the students display a willingness to 

participate in voting schemes involving electronic means, but they definitely 

prefer a mixed mode voting scheme. 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 20 14,5 14,5 14,5 

Disagree 18 13,0 13,0 27,5 

Neither agree nor disagree 35 25,4 25,4 52,9 

Agree 33 23,9 23,9 76,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 32 23,2 23,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.37.: Electronic voting only in Students elections 

var: ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 20 14,5 14,5 14,5 

Disagree 19 13,8 13,8 28,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 29 21,0 21,0 49,3 

Agree 41 29,7 29,7 79,0 

Valid 

Strongly agree 29 21,0 21,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.38.: Electronic voting only in Referendum 

var: ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 22 15,9 15,9 15,9 

Disagree 20 14,5 14,5 30,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 34 24,6 24,6 55,1 

Agree 36 26,1 26,1 81,2 

Valid 

Strongly agree 26 18,8 18,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.39.: Electronic voting only in national Parliamentary elections 

var: ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 19 13,8 13,8 13,8 

Disagree 20 14,5 14,5 28,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 34 24,6 24,6 52,9 

Agree 37 26,8 26,8 79,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 28 20,3 20,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.40.: Electronic voting only in Local Government elections 

var: ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 7 5,1 5,1 5,1 

Disagree 21 15,2 15,2 20,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 39 28,3 28,3 48,6 

Agree 42 30,4 30,4 79,0 

Strongly agree 29 21,0 21,0 100,0 

Valid 

Total 138 100,0 100,0  
 
 

Tbl 4.41.: Electronic voting only in deciding for Municipal matters 

var: ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 21 15,2 15,2 15,2 

Disagree 20 14,5 14,5 29,7 

Neither agree nor disagree 37 26,8 26,8 56,5 

Agree 35 25,4 25,4 81,9 

Valid 

Strongly agree 25 18,1 18,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.42.: Electronic voting only in European Parliamentary elections 

var: ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 

Students’ beliefs about the criteria that the electronic voting must meet 

follow. The cost is believed by the students to be important, at a rate of 78,3% 

(N=108, Tbl 4.43.). 94,9% (N=131, Tbl 4.44.) consider secrecy of the ballot 

being case very important, while 92,8% (N=128, Tbl 4.45.) also consider 

correctness of the ballot’s entry as important. Accessibility for all voting 

population rates at 89,1% (N=123, Tbl 4.46.), while friendliness to the 

environment rates at 76,1% N=(105, Tbl 4.47.). 71,1% (N=98, Tbl 4.48.) 

consider speed on delivering results important, also speed on voter’s 

authentication along with the vote being cast; is consider important at 76,8% 

(N=106, Tbl 4.49.). 89,9% consider important security of personal identity (Tbl 

4.50.) and 76,1% (N=105, Tbl 4.51.) easiness of the voting system. 80,4% 



Data Analysis 
 

55 
 

consider important the provision of training or helping a voter to cast a ballot 

(Tbl 4.52.). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 3 2,2 2,2 2,2 

Minor importance 9 6,5 6,5 8,7 

Middle importance 18 13,0 13,0 21,7 

Important 75 54,3 54,3 76,1 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 33 23,9 23,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.43.: Low cost 

var: ΧαµηλόΚόστος_16.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Middle importance 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 

Indifferent 6 4,3 4,3 5,1 

Important 17 12,3 12,3 17,4 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 114 82,6 82,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.44.: Ensuring the secrecy of the vote being cast 

var: ∆ιασφάλισηΜυστικότηταςΨήφου_16.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 

Middle importance 9 6,5 6,5 7,2 

Important 23 16,7 16,7 23,9 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 105 76,1 76,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.45.: Ensuring correctness of the ballot’s entry 

var: ∆ιασφάλισηΟρθότηταςΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_16.03 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 2 1,4 1,4 1,4 

Minor importance 1 ,7 ,7 2,2 

Middle importance 12 8,7 8,7 10,9 

Important 44 31,9 31,9 42,8 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 79 57,2 57,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.46.: Accessibility for all population having right to vote 

var: ΠροσβασιµότηταΣεΌλοκληροΕκλογικόΣώµα_16.04 

 

  
Frequency 

% Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 7 5,1 5,1 5,1 

Minor importance 10 7,2 7,2 12,3 

Middle importance 16 11,6 11,6 23,9 

Important 48 34,8 34,8 58,7 

Absolutely necessary 57 41,3 41,3 100,0 

Valid 

Total 138 100,0 100,0   
 

Tbl 4.47.: Friendliness to the environment 

var: ΦιλικότηταΠροςΠεριβάλλον_16.05 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 5 3,6 3,6 3,6 

Minor importance 12 8,7 8,7 12,3 

Middle importance 23 16,7 16,7 29,0 

Important 51 37,0 37,0 65,9 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 47 34,1 34,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.48.: Speed on delivering final results 

var: ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΈκδοσηΕκλογικούΑποτελέσµατος_16.06 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 5 3,6 3,6 3,6 

Minor importance 11 8,0 8,0 11,6 

Middle importance 16 11,6 11,6 23,2 

Important 53 38,4 38,4 61,6 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 53 38,4 38,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.49.: Speed on voter’s authentication along with the vote being cast 

var: ΤαχήτηταΣτηνΠιστοποίησηΨηφοφόρουΚαιΛήψηΨήφου_16.07 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 

Minor importance 3 2,2 2,2 2,9 

Middle importance 10 7,2 7,2 10,1 

Important 27 19,6 19,6 29,7 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 97 70,3 70,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.50.: Security of voter’s personal identity 

var: ∆ιασφάλισηΤαυτοπροσωπίαςΨηφοφόρου_16.08 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 3 2,2 2,2 2,2 

Minor importance 8 5,8 5,8 8,0 

Middle importance 22 15,9 15,9 23,9 

Important 47 34,1 34,1 58,0 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 58 42,0 42,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.51.: Easiness in the use of the voting system 

var: ΕυκολίαΣτηΧρήσηΣυστήµατοςΗλεκτΨηφ_16.09 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 3 2,2 2,2 2,2 

Minor importance 11 8,0 8,0 10,1 

Middle importance 13 9,4 9,4 19,6 

Important 48 34,8 34,8 54,3 

Valid 

Absolutely 

necessary 

63 45,7 45,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.52.: Provision of training or helping voters’ to cast a ballot 

var: ΠαροχήΕκπαίδευσηςΉΒοήθειαςΣεΨηφοφόροΣεΗλεκτΨηφ_16.10 

 

Taking on account all, the previous high valued, criteria that the students 

set, is obvious that in the case electronic voting is to be used they set high 

standards to be met (96,3%, N=133, Women=66 and Men=67). Tbl 4.53. and 

Img 4.1. depict the case. 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Medium [21 - 30] 5 3,6 3,6 3,6 

High [31 - 40] 37 26,8 26,8 30,4 

Valid 

Very high [41 - 50] 96 69,6 69,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.53.: Criteria (sum) set forth in order to participate in only electronic voting scheme 

var: ΠροϋποθέσειςΣυµµετοχής_16_nonArithmetic 
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Img 4.1.: Histogram for Tbl 4.53. 

var: ΠροϋποθέσειςΣυµµετοχής_16_nonArithmetic 

4.2.2.2. Reliability Analysis – sample 1 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.01, 15.02, 15.03, 15.04, 15.05 

and 15.06 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,937 which is a very strong 

reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.2.). Also the Inter-Item 

Correlation Matrix (see Img 4.2. and Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.4.) displays high 

relations between the variables.  
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Img 4.2.: Values of the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for variables 15.01 to 15.06 

 

The Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if Item Detected” 

display a major adjustment on the forming factor since the differences of the 

Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.3.) are very small [13.62, 13.56, 13.64, 

13.56, 13.34, 13.66] (Νόβα-Καλτσούνη, 2006). The findings on “Corrected 

Item-Total Correlation” column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.5.) are even more 

important since they display the relevance between the value of the specific 

variable and the sum of the values of the rest variables [0.641, 0.849, 0.901, 

0.910, 0.710, 0.882]. Also on the last column of the Tbl the column “Cronbach’s 

Alpha if Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.5.) displays how the reliability 

would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, 

again in our case the values are significant [0.947, 0.921, 0.914, 0.913, 0.938, 

0.917]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.07, 15.08, 15.09, 15.10, 15.11 

and 15.12 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,953 which is a very strong 
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reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.8.). Also the Inter-Item 

Correlation Matrix (see Img 4.3. and Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.10.) displays high 

relations between the variables.  

 

 
 

Img 4.3.: Values of the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for variables 15.07 to 15.12 

 

The Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if Item Detected” 

display a major adjustment on the forming factor since the differences of the 

Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.9.) are very small [11.36, 11.35, 11.46, 

11.38, 11.17, 11.47]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total Correlation” 

column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.11.) are even more important since they 

display the relevance between the value of the specific variable and the sum of 

the values of the rest variables [0.752, 0.885, 0.919, 0.937, 0.718, 0.918]. Also 

on the last column of the table the column “Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” 

(see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.11.) displays how the reliability would change if the 

variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, again in our case the 

values are significant [0.956, 0.940, 0.936, 0.934, 0.958, 0.937]. 
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Reliability analysis on the variables 15.01, 15.02, 15.03, 15.04, 15.05, 

15.06, 15.07, 15.08, 15.09, 15.10, 15.11 and 15.12 displayed a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value of 0,955 which is a very strong reliability of the scale used (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.14.). Also the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.16.) displays high relations between the variables and the 

Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if Item Detected” display a major 

adjustment on the forming factor since the differences of the Means (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.15.) are very small [27.26, 27.20, 27.28, 27.20, 26.98, 

27.30, 27.63, 27.62, 27.74, 27.66, 27.44, 27.75]. The findings on “Corrected 

Item-Total Correlation” column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.17.) are even more 

important since they display the relevance between the value of the specific 

variable and the sum of the values of the rest variables [0.562, 0.797, 0.842, 

0.838, 0.663, 0.816, 0.775, 0.809, 0.826, 0.872, 0.704, 0.867]. Also on the last 

column of the table the column “Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.15.) displays how the reliability would change if the 

variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, again in our case the 

values are significant [0.957, 0.951, 0.949, 0.950, 0.955, 0.950, 0.951, 0.950, 

0.950, 0.948, 0.953, 0.948]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 16.01, 16.02, 16.03, 16.04, 16.05, 

16.06, 16.07, 16.08, 16.09 and 16.10 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 

0,802 which is a very strong reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.8.3.20.). Also the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.8.3.22.) displays high relations between the variables and the Item-Total 

Statistics column of “Scale Mean if Item Detected” display a major adjustment 

on the forming factor since the differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.8.3.21.) are very small [29.54, 28.70, 28.78, 29.03, 29.46, 29.57, 29.46, 

28.89, 29.38, 29.32]. Also on the last column of the table the column 

“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.8.3.23.) displays how 

the reliability would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out 

of the scale, again in our case the values are significant [0.801, 0.800, 0.801, 

0.803, 0.768, 0.772, 0.761, 0.808, 0.745, 0.763]. 
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4.2.2.3. Frequencies and Cross Tabulations – sample 2 

At a latter stage (on April 2012) a second sample of (postgraduates) 

students was introduced in order to check with a second sample the validity of 

the TEQAEV questionnaire. These students are studying in the Economic 

Science Department of University of Macedonia. Forty nine (N=49) students, 

twenty five (N=25) women and twenty four (N=24) men participated (Tbl 

4.54.). The age of the students is at cumulative percent 93,9% (N=46, 

Women=22 and Men=24) between 18 and 24 years old and 6,1% (N=3, 

Women=3) are of age between 25 and 31 years old (tbl 4.55.). 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Woman 25 51,0 51,0 51,0 Valid 

Man 24 49,0 49,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.54.: Students participation by Sex 

var: Φύλο_1 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

between 18 and 24 years old 46 93,9 93,9 93,9 Valid 

between 25 and 31 years old 3 6,1 6,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.55.: Students Age groups 

var: Ηλικία_2 

 

Women and men of all ages displayed a fairly high daily Computer usage 

(ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_7.01) of 98% (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.1.) 

and Internet usage (Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_7.02) of 98% (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.9.1.2.). These high rates are justified by the educational level of the students. 

 

42,9% (N=21) has created, at least once, an electronic questionnaire 

(see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.3.), 89,8% (N=44) has filled in, at least once, an 
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electronic questionnaire (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.4.) and 71,5% (N=35) has 

participated in an electronic vote (of any form, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.5.). 

These high rates can justify the fact that the students have previous experience 

on electronic questionnaires, voting and polls. Even though the sample is small 

we can assume that this is the case for the majority of tertiary education 

students. 

 

Only 32,7% (N=16) always votes in Students Elections and 46,9% 

(N=23) does not vote at all (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.6.), only 8,2% (N=4) 

did not vote because is a junior student and there is a 30,6% (N=15) stating 

that Students Elections do not like them (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.7.). 81,6% 

(N=40) always votes in Parliamentary Elections and 6,1% (N=3) does not vote 

at all (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.8.). The rates for Local Government Elections 

are, always 69,4% (N=34) and never 22,4% (N=11, see Appendices, Tbl 

7.9.1.9.). On Elections for the European Parliament 38,8% (N=19) votes while 

40,8% (N=20) does not vote (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.10.), of course this is 

justified by the fact that voting for EuroParliamentary Elections is not 

obligatory, at least in Greece. 

 

Concerning Electronic Voting the students has not received enough 

information from Internet (received no information=20,4%, N=10, tbl 4.58.), 

Social Media (received no information=46,9%, N=23, tbl 4.57.) or academic 

sources (received no information=44,9%, N=22, tbl 4.56.). 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

None 22 44,9 44,9 44,9 

Few 21 42,9 42,9 87,8 

Valid 

Enough 6 12,2 12,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.56.: Information on Electronic voting received from academic sourses 

var: ΕνηµέρωσηΓιαΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορίαΑπόΑκαδηµαϊκέςΠηγές_13.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

None 23 46,9 46,9 46,9 

Few 20 40,8 40,8 87,8 

Valid 

Enough 6 12,2 12,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.57.: Information on Electronic voting received from Social Media 

var: ΕνηµέρωσηΓιαΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορίαΑπόΜΜΕ_13.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

None 10 20,4 20,4 20,4 

Few 20 40,8 40,8 61,2 

Valid 

Enough 19 38,8 38,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 4.58.: Information on Electronic voting received from Internet (personal research) 

var: ΕνηµέρωσηΓιαΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορίαΑπό∆ιαδίκτυο_13.3 

 

51% (N=25) do not agree that Paper Ballot voting has delayed 

completions (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.11.), but 81,6% (N=40) agree that 

Electronic voting can complete faster (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.12.). 89,8% 

(N=44) do not agree that Paper Ballot voting has a small cost (see Appendices, 

Tbl 7.9.1.13.) while 75,6% (N=37) agree that Electronic voting has smaller cost 

that Paper Ballot voting (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.14.). Also, 65,3% (N=32) do 
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believe that Paper Ballot voting is friendly to the environment (see Appendices, 

Tbl 7.9.1.15.) and on the other hand 69,4% (N=34) find Electronic voting 

environmental friendly as well (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.16.). There is disbelief 

in correct entry of the ballot in both cases, 63,3% (N=31) for Paper (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.17.) and 55,1% (N=27) for Electronic voting (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.18.). There is also disbelief in the secrecy of the ballot 

being cast in both case, 28,6% (N=14) for Paper (fairly smaller, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.19.) and 67,3% (N=33) for Electronic voting (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.20.). Almost half of them would not return to vote in case 

of absence 44,9% (N=22, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.21.) but 81,6% (N=40) 

would vote through electronic means (distantly) if they were available at the 

time of elections (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.22.). 63,2% (N=31) believe that 

Electronic voting can increase the participation (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.23.) 

and 85,7% (N=42) believe that it will enable fellow citizens with disabilities to 

participate as well (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.24.). 

 

The number of students that agreed to vote on mixed mode elections by 

either casting a paper or an electronic ballot (on the all types of elections) are: 

in Students’ elections 49% (N=24, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.25.), in 

Referendum 67,3% (N=33, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.26.), in national 

Parliamentary elections 57,2% (N=28, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.27.), in Local 

Government elections 59,2% (N=29, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.28.), in deciding 

for Municipal matters 55,1% (N=27, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.29.) and in 

European Parliamentary elections 63,3% (N=31, see Appendices, Tbl 

7.9.1.30.). It is obvious that the students would participate in a mixed mode 

election scheme. 

 

In case the only available option to vote was by casting an electronic 

ballot on all the previously mentioned types of elections the numbers that 

agreed are: in Students’ elections 53,1% (N=26, 4,1% increase, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.31.), in Referendum 57,1% (N=28, 10,2% drop, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.32.), in national Parliamentary elections 44,9% (N=62, 

21% drop, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.33.), in Local Government elections 
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55,1% (N=27, 4,1% drop, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.34.), in deciding for 

Municipal matters 57,1% (N=28, 2% increase, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.35.) 

and in European Parliamentary elections 51% (N=25, 12,2% drop, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.36.). Most rates dropped, but Students’ elections and 

Municipal matters voting displayed an increase. The students present scepticism 

in participating in an only electronic mode election scheme, but overall the 

students display a willingness to participate in voting schemes involving 

electronic means (either mixed mode or only electronic voting scheme). 

 

As far as criteria are concerned; the electronic voting being of low cost is 

believed by the students to be important, at a rate of 91,8% (N=40, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.37.). 95,1% (N=47, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.38.) 

consider secrecy of the ballot being case very important, while 93,9% (N=46, 

see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.39.) also consider correctness of the ballot’s entry as 

important. Accessibility for all voting population rates at 86,7% (N=42, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.40.), while friendliness to the environment rates at 

86,7% N=(42, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.41.). 83,6% (N=41, see Appendices, 

Tbl 7.9.1.42.) consider speed on delivering for results important and speed on 

voter’s authentication and vote being cast is consider important at 89,8% 

(N=44, see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.43.). 95,9% (N=47, see Appendices, Tbl 

7.9.1.44.) consider important security of personal identity and 85,7% (N=44, 

see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.45.) easiness of the voting system. 85,7% (N=44, 

see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.1.46.) consider important the provision of training or 

helping a voter to cast a ballot. The students set high criteria in the case 

electronic voting is to be used (98%, N=48, Women=25 and Men=23, see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.2.1. and Img 4.2.). 
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Img 4.4.: Clustered bars for Tbl 7.9.2.1 in Appendices 

Crosstabulation ΠροϋποθέσειςΣυµµετοχής_16_nonArithmetic* Φύλο_1  

 High (Women=8, Men=7) and very high criteria (Women=17, Men=16) are 

set almost unanimously 48 out of 49 students, 98%. 

 

4.2.2.4. Reliability Analysis – sample 2 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.01, 15.02, 15.03, 15.04, 15.05 

and 15.06 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,890 which is a very strong 

reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.2.). Also the Inter-Item 

Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.4.) displays high relations 

between the variables and the Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if 

Item Detected” display a major adjustment on the forming factor since the 

differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.3.) are very small [13.00, 

12.59, 12.69, 12.67, 12.69, 12.57]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation” column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.5.) are even more important 

since they display the relevance between the value of the specific variable and 

the sum of the values of the rest variables [0.424, 0.670, 0.864, 0.892, 0.766, 

0.783]. Also on the last column of the table the column “Cronbach’s Alpha if 

Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.5.) displays how the reliability would 
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change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, again in 

our case the values are significant [0.930, 0.877, 0.847, 0.842, 0.862, 0.862]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.07, 15.08, 15.09, 15.10, 15.11 

and 15.12 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,917 which is a very strong 

reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.8.). Also the Inter-Item 

Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.10.) displays high relations 

between the variables and the Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if 

Item Detected” display a major adjustment on the forming factor since the 

differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.9.) are very small [12.47, 

12.29, 12.39, 12.33, 12.35, 12.27]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation” column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.11.) are even more important 

since they display the relevance between the value of the specific variable and 

the sum of the values of the rest variables [0.460, 0.737, 0.885, 0.902, 0.888, 

0.815]. Also on the last column of the table the column “Cronbach’s Alpha if 

Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.11.) displays how the reliability would 

change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, again in 

our case the values are significant [0.948, 0.907, 0.886, 0.885, 0.888, 0.896]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.01, 15.02, 15.03, 15.04, 15.05, 

15.06, 15.07, 15.08, 15.09, 15.10, 15.11 and 15.12 displayed a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value of 0,920 which is a very strong reliability of the scale used (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.14.). Also the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix displays high 

relations between the variables and the Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale 

Mean if Item Detected” display a major adjustment on the forming factor since 

the differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.15.) are very small 

[27.82, 27.41, 27.51, 27.49, 27.51, 27.39, 27.71, 27.53, 27.63, 27.57, 27.59, 

27.51]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total Correlation” column (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.17.) are even more important since they display the 

relevance between the value of the specific variable and the sum of the values 

of the rest variables [0.357, 0.716, 0.741, 0.739, 0.729, 0.683, 0.515, 0.663, 

0.773, 0.788, 0.797, 0.722]. Also on the last column of the table the column 

“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.17.) displays how 
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the reliability would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out 

of the scale, again in our case the values are significant [0.930, 0.912, 0.911, 

0.911, 0.912, 0.914, 0.922, 0.914, 0.909, 0.909, 0.909, 0.912]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 16.01, 16.02, 16.03, 16.04, 16.05, 

16.06, 16.07, 16.08, 16.09 and 16.10 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 

0,811 which shows a very strong reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, 

Tbl 7.9.3.20.). Also the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.9.3.22.) displays high relations between the variables and the Item-Total 

Statistics column of “Scale Mean if Item Detected” display a major adjustment 

on the forming factor since the differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.9.3.21.) are very small [29.76, 29.43, 29.51, 29.67, 29.78, 29.96, 29.76, 

29.53, 29.80, 29.63]. Also on the last column of the table the column 

“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.9.3.23.) displays how 

the reliability would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out 

of the scale, again in our case the values are significant [0.811, 0.797, 0.780, 

0.799, 0.828, 0.780, 0.773, 0.813, 0.766, 0.788]. 

4.2.3. Questionnaires’ Filling Phase-2 on SEQAEV 

In this case only a mixed mode voting scheme was implemented due to 

limitations. A paper which was presented in 6th Panhellenic Conference of 

Computer Science Teachers in Patra (2012) has been written for this case. The 

paper (in Greek) is available in the Appendices §7.13. Article - Electronic 

Voting: The students' view. 

4.2.4. Questionnaires’ Filling Phase-2 on TEQAEV 

4.2.4.1. Frequencies and Cross Tabulations – sample 1 

From the first sample of the (agreed to participate in the retest) 

students, involved a number of sixty six (N=66), thirty (N=30) women and 

thirty six (N=36) men, but at last only fifty six (N=56) participated, twenty 

three (N=23) women and thirty three (N=33) men (see Appendices, tbl 

7.10.1.1.). 
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The age of the students is at cumulative percent 58,9% (N=33, 

Women=25 and Men=8) between 18 and 24 years old, 28,6% (N=16, 

Women=5 and Men=11) are of age between 25 and 31 years old and the rest 

12,5% (N=7, Women=3 and Men=4) are 32 years old and above (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.10.1.2. and  Tbl 7.10.2.1.). 

 

33 (58,9%) students have voted that they prefer the Typical voting, 20 

(35,8%) that they want the mixed mode voting scheme and only 3 (5,3%) that 

they want the Electronic voting (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.1.3.). 

4.2.4.2. Reliability Analysis – sample 1 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.01, 15.02, 15.03, 15.04, 15.05 

and 15.06 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,953 which is a very strong 

reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.2.). Also the Inter-Item 

Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.4.) displays high relations 

between the variables and the Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if 

Item Detected” display a major adjustment on the forming factor since the 

differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.3.) are very small [14.13, 

13.93, 14.05, 13.98, 13.79, 14.05]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation” column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.5.) are even more important 

since they display the relevance between the value of the specific variable and 

the sum of the values of the rest variables [0.806, 0.861, 0.846, 0.891, 0.793, 

0.934]. Also on the last column of the table the column “Cronbach’s Alpha if 

Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.5.) displays how the reliability would 

change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, again in 

our case the values are significant [0.950, 0.944, 0.945, 0.940, 0.951, 0.935]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.07, 15.08, 15.09, 15.10, 15.11 

and 15.12 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,954 which is a very strong 

reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.8.). Also the Inter-Item 

Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.10.) displays high relations 

between the variables and the Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale Mean if 

Item Detected” display a major adjustment on the forming factor since the 

differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.9.) are very small [11.84, 
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11.89, 12.05, 11.98, 11.80, 11.95]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation” column (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.11.) are even more important 

since they display the relevance between the value of the specific variable and 

the sum of the values of the rest variables [0.724, 0.877, 0.893, 0.925, 0.815, 

0.918]. Also on the last column of the table the column “Cronbach’s Alpha if 

Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.11.) displays how the reliability 

would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put out of the scale, 

again in our case the values are significant [0.961, 0.944, 0.942, 0.938, 0.950, 

0.939]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 15.01, 15.02, 15.03, 15.04, 15.05, 

15.06, 15.07, 15.08, 15.09, 15.10, 15.11 and 15.12 displayed a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value of 0,963 which is a very strong reliability of the scale used (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.14.). Also the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix displays high 

relations between the variables and the Item-Total Statistics column of “Scale 

Mean if Item Detected” display a major adjustment on the forming factor since 

the differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.15.) are very small 

[28.43, 28.23, 28.36, 28.29, 28.09, 28.36, 28.63, 28.68, 28.84, 28.77, 28.59, 

28.73]. The findings on “Corrected Item-Total Correlation” column (see 

Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.17.) are even more important since they display the 

relevance between the value of the specific variable and the sum of the values 

of the rest variables [0.765, 0.811, 0.827, 0.847, 0.731, 0.845, 0.790, 0.823, 

0.814, 0.875, 0.749, 0.875]. Also on the last column of the table the column 

“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.17.) displays 

how the reliability would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put 

out of the scale, again in our case the values are significant [0.961, 0.960, 

0.959, 0.959, 0.962, 0.959, 0.961, 0.959, 0.960, 0.958, 0.962, 0.958]. 

 

Reliability analysis on the variables 16.01, 16.02, 16.03, 16.04, 16.05, 

16.06, 16.07, 16.08, 16.09 and 16.10 displayed a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 

0,711 which is a very strong reliability of the scale used (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.10.3.20.). Also the Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.10.3.22.) displays high relations between the variables and the Item-Total 
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Statistics column of “Scale Mean if Item Detected” display a major adjustment 

on the forming factor since the differences of the Means (see Appendices, Tbl 

7.10.3.21.) are very small [30.91, 29.98, 30.09, 30.23, 30.57, 30.68, 30.54, 

30.18, 30.46, 30.43]. Also on the last column of the table the column 

“Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted” (see Appendices, Tbl 7.10.3.23.) displays 

how the reliability would change if the variable (on the respective line) was put 

out of the scale, again in our case the values are significant [0.733, 0.689, 

0.666, 0.683, 0.721, 0.718, 0.682, 0.692, 0.624, 0.666]. 
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5. Conclusions and Proposals 

5.1. Conclusions 

Conducting research is a very demanding and complex process (Cohen, 

et al., 2008; Νόβα-Καλτσούνη, 2006; Robson, 2007). It demands both being a 

researcher and a project manager at the same time. As a researcher one 

must be able to clear out the topic of the research interest, to carry out the 

literature review, to employ a methodology and execute it, run statistics 

through a tool, write the data analysis and conclude. In parallel, as a project 

manager one must create a solid (plausible and date able) plan and keep it 

under control. 

 

Our “journey” has proved to be long and needy, but the gains were 

interesting and many. In the extent of the topics studied, newer thoughts, ideas 

and plans have been laid out. The main purpose of this thesis was to 

explore/investigate the attitudes of students of Lyceums-High Schools and 

students of Universities towards the Electronic Voting and to conduct an virtual 

(test mode) voting, for each population/category, by introducing electronic 

means in the procedure of the voting. 

 

In terms of validity of the tools, since they are newly designed, further 

redesign and testing must follow. Though, we could say that both SEQAEV and 

TEQAEV proved to measure at some level the attitude of students towards 

Electronic voting, thus internal validity exist at some level. For external validity 

much broader samples must be introduced in order to be able to have results 

that will be able to generalise to the population under investigation. The tools 

display construct validity since they actually “measure” beliefs, experiences and 

feelings of the students towards Electronic voting. 

 

The reliability of the tools has proven to be high since on the test-retest 

procedure the students of both categories answered almost identically in both 

test and retest filling. Reliability of the research process was safeguarded, as 

much as possible, by implementing “safety” measures ie.emails for evaluating 
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true tertiary student’s identity, personal involvement in collecting the school’s 

votes etc. 

 

Attitudes were measured by implementing and evaluating with a QAS-99 

like tool our own measurement tools SEQAEV and TEQAEV. 

 

The results were close to what they were expected to be, it was 

displayed that the students have a fairly positive attitude towards Electronic 

Voting but at the same time they are expecting many to done in the directions 

of security, validity and transparency. Frequencies, cross tabulations and 

reliability analysis were implemented in order to assess the competence of both 

questionnaires. Especially the reliability analysis proved that the scales that 

have been implemented (specifically on questions group 14, questions group 15 

and questions group 16) displayed high reliability and high correlations between 

the variables (questions) involved. 

 

Voting procedures have also been conducted and the results were close 

to the ones we assumed that they would be and the questionnaires provided. 

Again both students’ categories displayed a fairly positive opinion towards the 

way that they would like voting procedures to be conducted in the future. 

5.2. Hypothesis answered 

On Question I (Are students in Greece informed about Electronic 

voting?), the H1 (Students are informed on Electronic voting) is valid since it 

proved that the students of both categories are informed about Electronic 

voting. 

 

On Question II (Do students in Greece have a positive or negative 

attitude towards Electronic voting?), the students have set high criteria and 

have an open mind for Electronic voting. But, the prefer the Typical voting and 

the mixed mode voting scheme. Electronic voting by itself is not a winning 

option. 
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On Question IIIa (Would students participate in a mixed mode voting 

scheme if they were given the ability to choose on the scheme of voting 

(typical, mixed mode or electronic voting) to be employed on Students Elections 

(in both educational levels)?), the answer is pretty much provided by the 

findings of the Question II. Trully the students would vote when a mixed mode 

voting scheme would be employed. 

 

On Question IIIb (Would students choose electronic voting scheme if 

they were given the ability to choose on the scheme of voting (typical, mixed 

mode or electronic voting) to be employed on Students Elections), again 

Question II and Question IIIa provide data concerning this question. Students 

would not prefer the Electronic voting scheme in contrast to Typical voting or 

the mixed mode voting scheme. 

 

Of course, through the analysis provided in Chapter 4, Data Analysis, 

and a few other conclusions can be reached. Though, again we must state that 

due to the limitations that led to the selection of the samples, no generalization 

is applicable at this point. 

5.3. Future plans 

Having completed this thesis, the most important task is at first to re-

design and then to re-evaluate both questionnaires, SEQAEV and TEQAEV, thus 

strengthening the validity and reliability they displayed; in order to bring them 

to a point where their actual value will be far more visible and they will best 

serve the purpose for which they were originally created. At the same time 

papers, on the findings of this research, will be written and presented to 

conferences with relevant topics. So researching on this topic will actually 

continue beyond this thesis project. Also the site that has been implemented for 

the thesis project will continue to display the main findings and will be 

constantly updated with evoting related data (see Appendices, §7.12. Evoting 

site). 

 

The next step is to get authorization from the Ministry of Education in 

order to introduce Electronic Voting in theory (at first) by informing the parties 
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involved (students, parents and teachers) and in practise by implementing 

electronically voting sessions when necessary, in the Secondary Education. 

 

Research on the field will be conducted in aspects of administration, 

design, security and implementation of an online Electronic Voting Information 

Systems which could be made available to Secondary Education’s schools. 

 

Electronic Voting as a field of study is rather “young” and especially in 

Greece there is much research to be conducted in a lot of aspects of the field 

concerning social acceptance, security and legislation as well. 

5.3.1. Formation of a community of “eager” students 

In TEQAEV questionnaire, the question 19 (I wish to receive the 

research’s final results) with conjunction to question 20 (I wish to be informed 

or participate in any way, in future acts/research related to e-Government, e-

Learning, Distant Learning and Adult Education) have displayed a number of 

students (undergraduates, postgraduates and PhD candidates), which were 

interested in participating in future research. 

 

At first reading, this eagerness displays their willingness to help a fellow 

student, and I thank them once more for their double participation in 

completing TEQAEV, and of course the active interest that they display for the 

academic areas of e-Government, e-Learning, Distant Learning and Adult 

Education. 

5.4. Proposals 

The first proposal to be made actually involves the necessity of having a 

Research Methodology related course in the Master programme itself. The 

reasoning is that as Robson (2007) states “research is frightening” (especially 

to those with no previous experience) and since most students attending the 

Master probably will not have previous research background thus it will be 

difficult for them to go along the whole research procedure leading them to 

select a thesis theme which is not actually related in conducting primary or 

secondary research. Another reason is the fact that those students interested in 
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proceeding with their academic studies will be benefited (along with them also 

the Master programme and the University itself) since they will have gained a 

good background on research and its related theories etc. and probably they 

will be in position to write competent academic articles even while studying at 

the university. 

 

The second proposal is related directly to the project, since the “Digital 

Agenda” is on European’s Union (2010a; 2010b) priority list; this research could 

possibly be adjusted in order to be implemented under the finance of the 

National Strategic Reference Framework 2007-2013 in the field of Digital 

Convergence on the Sectoral Operational Programs. 

 

 



References 
 

79 
 

6. References 

6.1. In English 

• Becker, J., Niehaves, B., Bergener, P. and Rackers, M. (2008), Digital Divide 

in eGovernment - The eInclusion Gap Model, EGOV, Wimmer, M. A., Scholl, 

H. J. and Ferro, E. (eds.), LNCS 5184, 231-242, Berlin: Springer-Verlag 

Berlin Heidelberg. 

• Belanger, F. and Carter, L. (2010), “The impacts of the Digital Divide on 

Citizen’s Intention to Use Internet Voting”, International Journal on 

Advances in Internet Technology, Vol.3, No. 3 & 4, 203-211, Copyrights by 

authors. 

• Benoist, E., Anrig, B. and Jaquet-Chiffelle, D. (2007), Internet-Voting: 

Oppurtunity or Threat for Democracy?, VOTE-ID, LNCS 4896, Alkassar, A. 

and Volkamer, M. (eds.), 29-37, Berlin Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag. 

• Berners-Lee, T. (2011a), Putting Government Data Online, W3C. Available 

at: http://www.w3.org/DesignIssues/GovData (July 29 2011). 

• Berners-Lee, T. (2011b), Web access is a 'human right, Brodkin, J (ed.). 

Available at: http://www.networkworld.com/news/2011/041211-mit-

berners-lee.html (August 7 2011). 

• Bourque, L. and Fielder, E. P. (2003), “The Survey Kit”, edition 2, California: 

Sage Publications. 

• Bryman, A. and Cramer, D. (2005), Quantitative Data Analysis with SPSS 12 

and 13, London: Psychology Press. 

• Chen, J. (2009), Qualitative Evaluation of E-Government Service based on 

Participatory Index and Balanced Scorecard Approach, International 

Conference on Information Management, Innovation Management and 

Industrial Engineering, IEEE. 



References 
 

80 
 

• Connolly, P. (2007), Quantitative Data Analysis in Education, A Critical 

Introduction Using SPSS, London: Routledge. 

• Dale, N. and Lewis, J. (2002), “Computer Science Illuminated”, Sudbury: 

Jones and Bartlett Publishers, Inc. 

• diSessa, A. A. (2000), “Changing Minds – Computers Learning and Literacy”, 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology Press. 

• Donna, E. and Yen, D. (2006), E-Government: Evolving relationship of 

citizens and government, domestic, and international development,  

Government Information Quarterly, 23, 207–235. 

• European Union, (2010a), “Digital Agenda for Europe: what would it do for 

me?”, European Union. Available at: 

http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/10/199&fo

rmat=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en (December 15 2011). 

• European Union, (2010b), “Digital Agenda: Commission outlines action plan 

to boost Europe's prosperity and well-being”, European Union. Available at: 

http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/10/581&forma

t=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en (December 15 2011). 

• e-voting.cc, (2011), “Definition of E-Voting”, Competence Center for 

Electronic Voting and Participation. Available at: http://db.e-

voting.cc/index.php?page=glossary&sub=gloss_evot (September 1 2011) 

• Grönlund, Α. (2009), ICT Is Not Participation Is Not Democracy – 

eParticipation Development Models Revisited, ePart 2009, Macintosh, A. and 

Tambouris, Ε. (Eds.), LNCS 5694, p.12–23. Berlin: Springer-Verlag Berlin 

Heidelberg. 

• Hargittai, E. (2003). “The Digital Divide and What To Do About It”, New 

Economy Handbook, Jones, C. D. (eds.). Available at: 

http://www.eszter.com/research/pubs/hargittai-digitaldivide.pdf (December 

16 2011). 



References 
 

81 
 

• Harlow, L. L. (2005), The Essence of Multivariete Thinking: Basic Themes 

and Methods, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers. 

• Hellenic Parliament (2011), The Constitution of Greece, As Revised by the 

Parliamentary Resolution of May 27th 2008 of the VIIIth Revisionary 

Parliament, Athens: Hellenic Parliament. Available at: 

http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/UserFiles/f3c70a23-7696-49db-9148-

f24dce6a27c8/001-156%20aggliko.pdf (September 10 2011). 

• Henerson, M. E., Morris, L. L. and Fitz-Gibbon, C. T. (1987), How to 

Measure Attitudes, Newbury Park: Sage Publications. 

• Jacobs, B. and Pieters, W. (2009), Electronic Voting in the Netherlands: 

From Early Adoption to Early Abolishment, FOSAD 2007/2008/2009, LNCS 

5705, Aldini, A. Barthe, G. and Gorrieri, R. (eds) 121-144, Berlin Heidelberg: 

Springer-Verlag. 

• Kenski, K. (2005), “To I-Vote or Not to I-Vote? : Opinions About Internet 

Voting from Arizona Voters”, Social Science Computer Review, Vol.23, No.3, 

293-303. Available at: http://ssc.sagepub.com/content/23/3/293 (December 

14 2011) 

• Krosnick, J. A. & Presser, S. (2010), Question and Questionnaire Design. 

Handbook of Survey Research, Marsden, P. and Wright, J. (Eds), p.263-313. 

Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Available at:  

http://books.google.gr/books?hl=en&lr=&id=mMPDPXpTP-

0C&oi=fnd&pg=PA263&dq=Krosnick,+J.+A.,+%26+Fabrigar,+L.+R.+(forth

coming).+The+handbook+of+questionnaire+design.+New+York:+Oxford+

University+Press.&ots=i3RYB5JoIk&sig=j_BdkuweUS9MugGvHQKAZrlqqAw&

redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false (November 3 2011). 

• Kumar, S. and Dr. Walia, E. (2011), “Analysis of Electronic Voting System in 

Various Countries”, International Journal on Computer Science and 

Engineering (IJCSE), Vol. 3, No 5, ISSN: 0975-3397. 



References 
 

82 
 

• Lan, L. (2005), “Enhancing e-Democracy Via Fiscal Transparency: A 

Discussion Based on China’s Experience”, Towards Electronic Democracy 

Conference on e-Government (TCGOV), Bohlen M. et al (eds.), LNAI 3416, 

57-69, IFIP. 

• Lauer, T. W. (2004), “The Risk of e-Voting”, Electronic Journal of e-

Government, Bannister F. (eds), Vol.2, No.3, 147-218. Available at: 

http://www.ejeg.com/issue/download.html?idArticle=34 (December 14 

2011) 

• Macintosh, A., Robson, E., Smith, E. and Whyte, A. (2003), “Electronic 

Democracy and Young People”, Social Science Computer Review, Vol.21, 

No. 1, 43-54, Sage. DOI: 10.1177/0894439302238970. 

• Maio, G. R., Esses, V. M., Arnold, K. H. and Olson, J. M. (2004), “The 

function-structure model of attitudes incorporating the need for affect”, 

Contemporary Perspective on Psychology of Attitudes, (Eds.) Haddock., G. 

and Maio, G. R., New York: Psychology Press Inc. 

• Marczyk, G., DeMatteo, D. and Festinger, D. (2005), Essentials of Research 

Design and Methodology, New Jersey: Wiley & Sons, Inc., Hoboken. 

• McGinnis, P. (2003), Creating a blueprint for e-government, The World of E-

government, Curtin, G. G., Sommer, M.H. and Vis-Sommer, V. (Eds.), 51–

63. 

• Norris, P. (2002), “E-Voting as the Magic Ballot? The impact of Internet 

voting on turnout in European Parliamentary elections”, E-voting and the 

European Parliamentary Elections. Available at: 

http://ssrn.com/abstract_id=336542 (December 12 2011). 

• OECD, (2001), “Understanding the Digital Divide”, OECD. Available at: 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/38/57/1888451.pdf (December 17 2011). 

• Perry, T. T., Perry, L. A. and Hosack-Curlin, K. (1998), Internet use by 

university students: an interdisciplinary study on three campuses, Internet 

Research, Vol. 8, Iss: 2, 136 - 141 



References 
 

83 
 

• Petrakaki, D., 2008, Information Technology in the Service Economy: 

Challenges and Possibilities for the 21st Century. International Federation 

for Information Processing (IFIP), Barrett, M., Davidson, E., Middleton, C., 

and DeGross, J. (eds), Vol. 267, 213-227. Boston: Springer. 

• Presser, S., Rothgeb, J. M., Couper, M. P., Lessler, J.T., Martin, E. Martin, J. 

and Singer, E. (2004), Methods for Testing and Evaluating Survey 

Questionnaires, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

• Roseman, G. H. Jr. and Stephenson, E. F. (2005), “The Effect of Voting 

Technology on Voter Turnout: Do Computers Scare the Ederly?”, Public 

Choice, Vol. 123, 39-47, Springer. 

• Roussos, P. (2007), “The Greek Computer Attitudes Scale: Construction and 

Assessment of Psychometric Properties”, Computers in Human Behavior, 23, 

578-590. 

• Sacco, G. M. (2005), “No (e-)Democracy Without (e-)Knowledge”. TCGOV , 

LNAI 3416, Böhlen M. et al. (Eds.), 147 – 156, International Federation for 

Information Processing. 

• Sharma, R. (2011), “Using technology in election still has its pitfalls”, 

Modern Democracy – The Electronic Voting and Participation Magazine. 

Available at: http://www.e-

voting.cc/static/evoting/files/modem_2_2010_web.pdf (December 2 2011). 

• Tourangeau, R., Lips, L. J. and Rasinski, K. (2000), Psychology of Survey 

Response, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

• tiresias.org, (2012), Countries with e-voting projects, tiresias.org. Available 

at: http://www.tiresias.org/research/guidelines/evoting_projects.htm 

(January 4 2012) 

• United Nations, (2011), “Request for Information on Policies to Reduce the 

Digital Divide – Greece”, United Nations. Available at: 

http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/untc/unpan001832.

pdf (December 13 2011). 



References 
 

84 
 

• Weisberg, H. F., Krosnick, J. A. and Bowen B. D. (1996), An introduction to 

survey research, polling, and data analysis, Thousand Oaks, California: Sage 

Publications. 

• West, D. M. (2005), Digital Government, Technology and Public Sector 

Performance, Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

• Willis, G. B. and Lessler, J. T. (1999), “Question Appraisal System. QAS-99”, 

US National Cancer Institute. Available at: 

http://appliedresearch.cancer.gov/areas/cognitive/qas99.pdf 

 



References 
 

85 
 

6.2. In Greek 

• Βουλή των Ελλήνων, (2010), Σύνταγµα της Ελλάδας, Όπως Αναθεωρήθηκε 

µε το Ψήφισµα της 27ης Μαΐου 2008 της Η΄ Αναθεωρητικής Βουλής των 

Ελλήνων, Αθήνα: Βουλή των Ελλήνων. 

• Cohen, L., Manion, L. and Morrison, K. (2008), Μεθοδολογία Εκπαιδευτικής 

Έρευνας, Αθήνα: Μεταίχµιο. 

• ∆ιαύγεια, (2011) Ενηµέρωση για το πρόγραµµα ∆ιαύγεια,  ∆ιαύγεια. 

Ανακτήθηκε από: http://diavgeia.gov.gr/programma-diavgeia (August 7 

2011). 

• Geodata.gov.gr, (2011) “∆ηµόσια Ανοικτά ∆εδοµένα”, Εθνική Υποδοµή 

Γεωχωρικών Υποδοµών. Ανακτήθηκε από: http://geodata.gov.gr/geodata/ 

(December 3 2011). 

• Grawitz, M., Brimo, A. and Jahoda, M. (2003), Εισαγωγή στη Μεθοδολογία 

και τις Τεχνικές των Κοινωνικών Ερευνών, Φίλιας, Β. (ed), Αθήνα: 

Gutenberg. 

• Μποτόπουλος, Κ. (2003), “Ηλεκτρονική Ψηφοφορία: Συνταγµατικές πτυχές”, 

Εlectronic Democracy-Information Society & Citizen’s Rights, Sideridis A. B. 

(ed), Athens: Hellenic Scientific Council for Information Society, Infolab of 

AUA. 

• Νόβα-Καλτσούνη, Χ. (2006), Μεθοδολογία Εµπειρικής Έρευνας στις 

Κοινωνικές Επιστήµες, Αθήνα: Gutenberg. 

• OpenGov.gr, (2011), “Ανοικτή ∆ιακυβέρνηση”, Εθνικό Κέντρο ∆ηµόσιας 

∆ιοίκησης και Αυτοδιοίκησης. Ανακτήθηκε από: 

http://www.opengov.gr/home/ (December 1 2011). 

• Robson, C. (2007), Η Έρευνα του Πραγµατικού Κόσµου: Ένα Μέσον για 

Κοινωνικούς Επιστήµονες και Επαγγελµατίες Ερευνητές, Αθήνα: Gutenberg. 

• Πιπερόπουλος, Γ. (2007), Ψυχολογία: Άτοµο, Οµάδα, Επιχείρηση, 

Θεσσαλονίκη: Αυτοέκδοση συγγραφέα. 



References 
 

86 
 

• Πνύκα, (2011), “Έργο ΠΝΥΚΑ. Έρευνα και Ανάπτυξη Συστηµάτων 

Ηλεκτρονικής Ψηφοφορίας βασισµένων σε Τυπικές Μεθόδους Σχεδίασης και 

∆ιαχείρισης Κινδύνων µε εστίαση στην Προσέλκυση της Εµπιστοσύνης του 

Πολίτη”, Ινστιτούτο Τεχνολογίας Υπολογιστών και Εκδόσεων. Ανακτήθηκε 

από: http://www.pnyka.cti.gr/ (December 1 2011). 

• Σαλαβασίδης, Π. (2011), ∆ίκτυα Ηλεκτρονικής ∆ιακυβέρνησης: Η περίπτωση 

της Ελλάδας, Εργασίες ∆ικτύων Υπολογιστών (Β΄ Εξάµηνο) ∆ΠΜΣ 

Πληροφοριακά Συστήµατα του Πανεπιστηµίου Μακεδονίας, Καθηγητής 

Οικονοµίδης Α. Α. (Επιµ.), Θεσσαλονίκη: CONTA.UOM.GR. Ανακτήθηκε από: 

http://conta.uom.gr/conta/ekpaideysh/metaptyxiaka/technologies_diktywn/e

rgasies/2011/e-Government%20Networks%20-

%20The%20case%20of%20Hellas.pdf (September 1 2011). 

• TaxisNet, (2011), “Γενική Γραµµατεία Πληροφοριακών Συστηµάτων”, 

Υπουργείο Οικονοµικών. Available at: http://www.gsis.gr/ (December 2 

2011). 

• Χρυσόγονος, Κ. Χ. (2003), Συνταγµατικό ∆ίκαιο, 409-434, Θεσσαλονίκη: 

Εκδόσεις Σάκκουλα Α.Ε. 

 



Appendices 
 

87 
 

7. Appendices 

7.1. Our research process model and schedule 

 

Img 7.1.1.: Quantitative research process (adapted from Bryman et al., 2005) 

 

This quantitative research process model (see Img 7.1.) depicts the flow of our 

research and below follows the planning of the project (see Img 7.2.). 

Theory 

Hypothesis 

Operationalisation 

of concepts 

Selection of 

respondents 

Conduct interviews and 

administer 

questionnaires 

Collect Data 

Analyse Data 

Findings 

Survey/correlational 

design 
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Img 7.1.2.: Schedule of project 
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7.2. Attitudes influenced by 

Our research will study the following listings of perceived Experiences and Beliefs a 

student has that might affects hers/his attitudes toward Electronic voting. 

7.2.1. Experiences 

• Computer and Internet usage 

• Survey usage and creation 

• Open source and commercial software usage 

• Voting experience 

 

7.2.2. Beliefs 

• Can increase participation (by enabling accessibility to elders and special 

needed people) 

• Easiness of electronic voting process 

• Increased speed of electronic voting process  

• Trust on electronic voting process (security / privacy) 

• Less cost of electronic voting process 

• Environment friendliness (due to lack of paper ballots) 
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Img 7.2.1.: Animated File Drawer Model 
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7.3. SEQAEV 

 
 

Img 7.3.1.: SEQAEV’s introductory message 

 

Contains a greeting to the students, a short reference to the thesis project, a 

description of the layout of the questionnaire, a note on the voluntary basis 

the research has and confidentiality related matters for the data collected, a 

thank you message and at last a reference to the people involved in this thesis 

project (student and supervising professor) 
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Img 7.3.2.: Page 1 (questions 1 through 5) collects demographic data 
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Img 7.3.3: Page 2 (question 6, subdivided into 3 questions) collects data concerning 

Computer usage 

 

The scale is Never (N), Few (F), A lot (A), Daily (D). 
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Img 7.3.4.: Page 3 (question 7, subdivided into 3 questions) collects data on the 

information sources that have provided any information on Electronic voting 

 

The scale is None (N), Few (F), A lot (A)  
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Img 7.3.5.: Page 4 (question 8, subdivided into 7 questions) collects data on students’ 

beliefs concerning Typical voting and Electronic voting (continued) 
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Img 7.3.6.: Students have to choose between the five options (Likert scale) for every 

single sentence. The available options (from left to right) are: Strongly 

Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Neither Disagree nor Agree (DNA), Agree (A), 

Strongly Agree (SA) 
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Img 7.3.7.: Page 5 (question 9, subdivided into 2 questions) collects data on students’ 

intention to vote on a.)mixed mode voting scheme (Typical and  Electronic 

voting available with the ability to choose) and b.)only Electronic voting 

scheme available, meaning that all voting must be done electronically 

 

Students have to choose between the five options (Likert scale) for every 

single sentence. The available options (from left to right) are: Strongly 

Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Neither Disagree nor Agree (DNA), Agree (A), 

Strongly Agree (SA) 
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Img 7.3.8.: Page 6 (question 10), here the student can express freely her/his thoughts 

related to the Electronic voting and the potential to be used on Students’ 

elections in the future 
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Img 7.3.9.: SEQAEV’s ending (thank you) message 
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7.4. Secondary education’s students voting procedure 

 
 

Img 7.4.1.: Voting choices translated to English 

 

 

 

 
 

Img 7.4.2.: Thank you message 
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Img 7.4.3.: Actual voting sheet provided to the students (in Greek) 

 

 
 

Img 7.4.4.: Thank you message 

 



Appendices 
 

102 
 

7.5. TEQAEV 

 
 

Img 7.5.1.: TEQAEV’s introductory message 

 

Contains a greeting to the students, a short reference to the thesis project, a 

description of the layout of the questionnaire, a note on the voluntary basis 

the research has and confidentiality related matters for the data collected, a 

thank you message and at last a reference to the people involved in this thesis 

project (student and supervising professor) 
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Img 7.5.2.: Page 1 (questions 1 through 3) collects demographic data (continued) 
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Img 7.5.3.: Page 1 (questions 4 through 6) collects demographic data 
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Img 7.5.4.: Page 2 (question 7, subdivided into 10 questions) collects data concerning 

Computer usage 

 

The scale is Never (N), Few (F), A lot (A), Daily (D). 
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Img 7.5.5.: Page 3 (question 8, 9 and 10) collects data concerning previous experience 

with questionnaire filling, creating and participation in Electronic Voting  

 

Yes, No answers are available 
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Img 7.5.6.: Page 4 (question 11, subdivided into 4 questions) collects data concerning 

previous participation in types of election 

 

Never (N), Sometimes (S) and Always (A) are the available answers 

 

Question 12 is related only to Students’ elections 
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Img 7.5.7.: Page 5 (question 13, subdivided into 3 questions) collects data on the 

information sources that have provided any information on Electronic voting 

 

The scale is None (N), Few (F), A lot (A) 
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Img 7.5.8.: Page 6 (question 14, subdivided into 14 questions) collects data on students’ 

beliefs concerning Typical voting and Electronic voting (continued, 1/3) 

 

Students have to choose between the five options (Likert scale) for every 

single sentence. The available options (from left to right) are: Strongly 

Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Neither Disagree nor Agree (DNA), Agree (A), 

Strongly Agree (SA) 
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Img 7.5.9.: (continued, 2/3) 
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Img 7.5.10.: (3/3) 
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Img 7.5.11.: Page 7 (question 15, subdivided into 12 questions) collects data on students’ 

intentions on mixed mode voting and Electronic voting (continued, 1/3) 

 

Students have to choose between the five options (Likert scale) for every 

single sentence. The available options (from left to right) are: Strongly 

Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Neither Disagree nor Agree (DNA), Agree (A), 

Strongly Agree (SA) 
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Img 7.5.12.: (continued, 2/3) 
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Img 7.5.13.: (3/3) 
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Img 7.5.14.: Page 8 (question 16, subdivided into 10 questions) collects data on students’ 

criteria on Electronic voting (continued, 1/2) 

 

Students have to choose between the five options (Likert scale) for every 

single sentence. The available options (from left to right) are: Indifferent 

(IND), Minor importance (MIN), Middle importance (MID), Important (IMP) 

and Absolutely necessary (AN) 
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Img 7.5.15.: On question 17 extra criteria that Electronic voting must meet can be added 
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Img 7.5.16.: Page 9 (optional questions 18, 19 and 20), here the student can express freely 

her/his thoughts related to the Electronic voting, can request the results of the 

research and can volunteer to future projects/research 
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Img 7.5.17.: TEQAEV’s ending (thank you) message 
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7.6. Tertiary education’s students voting procedure 

 
 

Img 7.5.18.: Actual voting sheet provided to the students 

 

 
 

Img 7.5.19.: Thank you message 
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7.7. Tables Secondary Education students 

7.7.1. Frequencies 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

15 30 22,2 22,2 22,2 

16 55 40,7 40,7 63,0 

17 30 22,2 22,2 85,2 

18 11 8,1 8,1 93,3 

19 5 3,7 3,7 97,0 

20 1 ,7 ,7 97,8 

21 2 1,5 1,5 99,3 

Valid 

25 1 ,7 ,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.1.: Students by age 

var: Ηλικία_2 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Computer Science 80 59,3 59,3 59,3 Valid 

Health & Welfare 55 40,7 40,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.2.: Students by studies specialty 

var: CS_Related 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 3 2,2 2,2 2,2 

Few 16 11,9 11,9 14,1 

Enough 45 33,3 33,3 47,4 

Valid 

Daily 71 52,6 52,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.3.: Level of Computer usage 

var: ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_6.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 26 19,3 19,3 19,3 

Few 61 45,2 45,2 64,4 

Valid 

Enough 48 35,6 35,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.4.: Electronic voting information provided by the School 

var: ΈνηµερώθηκαΑπόΣχολείοΓιαΗλεκτΨηφ_7.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 81 60,0 60,0 60,0 

Few 52 38,5 38,5 98,5 

Valid 

Enough 2 1,5 1,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.5.: Electronic voting information provided by the Social Media 

var: ΈνηµερώθηκαΑπόΜΜΕΓιαΗλεκτΨηφ_7.02 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative% 

No 94 69,6 69,6 69,6 

Few 27 20,0 20,0 89,6 

Valid 

Enough 14 10,4 10,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.6.: Electronic voting information provided by the Internet 

var: ΈνηµερώθηκαΑπό∆ιαδίκτυοΓιαΗλεκτΨηφ_7.03 

 
 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative% 

Strongly agree 13 9,6 9,6 9,6 

Agree 20 14,8 14,8 24,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 55 40,7 40,7 65,2 

Disagree 41 30,4 30,4 95,6 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 6 4,4 4,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.7.: Typical voting completes on proper time limits 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΣεΙκανοΧρόνο_8.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative% 

Strongly disagree 9 6,7 6,7 6,7 

Disagree 13 9,6 9,6 16,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 20 14,8 14,8 31,1 

Agree 60 44,4 44,4 75,6 

Valid 

Strongly agree 33 24,4 24,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.8.: Electronic voting completes faster than Typical voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΤαχύτερα_8.02 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 12 8,9 8,9 8,9 

Disagree 18 13,3 13,3 22,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 39 28,9 28,9 51,1 

Agree 37 27,4 27,4 78,5 

Valid 

Strongly agree 29 21,5 21,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.9.: Typical voting is not environment friendly 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ενΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_8.03 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 23 17,0 17,0 17,0 

Disagree 39 28,9 28,9 45,9 

Neither agree nor disagree 43 31,9 31,9 77,8 

Agree 23 17,0 17,0 94,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 5,2 5,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.10.: Electronic voting is environment friendly 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_8.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 18 13,3 13,3 13,3 

Agree 13 9,6 9,6 23,0 

Neither agree nor disagree 25 18,5 18,5 41,5 

Disagree 50 37,0 37,0 78,5 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 29 21,5 21,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.11.: Typical voting offers ballot’s safe entry 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΑσφάλειαΚαταχώρηση_8.05 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 23 17,0 17,0 17,0 

Disagree 39 28,9 28,9 45,9 

Neither agree nor disagree 43 31,9 31,9 77,8 

Agree 23 17,0 17,0 94,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 5,2 5,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.12.: Electronic voting offers ballot’s safe entry 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΑσφάλειαΚαταχώρηση_8.06 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 12 8,9 8,9 8,9 

Disagree 5 3,7 3,7 12,6 

Neither agree nor disagree 36 26,7 26,7 39,3 

Agree 55 40,7 40,7 80,0 

Valid 

Strongly agree 27 20,0 20,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.13.: Having the right to select between paper and electronic ballot 

var: ΜαθητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_9.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 21 15,6 15,6 15,6 

Disagree 21 15,6 15,6 31,1 

Neither agree nor disagree 45 33,3 33,3 64,4 

Agree 31 23,0 23,0 87,4 

Valid 

Strongly agree 17 12,6 12,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.7.1.14.: Having to vote only by electronic means 

var: ΜαθητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_9.02 
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Mε την ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία αν και έχει κινδύνους!! 

Γενικώς δεν έχω πολλές γνώσεις όσων αναφορά την ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία. 

∆εν θέλω ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία 

∆εν µου αρέσει σαν ιδέα! 

∆εν ξέρω, πρέπει να ενηµερωθώ καλύτερα. 

∆εν την θεωρώ ασφαλή! 

Είµαι προβληµατισµένη. 

Είναι καλό για τους ανθρώπου µε σωµατικά προβλήµατα αλλά δεν είναι τόσο ασφαλές όσο η 

τυπική ψηφοφορία. 

Είναι µια καλή αρχή, αλλά θέλει δουλεία ακόµα :) 

Η γνώµη µου είναι ότι δεν πρέπει να υπάρχει ψηφοφορία! 

Η ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία για εµένα είναι κάτι φιλικό προς τον χρηστή και έτσι θα υπάρχει κάτι 

πιο αποτελεσµατικό και γρήγορο αλλά φυσικά αυτό θα περιέχει κάποια µειονεκτήµατα! 

Η προσωπική µου άποψη είναι ότι είναι µια ιδέα καλή. 

Ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία πως θα γίνει εάν το σχολείο δεν διαθέτει Ηλεκτρονικούς Υπολογιστές; 

Θα µας ρωτήσουν για να το εφαρµόσουν; 

Καλύτερα η τυπική ψηφοφορία. 

Πήραµε µια ιδέα από αυτά που µας είπε ο κος.Σαλαβασίδης. Τι θα γίνει όµως στο µέλλον; 

Πιστεύω πως η ζωή µας θα γίνει καλύτερη µε την ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία όχι µόνο για τις 

εκλογές αλλά και για την καθηµερινότητα µας µπορούµε να την χρησιµοποιούµε στο σχολείο 

αλλά και γενικά. 

Πρέπει να έχουµε δικαίωµα επιλογής µεταξύ τυπικής ή ηλεκτρονικής ψηφοφορίας. Είναι 

φασιστικό να επιβληθεί η ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία χωρίς να µας ρωτήσουν. 

Προτιµώ την τυπική ψηφοφορία!!!!!!!! 

Σε θέµα τις ηλεκτρονικής ψηφοφορίας δεν είναι επικίνδυνο για το αν µπει κάποιος hacker στο 

σύστηµα του και να αλλάξει τους ψήφους . Και πως είµαι σίγουρος αν θα πάει στο σωστό 

άτοµο. Το όλο θέµα είναι ότι αν γίνει µετά από 15 χρόνια ν 

Στην ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία πολλές φορές µπορούν να υπάρξουν προβλήµατα. 

Το Υπουργείο Παιδείας δεν µας έχει ενηµερώσει. 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.1.15.: (Open question) Students beliefs about electronic voting 

var: ΕπιπλέονΣκέψειςΓιαΗλεκτΨηφ_18 
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7.7.2. Cross Tabulations 

Count 

  ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_6.01 

  Never Few A lot Daily Total 

Girl 1 10 26 31 68 Φύλο_1 

Boy 2 6 19 40 67 

 

Tbl 7.7.2.1.: Level of Computer usage cross tabulated with students’ Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_6.01 

 A total of 83.8% (57/68) girls and 88.1% (59/67) boys are using a lot the 

computer with a medium number on “Daily” value on both 54.4% (31/57) 

Girls and 67.8% (40/59) Boys. More Boys seem to use daily the Computer. 

 

Count 

  Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_6.02 

  Never Few A lot Daily Total 

Girl 2 14 31 21 68 Φύλο_1 

Boy 3 11 15 38 67 

 

Tbl 7.7.2.2.: Level of Internet usage cross tabulated with students’ Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_6.02 
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   ΧρήσηΚοινωνικών∆ικτύων_6.03 

   Never Few A lot Daily Total 

Count 1 9 16 42 68 

% within Φύλο_1 1,5% 13,2% 23,5% 61,8% 100,0

% 

% within ΧΚ∆_6.03 20,0% 34,6% 43,2% 62,7% 50,4% 

% of Total ,7% 6,7% 11,9% 31,1% 50,4% 

Residual -1,5 -4,1 -2,6 8,3  

Girl 

Std. Residual -1,0 -1,1 -,6 1,4  

Count 4 17 21 25 67 

% within Φύλο_1 6,0% 25,4% 31,3% 37,3% 100,0

% 

% within ΧΚ∆_6.03 80,0% 65,4% 56,8% 37,3% 49,6% 

% of Total 3,0% 12,6% 15,6% 18,5% 49,6% 

Residual 1,5 4,1 2,6 -8,3  

Φύλο_

1 

Boy 

Std. Residual 1,0 1,1 ,6 -1,4  

Count 5 26 37 67 135 

% within Φύλο_1 3,7% 19,3% 27,4% 49,6% 100,0

% 

Total 

% within ΧΚ∆_6.03 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0

% 

 

Tbl 7.7.2.3.: Level of Social Networks usage cross tabulated with students’ Sex 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * ΧρήσηΚοινωνικών∆ικτύων_6.03 
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 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9,244a 3 ,026 

Likelihood Ratio 9,461 3 ,024 

Linear-by-Linear Association 8,876 1 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 135   

a. 2 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 2,48. 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.2.4.: Chi-Square Tests 

 

  

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora 

Approx. 

Tb 

Approx. 

Sig. 

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -,257 ,080 -3,072 ,003c 

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -,260 ,082 -3,100 ,002c 

N of Valid Cases 135    

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 

c. Based on normal approximation. 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.2.5.: Symmetric Measures 
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7.7.3. Reliability Analysis 

 

Variables under Reliability Analysis: 

ΧΗΥ_6.01 ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_6.01 

Χ∆_6.02 Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_6.02 

ΧΚ∆_6.03 ΧρήσηΚοινωνικών∆ικτύων_6.03 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 135 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 135 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.7.3.1.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,682 ,690 3 

 

Tbl 7.7.3.2.: Reliability Statistics 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

ΧΗΥ_6.01 2,36 ,779 135 

Χ∆_6.02 2,18 ,863 135 

ΧΚ∆_6.03 2,23 ,889 135 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.3.: Item Statistics 
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 ΧΗΥ_6.01 Χ∆_6.02 ΧΚ∆_6.03 

ΧΗΥ_6.01 1,000 ,648 ,364 

Χ∆_6.02 ,648 1,000 ,268 

ΧΚ∆_6.03 ,364 ,268 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.4.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

ΧΗΥ_6.01 4,41 1,945 ,633 ,459 ,422 

Χ∆_6.02 4,59 1,900 ,538 ,421 ,530 

ΧΚ∆_6.03 4,54 2,220 ,345 ,134 ,784 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.5.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

6,77 3,924 1,981 3 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.6.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis: 

_8.01 ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΣεΙκανοΧρόνο_8.01 

_8.02 ΗλεκτΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΤαχύτερα_8.02 

_8.03 ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ενΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠερ/λον_8.03 

_8.04 ΗλεκτΨηφΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_8.04 

_8.05 ΤυπικήΨηφΑσφάλειαΚαταχώρηση_8.05 

_8.06 ΗλεκτΨηφΑσφάλειαΚαταχώρηση_8.06 

_8.07 ΕάνΑπουσίαζαΘαΠροτιµούσαΗλεκτΨήφ_8.07 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 82 60,7 

Excludeda 53 39,3 

Cases 

Total 135 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables 

in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.7.3.7.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,660 ,656 7 

 

Tbl 7.7.3.8.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_8.01 1,95 1,099 82 

_8.02 2,54 1,288 82 

_8.03 2,44 1,287 82 

_8.04 1,66 1,168 82 

_8.05 2,48 1,279 82 

_8.06 2,20 1,071 82 

_8.07 2,83 1,245 82 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.9.: Item Statistics 

 

 ο_8.01 _8.02 _8.03 _8.04 _8.05 _8.06 _8.07 

_8.01 1,000 ,307 ,452 ,150 ,236 ,071 ,201 

_8.02 ,307 1,000 ,452 ,255 ,458 ,022 ,073 

_8.03 ,452 ,452 1,000 ,117 ,337 ,000 ,063 

_8.04 ,150 ,255 ,117 1,000 ,317 ,202 ,044 

_8.05 ,236 ,458 ,337 ,317 1,000 ,049 ,168 

_8.06 ,071 ,022 ,000 ,202 ,049 1,000 ,525 

_8.07 ,201 ,073 ,063 ,044 ,168 ,525 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.10.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_8.01 14,13 18,389 ,415 ,252 ,612 

_8.02 13,55 16,917 ,466 ,328 ,593 

_8.03 13,65 17,417 ,413 ,329 ,610 

_8.04 14,43 19,062 ,303 ,173 ,643 

_8.05 13,61 16,982 ,464 ,295 ,593 

_8.06 13,89 20,099 ,236 ,320 ,658 

_8.07 13,26 18,909 ,282 ,332 ,650 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.11.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

16,09 23,511 4,849 7 
 
 

Tbl 7.7.3.12.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis: 

_9.01 ΜαθΕκλΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_9.01 

_9.02 ΜαθΕκλΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_9.02 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 135 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 135 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.7.3.13.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,646 ,648 2 

 

Tbl 7.7.3.14.: Reliability Statistics 
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7.8. Tables Tertiary Education students – test 

(sample1) 

7.8.1. Frequencies 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 4 2,9 2,9 2,9 

Agree 33 23,9 23,9 26,8 

Neither agree nor disagree 56 40,6 40,6 67,4 

Disagree 43 31,2 31,2 98,6 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 2 1,4 1,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.8.1.1.: On time completions of Typical voting 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΣεΙκανοΧρόνο_14.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 2 1,4 1,4 1,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 20 14,5 14,5 15,9 

Agree 55 39,9 39,9 55,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 61 44,2 44,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.8.1.2.: Electronic voting is completed faster than Typical voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΤαχύτερα_14.02 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 21 15,2 15,2 15,2 

Agree 46 33,3 33,3 48,6 

Neither agree nor disagree 35 25,4 25,4 73,9 

Disagree 29 21,0 21,0 94,9 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 7 5,1 5,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.8.1.3.: Typical voting has low cost 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΈχειΧαµηλόΚόστος_14.03 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 1 ,7 ,7 ,7 

Agree 14 10,1 10,1 10,9 

Neither agree nor disagree 30 21,7 21,7 32,6 

Disagree 45 32,6 32,6 65,2 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 48 34,8 34,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.8.1.4.: Electronic voting has lower cost than Typical voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΈχειΧαµηλότεροΚόστος_14.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 3 2,2 2,2 2,2 

Agree 13 9,4 9,4 11,6 

Neither agree nor disagree 27 19,6 19,6 31,2 

Disagree 41 29,7 29,7 60,9 

Valid 

Strongly disagree 54 39,1 39,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.8.1.5.: Typical voting is not environmental friendly 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ενΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_14.05 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 1,4 1,4 1,4 

Disagree 8 5,8 5,8 7,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 30 21,7 21,7 29,0 

Agree 52 37,7 37,7 66,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 46 33,3 33,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.8.1.6.: Electronic voting is environmental friendly 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_14.06 
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7.8.2. Cross Tabulations 

No cross tabulations were used in this case 
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7.8.3. Reliability Analysis 

Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.01 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

_15.02 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

_15.03 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 

_15.04 ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

_15.05 ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

_15.06 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 138 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 138 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.1.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

,937 ,937 6 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.2.: Reliability Statistics 
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Mean 

Std. 

Deviation N 

_15.01 2,65 1,092 138 

_15.02 2,72 1,133 138 

_15.03 2,64 1,133 138 

_15.04 2,72 1,107 138 

_15.05 2,93 ,914 138 

_15.06 2,62 1,129 138 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.3.: Item Statistics 

 

 _15.01 _15.02 _15.03 _15.04 _15.05 _15.06 

_15.01 1,000 ,587 ,594 ,618 ,526 ,584 

_15.02 ,587 1,000 ,835 ,797 ,687 ,793 

_15.03 ,594 ,835 1,000 ,918 ,640 ,883 

_15.04 ,618 ,797 ,918 1,000 ,674 ,899 

_15.05 ,526 ,687 ,640 ,674 1,000 ,648 

_15.06 ,584 ,793 ,883 ,899 ,648 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.4.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.01 13,62 24,339 ,641 ,417 ,947 

_15.02 13,56 22,102 ,849 ,746 ,921 

_15.03 13,64 21,649 ,901 ,881 ,914 

_15.04 13,56 21,796 ,910 ,887 ,913 

_15.05 13,34 25,102 ,710 ,529 ,938 

_15.06 13,66 21,847 ,882 ,835 ,917 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.5.: Item-Total Statistics 
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Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

16,28 32,435 5,695 6 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.6.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.07 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

_15.08 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

_15.09 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

_15.10 ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

_15.11 ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

_15.12 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 138 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 138 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.7.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,953 ,953 6 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.8.: Reliability Statistics 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.07 2,28 1,345 138 

_15.08 2,29 1,336 138 

_15.09 2,17 1,334 138 

_15.10 2,25 1,313 138 

_15.11 2,47 1,135 138 

_15.12 2,17 1,310 138 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.9.: Item Statistics 
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 _15.07 _15.08 _15.09 _15.10 _15.11 _15.12 

_15.07 1,000 ,701 ,725 ,740 ,558 ,731 

_15.08 ,701 1,000 ,869 ,869 ,680 ,848 

_15.09 ,725 ,869 1,000 ,917 ,683 ,898 

_15.10 ,740 ,869 ,917 1,000 ,713 ,922 

_15.11 ,558 ,680 ,683 ,713 1,000 ,693 

_15.12 ,731 ,848 ,898 ,922 ,693 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.10.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.07 11,36 35,238 ,752 ,575 ,956 

_15.08 11,35 33,586 ,885 ,798 ,940 

_15.09 11,46 33,170 ,919 ,873 ,936 

_15.10 11,38 33,173 ,937 ,901 ,934 

_15.11 11,17 37,760 ,718 ,528 ,958 

_15.12 11,47 33,433 ,918 ,872 ,937 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.11.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

13,64 49,065 7,005 6 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.12.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.01 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

_15.02 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

_15.03 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 

_15.04 ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

_15.05 ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

_15.06 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 

_15.07 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

_15.08 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

_15.09 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

_15.10 ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

_15.11 ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

_15.12 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 138 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 138 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.13.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,955 ,955 12 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.14.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.01 2,65 1,092 138 

_15.02 2,72 1,133 138 

_15.03 2,64 1,133 138 

_15.04 2,72 1,107 138 

_15.05 2,93 ,914 138 

_15.06 2,62 1,129 138 

_15.07 2,28 1,345 138 

_15.08 2,29 1,336 138 

_15.09 2,17 1,334 138 

_15.10 2,25 1,313 138 

_15.11 2,47 1,135 138 

_15.12 2,17 1,310 138 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.15.: Item Statistics 

 

 Με Επιλογή Τρόπου Ψήφισης 

Τυπικός ή Ηλεκτρονικός Ανά Άτοµο Μόνο Με Ηλεκτρονική Ψηφοφορία 

 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 

_15.01 1,000 ,587 ,594 ,618 ,526 ,584 ,614 ,290 ,307 ,373 ,392 ,398 

_15.02 ,587 1,000 ,835 ,797 ,687 ,793 ,555 ,614 ,564 ,632 ,541 ,666 

_15.03 ,594 ,835 1,000 ,918 ,640 ,883 ,628 ,615 ,650 ,676 ,508 ,675 

_15.04 ,618 ,797 ,918 1,000 ,674 ,899 ,637 ,599 ,617 ,687 ,513 ,641 

_15.05 ,526 ,687 ,640 ,674 1,000 ,648 ,448 ,500 ,422 ,507 ,593 ,497 

_15.06 ,584 ,793 ,883 ,899 ,648 1,000 ,605 ,583 ,626 ,642 ,484 ,670 

_15.07 ,614 ,555 ,628 ,637 ,448 ,605 1,000 ,701 ,725 ,740 ,558 ,731 

_15.08 ,290 ,614 ,615 ,599 ,500 ,583 ,701 1,000 ,869 ,869 ,680 ,848 

_15.09 ,307 ,564 ,650 ,617 ,422 ,626 ,725 ,869 1,000 ,917 ,683 ,898 

_15.10 ,373 ,632 ,676 ,687 ,507 ,642 ,740 ,869 ,917 1,000 ,713 ,922 

_15.11 ,392 ,541 ,508 ,513 ,593 ,484 ,558 ,680 ,683 ,713 1,000 ,693 

_15.12 ,398 ,666 ,675 ,641 ,497 ,670 ,731 ,848 ,898 ,922 ,693 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.16.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.01 27,26 123,216 ,562 ,632 ,957 

_15.02 27,20 117,195 ,797 ,785 ,951 

_15.03 27,28 116,186 ,842 ,890 ,949 

_15.04 27,20 116,757 ,838 ,911 ,950 

_15.05 26,98 123,715 ,663 ,619 ,955 

_15.06 27,30 116,838 ,816 ,860 ,950 

_15.07 27,63 113,957 ,775 ,730 ,951 

_15.08 27,62 113,244 ,809 ,824 ,950 

_15.09 27,74 112,837 ,826 ,899 ,950 

_15.10 27,66 112,066 ,872 ,922 ,948 

_15.11 27,44 119,300 ,704 ,629 ,953 

_15.12 27,75 112,249 ,867 ,898 ,948 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.17.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

29,91 138,036 11,749 12 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.18.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_16.01 ΧαµηλόΚόστος_16.01 

_16.02 ∆ιασφάλισηΜυστικότηταςΨήφου_16.02 

_16.03 ∆ιασφάλισηΟρθότηταςΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_16.03 

_16.04 ΠροσβασιµότηταΣεΌλοκληροΕκλογικόΣώµα_16.04 

_16.05 ΦιλικότηταΠροςΠεριβάλλον_16.05 

_16.06 ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΈκδοσηΕκλογικούΑποτελέσµατος_16.06 

_16.07 ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΠιστοποίησηΨηφοφόρουΚαιΛήψηΨήφου_16.07 

_16.08 ∆ιασφάλισηΤαυτοπροσωπίαςΨηφοφόρου_16.08 

_16.09 ΕυκολίαΣτηΧρήσηΣυστήµατοςΗλεκτΨηφ_16.09 

_16.10 ΠαροχήΕκπαίδευσηςΉΒοήθειαςΣεΨηφοφόροΣεΗλεκτΨηφ_16.10 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 138 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 138 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.19.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,802 ,790 10 

 

Tbl 7.8.3.20.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_16.01 2,91 ,908 138 

_16.02 3,76 ,599 138 

_16.03 3,68 ,628 138 

_16.04 3,43 ,800 138 

_16.05 3,00 1,133 138 

_16.06 2,89 1,085 138 

_16.07 3,00 1,074 138 

_16.08 3,57 ,783 138 

_16.09 3,08 1,004 138 

_16.10 3,14 1,027 138 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.21.: Item Statistics 

 

 _16.01 _16.02 _16.03 _16.04 _16.05 _16.06 _16.07 _16.08 _16.09 16.10 

_16.01 1,000 ,109 ,092 ,102 ,383 ,257 ,187 ,029 ,288 ,232 

_16.02 ,109 1,000 ,650 ,413 ,032 -,029 ,057 ,524 ,202 ,101 

_16.03 ,092 ,650 1,000 ,433 -,031 -,030 ,087 ,518 ,180 ,137 

_16.04 ,102 ,413 ,433 1,000 ,072 ,104 ,102 ,276 ,248 ,114 

_16.05 ,383 ,032 -,031 ,072 1,000 ,635 ,564 -,115 ,667 ,571 

_16.06 ,257 -,029 -,030 ,104 ,635 1,000 ,651 -,022 ,551 ,518 

_16.07 ,187 ,057 ,087 ,102 ,564 ,651 1,000 ,191 ,657 ,596 

_16.08 ,029 ,524 ,518 ,276 -,115 -,022 ,191 1,000 ,184 ,084 

_16.09 ,288 ,202 ,180 ,248 ,667 ,551 ,657 ,184 1,000 ,726 

_16.10 ,232 ,101 ,137 ,114 ,571 ,518 ,596 ,084 ,726 1,000 

 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.22.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_16.01 29,54 26,688 ,323 ,166 ,801 

_16.02 28,70 28,242 ,305 ,507 ,800 

_16.03 28,78 28,175 ,296 ,504 ,801 

_16.04 29,03 27,503 ,286 ,258 ,803 

_16.05 29,46 22,761 ,601 ,625 ,768 

_16.06 29,57 23,357 ,573 ,545 ,772 

_16.07 29,46 22,717 ,652 ,595 ,761 

_16.08 28,89 28,039 ,228 ,423 ,808 

_16.09 29,38 22,222 ,772 ,693 ,745 

_16.10 29,32 23,138 ,643 ,570 ,763 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.23.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

32,46 30,542 5,526 10 
 
 

Tbl 7.8.3.24.: Scale Statistics 

 



Appendices 
 

150 
 

7.9. Tables Tertiary Education students 

(undergraduates of Economic Science Department, 

University Of Macedonia, Thessaloniki) - – test 

(sample2) 

7.9.1. Frequencies 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Few 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

A lot 15 30,6 30,6 32,7 

Valid 

Daily 33 67,3 67,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.1.: Frequency of Computer usage 

var: ΧρήσηΗλεκτρονικούΥπολογιστή_7.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Few 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

A lot 17 34,7 34,7 36,7 

Valid 

Daily 31 63,3 63,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.2.: Frequency of Internet usage 

var: Χρήση∆ιαδικτύου_7.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 28 57,1 57,1 57,1 Valid 

Yes 21 42,9 42,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.3.: Students previously having created an electronic questionnaire 

var: ∆ηµιουργίαΗλεκτρονικούΕρωτηµατολογίου_8 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 5 10,2 10,2 10,2 Valid 

Yes 44 89,8 89,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.4.: Students previously having participated in filling an electronic questionnaire 

var: ΣυµµετοχήΣεΣυµπλήρωσηΗλεκτρονικούΕρωτηµατολογίου_9 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

No 14 28,6 28,6 28,6 Valid 

Yes 35 71,4 71,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.5.: Students previously having participated in an Electronic voting (ie.polls) 

var: ΣυµµετοχήσεΗλεκτρονικήΨηφοφορία_10 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 23 46,9 46,9 46,9 

Sometime 10 20,4 20,4 67,3 

Valid 

Always 16 32,7 32,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.6.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on Students’ elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΦοιτητικέςΕκλογές_11.01 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

- 23 46,9 46,9 46,9 

I do not want to answer 4 8,2 8,2 55,1 

Do not like Students’ elections 15 30,6 30,6 85,7 

I am on A Semester, 

no elections yet 

4 8,2 8,2 93,9 

Personal reasons, ie. absence 2 4,1 4,1 98,0 

Valid 

Other reason 1 2,0 2,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.7.: Reasons for not voting on Students’ elections 

var: ΟΛόγοςΠου∆ενΨηφίσαΣεΦοιτητικέςΕκλογές_12 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 3 6,1 6,1 6,1 

Sometimes 6 12,2 12,2 18,4 

Valid 

Always 40 81,6 81,6 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.8.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on Parliamentay elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΒουλευτικέςΕκλογές_11.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 11 22,4 22,4 22,4 

Sometimes 4 8,2 8,2 30,6 

Valid 

Always 34 69,4 69,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.9.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on Local Government elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησης_11.03 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Never 20 40,8 40,8 40,8 

Sometimes 10 20,4 20,4 61,2 

Valid 

Always 19 38,8 38,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.10.: Frequency of students casting a ballot on European Parliamentary elections 

var: ΨηφίζωΣτιςΕυρώεκλογές_11.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Disagree 11 22,4 22,4 24,5 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 51,0 

Valid 

Agree 24 49,0 49,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.11.: On time completion of Typical voting 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΣεΙκανοΧρόνο_14.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Neither agree nor disagree 7 14,3 14,3 18,4 

Agree 17 34,7 34,7 53,1 

Valid 

Strongly agree 23 46,9 46,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.12.: Electronic voting is completed faster than Typical voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφ∆ιεκπαιρεώνεταιΤαχύτερα_14.02 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 5 10,2 10,2 10,2 

Disagree 28 57,1 57,1 67,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 11 22,4 22,4 89,8 

Valid 

Agree 5 10,2 10,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.13.: Typical voting has a low cost 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΈχειΧαµηλόΚόστος_14.03 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 3 6,1 6,1 6,1 

Neither agree nor disagree 9 18,4 18,4 24,5 

Agree 27 55,1 55,1 79,6 

Valid 

Strongly agree 10 20,4 20,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.14.: Electronic voting has lower cost than Typical voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΈχειΧαµηλότεροΚόστος_14.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 6 12,2 12,2 12,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 11 22,4 22,4 34,7 

Agree 15 30,6 30,6 65,3 

Valid 

Strongly agree 17 34,7 34,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.15.: Typical voting is not environmental friendly 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφ∆ενΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_14.05 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 3 6,1 6,1 6,1 

Neither agree nor disagree 12 24,5 24,5 30,6 

Agree 21 42,9 42,9 73,5 

Valid 

Strongly agree 13 26,5 26,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.16.: Electronic voting is environmental friendly 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΕίναιΦιλικήΠροςΠεριβάλλον_14.06 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Disagree 13 26,5 26,5 30,6 

Neither agree nor disagree 16 32,7 32,7 63,3 

Agree 14 28,6 28,6 91,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 4 8,2 8,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.17.: Correct entry of vote on Typical voting (casting paper ballot) 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΟρθήΚαταχώρηση_14.07 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 3 6,1 6,1 6,1 

Disagree 6 12,2 12,2 18,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 18 36,7 36,7 55,1 

Agree 17 34,7 34,7 89,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 5 10,2 10,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.18.: Correct entry of vote on Electronic voting (casting electronic ballot) 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΟρθήΚαταχώρηση_14.08 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 8 16,3 16,3 16,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 6 12,2 12,2 28,6 

Agree 29 59,2 59,2 87,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 6 12,2 12,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.19.: Secrecy of the ballot being cast in Typical voting 

var: ΤυπικήΨηφΜυστικότηταΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_14.09 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 5 10,2 10,2 10,2 

Disagree 11 22,4 22,4 32,7 

Neither agree nor disagree 17 34,7 34,7 67,3 

Agree 15 30,6 30,6 98,0 

Valid 

Strongly agree 1 2,0 2,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1. 20.: Secrecy of the ballot being cast in Electronic voting 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΜυστικότηταΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_14.10 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Disagree 9 18,4 18,4 20,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 12 24,5 24,5 44,9 

Agree 21 42,9 42,9 87,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 6 12,2 12,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.21.: In case of absence would return to cast a ballot 

var: ΕάνΑπουσίαζαΘαΕπέστρεφαΝαΨηφίσω_14.11 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Disagree 3 6,1 6,1 8,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 5 10,2 10,2 18,4 

Agree 16 32,7 32,7 51,0 

Valid 

Strongly agree 24 49,0 49,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.22.: In case of absence would prefer to vote through electronic means (ie.Internet) 

var: ΕάνΑπουσίαζαΘαΠροτιµούσαΗλεκτΨήφ_14.12 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Neither agree nor disagree 18 36,7 36,7 36,7 

Agree 18 36,7 36,7 73,5 

Valid 

Strongly agree 13 26,5 26,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.23.: Electronic voting will increase voters’ participation 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΑυξάνειΣυµµετοχή_14.13 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Neither agree nor disagree 7 14,3 14,3 14,3 

Agree 18 36,7 36,7 51,0 

Valid 

Strongly agree 24 49,0 49,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.24.: Electronic voting will enable (more) voters with disabilities to participate 

var: ΗλεκτΨηφΣυµµετοχήΑΜΕΑ_14.14 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 8 16,3 16,3 16,3 

Disagree 3 6,1 6,1 22,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 14 28,6 28,6 51,0 

Agree 17 34,7 34,7 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.25.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Students’ elections 

var: ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Disagree 5 10,2 10,2 14,3 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

9 18,4 18,4 32,7 

Agree 25 51,0 51,0 83,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 8 16,3 16,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.26.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Referendum 

var: ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 8 16,3 16,3 16,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 42,9 

Agree 21 42,9 42,9 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.27.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Parliamentary elections 

var: ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Disagree 6 12,2 12,2 14,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 40,8 

Agree 22 44,9 44,9 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.28.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in Local Government elections 

var: ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Disagree 5 10,2 10,2 12,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 16 32,7 32,7 44,9 

Agree 20 40,8 40,8 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.29.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in deciding for Municipal matters 

var: ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Disagree 5 10,2 10,2 10,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 36,7 

Agree 24 49,0 49,0 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.30.: Mixed mode voting scheme employed in European Parliamentary elections 

var: ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 6 12,2 12,2 12,2 

Disagree 4 8,2 8,2 20,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 46,9 

Agree 19 38,8 38,8 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.31.: Electronic voting only in Students’ elections 

var: ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 4 8,2 8,2 8,2 

Disagree 4 8,2 8,2 16,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 42,9 

Agree 18 36,7 36,7 79,6 

Valid 

Strongly agree 10 20,4 20,4 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.32.: Electronic voting only in Referendum 

var: ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Disagree 8 16,3 16,3 20,4 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 46,9 

Agree 19 38,8 38,8 85,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 7 14,3 14,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.33.: Electronic voting only in Parliamentary elections 

var: ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Disagree 6 12,2 12,2 16,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 13 26,5 26,5 42,9 

Agree 22 44,9 44,9 87,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 6 12,2 12,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.34.: Electronic voting only in Local Government elections 

var: ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Disagree 4 8,2 8,2 12,2 

Neither agree nor disagree 18 36,7 36,7 49,0 

Agree 19 38,8 38,8 87,8 

Valid 

Strongly agree 6 12,2 12,2 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.35.: Electronic voting only in deciding for Municipal matters 

var: ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Strongly disagree 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Disagree 6 12,2 12,2 16,3 

Neither agree nor disagree 12 24,5 24,5 40,8 

Agree 21 42,9 42,9 83,7 

Valid 

Strongly agree 8 16,3 16,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.36.: Electronic voting only in European Parliamentary elections 

var: ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Middle importance 3 6,1 6,1 8,2 

Important 28 57,1 57,1 65,3 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 17 34,7 34,7 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.37.: Low cost 

var: ΧαµηλόΚόστος_16.01 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Important 16 32,7 32,7 36,7 

Valid 

Absolutely 

necessary 

31 63,3 63,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.38.: Ensuring the secrecy of the vote being cast 

var: ∆ιασφάλισηΜυστικότηταςΨήφου_16.02 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Middle importance 1 2,0 2,0 6,1 

Important 18 36,7 36,7 42,9 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 28 57,1 57,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.39.: Ensuring correctness of the ballot’s entry 

var: ∆ιασφάλισηΟρθότηταςΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_16.03 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Middle importance 6 12,2 12,2 14,3 

Important 19 38,8 38,8 53,1 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 23 46,9 46,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.40.: Accessibility for all population having right to vote 

var: ΠροσβασιµότηταΣεΌλοκληροΕκλογικόΣώµα_16.04 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 2 4,1 4,1 4,1 

Middle importance 5 10,2 10,2 14,3 

Important 23 46,9 46,9 61,2 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 19 38,8 38,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.41.: Friendliness to the environment 

var: ΦιλικότηταΠροςΠεριβάλλον_16.05 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Minor importance 2 4,1 4,1 6,1 

Middle importance 5 10,2 10,2 16,3 

Important 28 57,1 57,1 73,5 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 13 26,5 26,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.42.: Speed on delivering final results 

var: ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΈκδοσηΕκλογικούΑποτελέσµατος_16.06 
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  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Minor importance 1 2,0 2,0 4,1 

Middle importance 3 6,1 6,1 10,2 

Important 25 51,0 51,0 61,2 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 19 38,8 38,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.43.: Speed on voter’s authentication along with the vote being cast 

var: ΤαχήτηταΣτηνΠιστοποίησηΨηφοφόρουΚαιΛήψηΨήφου_16.07 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Middle importance 1 2,0 2,0 4,1 

Important 22 44,9 44,9 49,0 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 25 51,0 51,0 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.44.: Security of voter’s personal identity 

var: ∆ιασφάλισηΤαυτοπροσωπίαςΨηφοφόρου_16.08 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Indifferent 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Minor importance 2 4,1 4,1 6,1 

Middle importance 4 8,2 8,2 14,3 

Important 22 44,9 44,9 59,2 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 20 40,8 40,8 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.45.: Easiness in the use of the voting system 

var: ΕυκολίαΣτηΧρήσηΣυστήµατοςΗλεκτΨηφ_16.09 

 



Appendices 
 

165 
 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Minor importance 1 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Middle importance 4 8,2 8,2 10,2 

Important 21 42,9 42,9 53,1 

Valid 

Absolutely necessary 23 46,9 46,9 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.9.1.46.: Provision of training or helping a voter to cast a ballot 

var: ΠαροχήΕκπαίδευσηςΉΒοήθειαςΣεΨηφοφόροΣεΗλεκτΨηφ_16.10 
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7.9.2. Crosstabulations 

   Φύλο_1 

   Woman Man Total 

Count 0 1 1 Medium 

[21 - 30] % within ΠΣ_16_nonAr ,0% 100,0% 100,0% 

Count 8 7 15 High 

[31 - 40] % within ΠΣ_16_nonAr 53,3% 46,7% 100,0% 

Count 17 16 33 

ΠΣ_16_nonAr 

Very high 

[41 - 50] % within ΠΣ_16_nonAr 51,5% 48,5% 100,0% 

Total Count 25 24 49 

 

Tbl 7.9.2.1.: Intentions summed (Question 16) for the students, the greater the value the 

strictest the criteria set by the students 

Crosstabulation ΠροϋποθέσειςΣυµµετοχής_16_nonArithmetic * Φύλο_1  
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7.9.3. Reliability Analysis 

Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.01 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

_15.02 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

_15.03 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 

_15.04 ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

_15.05 ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

_15.06 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 49 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 49 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.1.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,890 ,904 6 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.2.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.01 2,24 1,267 49 

_15.02 2,65 1,011 49 

_15.03 2,55 ,937 49 

_15.04 2,57 ,957 49 

_15.05 2,55 ,937 49 

_15.06 2,67 ,851 49 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.3.: Item Statistics 

 

 _15.01 _15.02 _15.03 _15.04 _15.05 _15.06 

_15.01 1,000 ,247 ,428 ,449 ,358 ,404 

_15.02 ,247 1,000 ,712 ,725 ,580 ,616 

_15.03 ,428 ,712 1,000 ,873 ,739 ,779 

_15.04 ,449 ,725 ,873 1,000 ,826 ,745 

_15.05 ,358 ,580 ,739 ,826 1,000 ,701 

_15.06 ,404 ,616 ,779 ,745 ,701 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.4.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.01 13,00 17,250 ,424 ,238 ,930 

_15.02 12,59 16,747 ,670 ,571 ,877 

_15.03 12,69 15,967 ,864 ,807 ,847 

_15.04 12,67 15,641 ,892 ,854 ,842 

_15.05 12,69 16,592 ,766 ,703 ,862 

_15.06 12,57 17,083 ,783 ,651 ,862 
 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.5.: Item-Total Statistics 
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Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

15,24 23,314 4,828 6 
 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.6.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.07 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

_15.08 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

_15.09 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

_15.10 ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

_15.11 ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

_15.12 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 49 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 49 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.7.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,917 ,924 6 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.8.: Reliability Statistics 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.07 2,35 1,200 49 

_15.08 2,53 1,157 49 

_15.09 2,43 1,061 49 

_15.10 2,49 1,003 49 

_15.11 2,47 ,960 49 

_15.12 2,55 1,042 49 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.9.: Item Statistics 
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 _15.07 _15.08 _15.09 _15.10 _15.11 _15.12 

_15.07 1,000 ,360 ,421 ,497 ,417 ,410 

_15.08 ,360 1,000 ,728 ,706 ,747 ,669 

_15.09 ,421 ,728 1,000 ,896 ,863 ,837 

_15.10 ,497 ,706 ,896 1,000 ,925 ,773 

_15.11 ,417 ,747 ,863 ,925 1,000 ,798 

_15.12 ,410 ,669 ,837 ,773 ,798 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.10.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.07 12,47 22,671 ,460 ,278 ,948 

_15.08 12,29 20,333 ,737 ,592 ,907 

_15.09 12,39 19,867 ,885 ,862 ,886 

_15.10 12,33 20,224 ,902 ,906 ,885 

_15.11 12,35 20,690 ,888 ,887 ,888 

_15.12 12,27 20,574 ,815 ,734 ,896 
 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.11.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

14,82 29,361 5,419 6 
 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.12.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.01 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

_15.02 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

_15.03 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 

_15.04 ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

_15.05 ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

_15.06 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 

_15.07 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

_15.08 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

_15.09 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

_15.10 ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

_15.11 ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

_15.12 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 49 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 49 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.13.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,920 ,927 12 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.14.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.01 2,24 1,267 49 

_15.02 2,65 1,011 49 

_15.03 2,55 ,937 49 

_15.04 2,57 ,957 49 

_15.05 2,55 ,937 49 

_15.06 2,67 ,851 49 

_15.07 2,35 1,200 49 

_15.08 2,53 1,157 49 

_15.09 2,43 1,061 49 

_15.10 2,49 1,003 49 

_15.11 2,47 ,960 49 

_15.12 2,55 1,042 49 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.15.: Item Statistics 

 

 Με Επιλογή Τρόπου Ψήφισης 

Τυπικός ή Ηλεκτρονικός Ανά Άτοµο Μόνο Με Ηλεκτρονική Ψηφοφορία 

 _15.01 _15.02 _15.03 _15.04 _15.05 _15.06 _15.07 _15.08 _15.09 _15.10 _15.11 _15.12 

_15.01 1,000 ,247 ,428 ,449 ,358 ,404 ,669 ,066 ,122 ,133 ,092 ,069 

_15.02 ,247 1,000 ,712 ,725 ,580 ,616 ,342 ,588 ,510 ,541 ,536 ,521 

_15.03 ,428 ,712 1,000 ,873 ,739 ,779 ,197 ,474 ,512 ,461 ,517 ,451 

_15.04 ,449 ,725 ,873 1,000 ,826 ,745 ,277 ,398 ,431 ,484 ,518 ,409 

_15.05 ,358 ,580 ,739 ,826 1,000 ,701 ,290 ,398 ,512 ,572 ,633 ,451 

_15.06 ,404 ,616 ,779 ,745 ,701 1,000 ,276 ,349 ,458 ,387 ,421 ,536 

_15.07 ,669 ,342 ,197 ,277 ,290 ,276 1,000 ,360 ,421 ,497 ,417 ,410 

_15.08 ,066 ,588 ,474 ,398 ,398 ,349 ,360 1,000 ,728 ,706 ,747 ,669 

_15.09 ,122 ,510 ,512 ,431 ,512 ,458 ,421 ,728 1,000 ,896 ,863 ,837 

_15.10 ,133 ,541 ,461 ,484 ,572 ,387 ,497 ,706 ,896 1,000 ,925 ,773 

_15.11 ,092 ,536 ,517 ,518 ,633 ,421 ,417 ,747 ,863 ,925 1,000 ,798 

_15.12 ,069 ,521 ,451 ,409 ,451 ,536 ,410 ,669 ,837 ,773 ,798 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.16.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.01 27,82 73,403 ,357 ,766 ,930 

_15.02 27,41 69,663 ,716 ,702 ,912 

_15.03 27,51 70,255 ,741 ,876 ,911 

_15.04 27,49 70,005 ,739 ,874 ,911 

_15.05 27,51 70,422 ,729 ,795 ,912 

_15.06 27,39 72,159 ,683 ,765 ,914 

_15.07 27,71 70,917 ,515 ,775 ,922 

_15.08 27,53 68,713 ,663 ,675 ,914 

_15.09 27,63 68,112 ,773 ,887 ,909 

_15.10 27,57 68,667 ,788 ,919 ,909 

_15.11 27,59 69,122 ,797 ,916 ,909 

_15.12 27,51 69,172 ,722 ,814 ,912 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.17.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

30,06 82,767 9,098 12 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.18.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_16.01 ΧαµηλόΚόστος_16.01 

_16.02 ∆ιασφάλισηΜυστικότηταςΨήφου_16.02 

_16.03 ∆ιασφάλισηΟρθότηταςΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_16.03 

_16.04 ΠροσβασιµότηταΣεΌλοκληροΕκλογικόΣώµα_16.04 

_16.05 ΦιλικότηταΠροςΠεριβάλλον_16.05 

_16.06 ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΈκδοσηΕκλογικούΑποτελέσµατος_16.06 

_16.07 ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΠιστοποίησηΨηφοφόρουΚαιΛήψηΨήφου_16.07 

_16.08 ∆ιασφάλισηΤαυτοπροσωπίαςΨηφοφόρου_16.08 

_16.09 ΕυκολίαΣτηΧρήσηΣυστήµατοςΗλεκτΨηφ_16.09 

_16.10 ΠαροχήΕκπαίδευσηςΉΒοήθειαςΣεΨηφοφόροΣεΗλεκτΨηφ_16.10 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 49 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 49 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.19.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,811 ,807 10 

 

Tbl 7.9.3.20.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_16.01 3,22 ,743 49 

_16.02 3,55 ,709 49 

_16.03 3,47 ,739 49 

_16.04 3,31 ,769 49 

_16.05 3,20 ,790 49 

_16.06 3,02 ,854 49 

_16.07 3,22 ,823 49 

_16.08 3,45 ,647 49 

_16.09 3,18 ,905 49 

_16.10 3,35 ,723 49 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.21.: Item Statistics 

 

 _16.01 _16.02 _16.03 _16.04 _16.05 _16.06 _16.07 _16.08 _16.09 _16.10 

_16.01 1,000 ,274 ,221 ,023 ,594 ,157 ,222 ,003 ,216 ,162 

_16.02 ,274 1,000 ,729 ,334 ,055 ,222 ,212 ,267 ,261 ,310 

_16.03 ,221 ,729 1,000 ,585 ,011 ,315 ,474 ,247 ,460 ,352 

_16.04 ,023 ,334 ,585 1,000 -,105 ,339 ,383 ,262 ,426 ,254 

_16.05 ,594 ,055 ,011 -,105 1,000 ,086 ,120 ,021 ,150 ,092 

_16.06 ,157 ,222 ,315 ,339 ,086 1,000 ,675 ,058 ,750 ,596 

_16.07 ,222 ,212 ,474 ,383 ,120 ,675 1,000 ,354 ,670 ,391 

_16.08 ,003 ,267 ,247 ,262 ,021 ,058 ,354 1,000 ,212 ,239 

_16.09 ,216 ,261 ,460 ,426 ,150 ,750 ,670 ,212 1,000 ,569 

_16.10 ,162 ,310 ,352 ,254 ,092 ,596 ,391 ,239 ,569 1,000 

 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.22.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 



Appendices 
 

177 
 

 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_16.01 29,76 19,439 ,335 ,442 ,811 

_16.02 29,43 18,792 ,471 ,644 ,797 

_16.03 29,51 17,755 ,624 ,752 ,780 

_16.04 29,67 18,599 ,451 ,437 ,799 

_16.05 29,78 20,303 ,177 ,387 ,828 

_16.06 29,96 17,123 ,614 ,742 ,780 

_16.07 29,76 16,980 ,668 ,688 ,773 

_16.08 29,53 20,088 ,290 ,363 ,813 

_16.09 29,80 16,166 ,714 ,672 ,766 

_16.10 29,63 18,237 ,555 ,466 ,788 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.23.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

32,98 22,187 4,710 10 
 
 

Tbl 7.9.3.24.: Scale Statistics 
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7.10. Tables Tertiary Education students – retest 

7.10.1. Frequencies 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Woman 33 58,9 58,9 58,9 Valid 

Man 23 41,1 41,1 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.10.1.1.: Students participation by Sex 

var: Φύλο_1 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

18 to 24 33 58,9 58,9 58,9 

25 to 31 16 28,6 28,6 87,5 

Valid 

32 and over 7 12,5 12,5 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.10.1.2.: Students participation by Age groups 

var: Ηλικία_2 

 

  Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Typical voting 33 58,9 58,9 58,9 

Mixed mode voting 20 35,8 35,8 94,7 

Valid 

Electronic voting 3 5,3 5,3 100,0 

 

Tbl 7.10.1.3.: How the students want to vote on future Students elections 

var: Voting 
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7.10.2. Cross Tabulations 

Count 

  Ηλικία_2 

  18 to 24 25 to 31 32 and over Total 

Woman 25 5 3 33 Φύλο_1 

Man 8 11 4 23 

 

Tbl 7.10.2.1.: Women and men cross tabulated under age groups 

Crosstabulation Φύλο_1 * Ηλικία_2  
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7.10.3. Reliability Analysis 

Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.01 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

_15.02 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

_15.03 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 

_15.04 ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

_15.05 ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

_15.06 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 56 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 56 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.1.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,953 ,953 6 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.2.: Reliability Statistics 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.01 2,66 1,100 56 

_15.02 2,86 1,017 56 

_15.03 2,73 1,120 56 

_15.04 2,80 1,135 56 

_15.05 3,00 1,009 56 

_15.06 2,73 1,070 56 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.3.: Item Statistics 
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 _15.01 _15.02 _15.03 _15.04 _15.05 _15.06 

_15.01 1,000 ,769 ,692 ,732 ,704 ,786 

_15.02 ,769 1,000 ,732 ,747 ,833 ,816 

_15.03 ,692 ,732 1,000 ,888 ,627 ,880 

_15.04 ,732 ,747 ,888 1,000 ,714 ,914 

_15.05 ,704 ,833 ,627 ,714 1,000 ,758 

_15.06 ,786 ,816 ,880 ,914 ,758 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.4.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.01 14,13 23,893 ,806 ,670 ,950 

_15.02 13,93 24,140 ,861 ,798 ,944 

_15.03 14,05 23,361 ,846 ,829 ,945 

_15.04 13,98 22,818 ,891 ,872 ,940 

_15.05 13,79 24,790 ,793 ,735 ,951 

_15.06 14,05 23,033 ,934 ,895 ,935 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.5.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

16,79 33,771 5,811 6 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.6.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.07 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

_15.08 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

_15.09 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

_15.10 ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

_15.11 ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

_15.12 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 56 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 56 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.7.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,954 ,954 6 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.8.: Reliability Statistics 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.07 2,46 1,250 56 

_15.08 2,41 1,203 56 

_15.09 2,25 1,240 56 

_15.10 2,32 1,281 56 

_15.11 2,50 1,206 56 

_15.12 2,36 1,212 56 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.9.: Item Statistics 
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 _15.07 _15.08 _15.09 _15.10 _15.11 _15.12 

_15.07 1,000 ,657 ,651 ,700 ,627 ,728 

_15.08 ,657 1,000 ,832 ,833 ,796 ,845 

_15.09 ,651 ,832 1,000 ,911 ,754 ,871 

_15.10 ,700 ,833 ,911 1,000 ,789 ,908 

_15.11 ,627 ,796 ,754 ,789 1,000 ,758 

_15.12 ,728 ,845 ,871 ,908 ,758 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.10.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.07 11,84 32,610 ,724 ,549 ,961 

_15.08 11,89 31,261 ,877 ,789 ,944 

_15.09 12,05 30,706 ,893 ,851 ,942 

_15.10 11,98 29,909 ,925 ,892 ,938 

_15.11 11,80 31,943 ,815 ,689 ,950 

_15.12 11,95 30,706 ,918 ,864 ,939 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.11.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

14,30 44,506 6,671 6 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.12.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_15.01 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨήφ_15.01 

_15.02 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.02 

_15.03 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.03 

_15.04 ΕκλογέςΤοπΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.04 

_15.05 ΨηφοφορίαΛήψηςΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.05 

_15.06 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜεΕπιλογήΤυπΨηφΉΗλεκτΨηφ_15.06 

_15.07 ΦοιτητικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.07 

_15.08 ∆ηµοψήφισµαΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.08 

_15.09 ΒουλευτικέςΕκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.09 

_15.10 ΕκλογέςΤοπικήςΑυτοδιοίκησηςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.10 

_15.11 ΛήψηΑποφάσεωνΓιαΤοπΑυτΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.11 

_15.12 ΕυρώεκλογέςΜόνοΜεΗλεκτΨηφ_15.12 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 56 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 56 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.13.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,963 ,964 12 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.14.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_15.01 2,66 1,100 56 

_15.02 2,86 1,017 56 

_15.03 2,73 1,120 56 

_15.04 2,80 1,135 56 

_15.05 3,00 1,009 56 

_15.06 2,73 1,070 56 

_15.07 2,46 1,250 56 

_15.08 2,41 1,203 56 

_15.09 2,25 1,240 56 

_15.10 2,32 1,281 56 

_15.11 2,50 1,206 56 

_15.12 2,36 1,212 56 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.15.: Item Statistics 

 

 Με Επιλογή Τρόπου Ψήφισης 

Τυπικός ή Ηλεκτρονικός Ανά Άτοµο Μόνο Με Ηλεκτρονική Ψηφοφορία 

 

_15.01 _15.02 _15.03 _15.04 _15.05 _15.06 _15.07 

 

_15.08 _15.09 _15.10 _15.11 _15.12 

_15.01 1,000 ,769 ,692 ,732 ,704 ,786 ,751 ,575 ,503 ,569 ,541 ,597 

_15.02 ,769 1,000 ,732 ,747 ,833 ,816 ,640 ,644 ,534 ,636 ,593 ,676 

_15.03 ,692 ,732 1,000 ,888 ,627 ,880 ,714 ,637 ,691 ,682 ,478 ,701 

_15.04 ,732 ,747 ,888 1,000 ,714 ,914 ,694 ,633 ,656 ,745 ,498 ,686 

_15.05 ,704 ,833 ,627 ,714 1,000 ,758 ,505 ,569 ,465 ,577 ,627 ,550 

_15.06 ,786 ,816 ,880 ,914 ,758 1,000 ,693 ,567 ,613 ,674 ,500 ,706 

_15.07 ,751 ,640 ,714 ,694 ,505 ,693 1,000 ,657 ,651 ,700 ,627 ,728 

_15.08 ,575 ,644 ,637 ,633 ,569 ,567 ,657 1,000 ,832 ,833 ,796 ,845 

_15.09 ,503 ,534 ,691 ,656 ,465 ,613 ,651 ,832 1,000 ,911 ,754 ,871 

_15.10 ,569 ,636 ,682 ,745 ,577 ,674 ,700 ,833 ,911 1,000 ,789 ,908 

_15.11 ,541 ,593 ,478 ,498 ,627 ,500 ,627 ,796 ,754 ,789 1,000 ,758 

_15.12 ,597 ,676 ,701 ,686 ,550 ,706 ,728 ,845 ,871 ,908 ,758 1,000 

 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.16.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_15.01 28,43 117,558 ,765 ,766 ,961 

_15.02 28,23 118,072 ,811 ,830 ,960 

_15.03 28,36 115,834 ,827 ,877 ,959 

_15.04 28,29 115,117 ,847 ,928 ,959 

_15.05 28,09 119,865 ,731 ,821 ,962 

_15.06 28,36 116,379 ,845 ,933 ,959 

_15.07 28,63 114,348 ,790 ,751 ,961 

_15.08 28,68 114,404 ,823 ,845 ,959 

_15.09 28,84 113,956 ,814 ,899 ,960 

_15.10 28,77 111,709 ,875 ,936 ,958 

_15.11 28,59 116,101 ,749 ,814 ,962 

_15.12 28,73 113,000 ,875 ,909 ,958 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.17.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

31,09 137,028 11,706 12 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.18.: Scale Statistics 
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Variables under Reliability Analysis : 

_16.01 ΧαµηλόΚόστος_16.01 

_16.02 ∆ιασφάλισηΜυστικότηταςΨήφου_16.02 

_16.03 ∆ιασφάλισηΟρθότηταςΚαταχώρησηςΨήφου_16.03 

_16.04 ΠροσβασιµότηταΣεΌλοκληροΕκλογικόΣώµα_16.04 

_16.05 ΦιλικότηταΠροςΠεριβάλλον_16.05 

_16.06 ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΈκδοσηΕκλογικούΑποτελέσµατος_16.06 

_16.07 ΤαχύτηταΣτηνΠιστοποίησηΨηφοφόρουΚαιΛήψηΨήφου_16.07 

_16.08 ∆ιασφάλισηΤαυτοπροσωπίαςΨηφοφόρου_16.08 

_16.09 ΕυκολίαΣτηΧρήσηΣυστήµατοςΗλεκτΨηφ_16.09 

_16.10 ΠαροχήΕκπαίδευσηςΉΒοήθειαςΣεΨηφοφόροΣεΗλεκτΨηφ_16.10 

 

 
 

  N % 

Valid 56 100,0 

Excludeda 0 ,0 

Cases 

Total 56 100,0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.19.: Case Processing Summary 

 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

,711 ,733 10 

 

Tbl 7.10.3.20.: Reliability Statistics 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N 

_16.01 2,88 ,854 56 

_16.02 3,80 ,483 56 

_16.03 3,70 ,630 56 

_16.04 3,55 ,570 56 

_16.05 3,21 ,929 56 

_16.06 3,11 ,755 56 

_16.07 3,25 ,837 56 

_16.08 3,61 ,802 56 

_16.09 3,32 ,789 56 

_16.10 3,36 ,819 56 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.21.: Item Statistics 

 

 _16.01 _16.02 _16.03 _16.04 _16.05 _16.06 _16.07 _16.08 _16.09 _16.10 

_16.01 1,000 ,028 -,038 ,033 ,424 ,162 -,057 -,046 ,115 -,039 

_16.02 ,028 1,000 ,756 ,072 ,055 -,240 ,169 ,595 ,407 ,273 

_16.03 -,038 ,756 1,000 ,223 -,011 -,045 ,285 ,623 ,493 ,496 

_16.04 ,033 ,072 ,223 1,000 ,219 ,156 ,353 ,166 ,447 ,387 

_16.05 ,424 ,055 -,011 ,219 1,000 ,122 -,094 -,251 ,326 ,280 

_16.06 ,162 -,240 -,045 ,156 ,122 1,000 ,273 -,049 ,216 ,202 

_16.07 -,057 ,169 ,285 ,353 -,094 ,273 1,000 ,501 ,427 ,239 

_16.08 -,046 ,595 ,623 ,166 -,251 -,049 ,501 1,000 ,405 ,107 

_16.09 ,115 ,407 ,493 ,447 ,326 ,216 ,427 ,405 1,000 ,523 

_16.10 -,039 ,273 ,496 ,387 ,280 ,202 ,239 ,107 ,523 1,000 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.22.: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

_16.01 30,91 14,410 ,131 ,244 ,733 

_16.02 29,98 14,236 ,417 ,677 ,689 

_16.03 30,09 13,137 ,537 ,727 ,666 

_16.04 30,23 13,818 ,436 ,297 ,683 

_16.05 30,57 13,631 ,218 ,452 ,721 

_16.06 30,68 14,331 ,190 ,268 ,718 

_16.07 30,54 12,835 ,409 ,434 ,682 

_16.08 30,18 13,277 ,354 ,653 ,692 

_16.09 30,46 11,526 ,717 ,553 ,624 

_16.10 30,43 12,468 ,493 ,507 ,666 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.23.: Item-Total Statistics 

 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

33,79 15,990 3,999 10 
 
 

Tbl 7.10.3.24.: Scale Statistics 
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7.11. Question Appraisal System (QAS-99) 

Based on QAS-99; a simple questions wizard has been formed in order to 

assess the questions of both questionnaires and prepare as much possible 

better questionnaires. 

 

Οδηγός αξιολόγησης ερωτήσεων για το ερωτηµατολόγιο 

Να σηµειώσετε σε κάθε κατηγορία τον αριθµό των ερωτήσεων που θεωρείται ότι 

ανήκουν σε αυτή. 

Παράδειγµα 

 14.5 

  

∆εν υπάρχει στις δυνατές επιλογές της ερώτησης η επιλογή που θέλω να 

επιλέξω. Θα πρότεινα να συµπεριληφθεί και η επιλογή … 

 

Οδηγίες  

Ασαφείς/∆υσνόητες 

  

  

 

 

Ερωτήσεις 

Ασαφείς/∆υσνόητες 

  

  

 

 

Προκατάληψη / Ευαίσθητα δεδοµένα 

Ενοχλητική ερώτηση/λέξεις µε προσβλητικό περιεχόµενο 

  

  

 

 

∆ιαθέσιµες επιλογές/κατηγορίες ανά ερώτηση 

Τεχνικοί όροι (δυσνόητοι)/Ασαφείς/Ελλειπής/Αλληλοκαλυπτόµενες/Μη λογική σειρά 
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7.12. Evoting webpage 

The webpage that has “hosted” the questionnaires and the electronic 

votings is http://evoting.salavasidis.gr.  

 

It will be setup to include the results of this thesis project, related 

articles, links/references to other Electronic voting webpages and will serve as 

an information point concerning Electronic voting. 
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7.13. Article - Electronic Voting: The students' view 

Title: Electronic Voting: The students' view 

Abstract 

In the "digital" everyday, eGovernment seems as a need. The "citizens of 

tomorrow", namely current students, should come in contact with eGovernment 

services. Electronic voting may be the students’ first point of contact with 

eGovernment services. 

Utilizing a first small blind voting, we investigated whether in the 

Students’ election (15members Students’ Council) of a particular Vocational 

School, the students would like to use Electronic voting and, if yes, how in the 

future. The results present a positive predisposition towards the use of 

Electronic Voting alongside with traditional voting, though are not of general 

applicability due to limitations. 

Keywords: electronic voting, students, school. 

 

 

Τίτλος: Ηλεκτρονική Ψηφοφορία: Η άποψη των µαθητών  

Περίληψη 

Στη «ψηφιακή» καθηµερινότητα του σήµερα, η Ηλεκτρονική 

∆ιακυβέρνηση φαντάζει ως ανάγκη. Οι «αυριανοί πολίτες», δηλαδή οι σηµερινοί 

µαθητές, πρέπει να έρθουν σε επαφή µε υπηρεσίες Ηλεκτρονικής 

∆ιακυβέρνησης. Η Ηλεκτρονική Ψηφοφορία µπορεί να αποτελέσει το σηµείο 

πρώτης επαφής των µαθητών µε την Ηλεκτρονική ∆ιακυβέρνηση. 

Υλοποιώντας µια πρώτη µικρή τυφλή ψηφοφορία, µελετήσαµε κατά πόσο 

στο πλαίσιο των εκλογών του 15µελούς µαθητικού συµβουλίου οι µαθητές ενός 

συγκεκριµένου Επαγγελµατικού Λυκείου επιθυµούν, και εάν ναι µε ποιο τρόπο, 

τη µελλοντική χρήση της Ηλεκτρονικής Ψηφοφορίας. Τα αποτελέσµατα, αν και 

µη γενικεύσιµα, δείχνουν µια θετική προδιάθεση προς την χρήση της 

Ηλεκτρονικής Ψηφοφορίας παράλληλα µε την Παραδοσιακή Ψηφοφορία 

(Τυπική Ψηφοφορία) στα πλαίσια των ενδοσχολικών εκλογών. 

Λέξεις κλειδιά: ηλεκτρονική ψηφοφορία, µαθητές, λύκειο. 

 


