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Το E-Learning στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση πριν και μετά την 

εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού / COVID-19  

 
 

Περίληψη 

Η παρούσα διπλωματική εργασία στοχεύει στη διερεύνηση του e-learning στην 

Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση πριν και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού (Covid-19). Πιο 

συγκεκριμένα, εστιάζει στη θέση του e-learning στα Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα 

καθώς και στην εμπειρία των καθηγητών της Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης σε σχέση με 

το e-learning πριν αλλά και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. Ακόμη, δίνεται 

έμφαση στις ιδιαίτερες προκλήσεις που οι καθηγητές κλήθηκαν να αντιμετωπίσουν 

κατά τη διάρκεια του Κορωνοϊού και την ξαφνική στροφή στο e-learning. Επιπλέον, 

διερευνάται η γνώμη των καθηγητών για το e-learning πριν τον Κορωνοϊό αλλά και το 

πως αυτή διαμορφώθηκε μετά την εμπειρία/ έκθεσή τους στο e-learning μετά την 

εμφάνιση του Κορωνοϊού. 

Προκειμένου να απαντηθούν τα ερευνητικά ερωτήματα, χρησιμοποιήθηκαν εργαλεία 

ποσοτικής συλλογής δεδομένων, δηλαδή ένα ηλεκτρονικό ερωτηματολόγιο που 

χρησιμοποιήθηκε για πρώτη φορά και συμπληρώθηκε από καθηγητές Τριτοβάθμιας 

Eκπαίδευσης στην Ελλάδα και τη Γαλλία. Τα ευρήματα της έρευνας κατέδειξαν ότι 

υπήρξε θετική αλλαγή σε σχέση με το e-learning στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση μετά 

την εμφάνιση του Κορωνοϊού ενισχύοντας τη θέση του μέσα στα Ανώτατα 

Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα. Παράλληλα, φάνηκε ότι η συντριπτική πλειοψηφία των 

καθηγητών απέκτησε περισσότερη εμπειρία στο e-learning και προσπάθησε να 

ανταπεξέλθει στις νέες προκλήσεις που αναδύθηκαν, ενώ ενισχύθηκε και η θετική 

στάση των καθηγητών απέναντι στο e-learning μετά την εκτεταμένη χρήση του. 

Επιπλέον, λόγω της εμφάνισης του Κορωνοϊού, παρατηρήθηκαν σημαντικές διαφορές 

στη στάση των καθηγητών απέναντι στο e-learning ανά χώρα και ανά γνωστικό 

αντικείμενο. Μετά την παρουσίαση και την ανάλυση των πορισμάτων της έρευνας 

αυτής, συζητούνται επίσης περιορισμοί και προτάσεις για περαιτέρω έρευνα που 

στοχεύει στην αποτελεσματικότερη κατανόηση/ διερεύνηση του e-learning στην 

Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση πριν και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού καθώς και των 

αλλαγών που επέφερε η εμφάνιση του Κορωνοϊού. 
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E-Learning in Higher Education before and after the Coronavirus/ 

COVID-19 outbreak 

 

Abstract 

The present dissertation aims at investigating e-learning in Higher Education before 

and after the Covid-19 outbreak. More specifically, it focuses on the status of e-learning 

in Higher Education Institutions  and on Higher Education teachers' experience with e-

learning before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. Moreover, emphasis is placed on the 

special challenges that teachers were called to face during Covid-19 and the sudden turn 

to e-learning. Furthermore, the opinions of teachers towards e-learning before Covid-19 

but also how they were shaped after their experience/exposure to e-learning after the 

Covid-19 outbreak are also investigated. 

In order to answer the research questions, quantitative tools for collecting data were 

used, namely, an electronic questionnaire which was used for the first time and which 

was completed by Higher Education teachers in Greece and France. The findings of the 

research demonstrated that there was a positive change in respect to e-learning in 

Higher Education after the appearance of Covid-19, reinforcing the status of e-learning 

within Higher Education Institutions. At the same time, it was shown that the vast 

majority of teachers acquired more experience in e-learning and tried to respond to the 

new challenges that surfaced, while their positive attitude towards e-learning was 

strengthened after their extensive use of it. In addition, due to the appearance of Covid-

19, significant changes in teachers' attitudes towards e-learning according to country 

and academic discipline were observed. Following the presentation and analysis of the 

findings of this research, limitations and suggestions for further research with an aim to 

investigate/understand e-learning in Higher Education before and after the spread of 

Covid-19 but also the changes that were caused by Covid-19 more effectively are also 

discussed. 

 

Keywords: e-learning, Higher Education, before the Coronavirus/ COVID-19 outbreak, 

after the Coronavirus/ COVID-19 outbreak, Higher Education Institutions, Coronavirus 
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Introduction 
 

E-learning is considered to be one of the best and most effective teaching methods, 

as its integration, especially in Higher Education (HE), offers a wide range of 

advantages (Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). E-learning methods are applied by many 

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), in order to address the issues concerning learning 

and performance presented by traditional education (Govindasamy, 2001). 

Until recently, HE e-learning has drawn surprisingly little attention beyond the limits 

of the communities and projects closely linked to it. For instance, it has not been central 

in Bologna Process discussions and did not become a focal point of the European Union 

education policy until September 2013, when the “Opening up Education” 

Communication was published by the European Commission (Gaebel et al., 2014). 

The worldwide Coronavirus (Covid-19) crisis has affected the education sector. 

According to United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO, 2020a), most governments, globally, have decided to temporarily shut down 

educational institutions, in an effort to contain the spread of the pandemic. During this 

unprecedented time, many HEIs offered their courses online (Hodges et al., 2020).  

The current study aims to examine e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak. More precisely, the research focuses on e-learning in HEIs and the teachers’ 

perceptions of e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. The researcher 

also aims at exploring the potential differences spotted per age, rank and academic 

discipline of the teachers. Moreover, as the target respondent group is HE teachers in 

Greece and France, the researcher aims at exploring the potential differences spotted per 

country. In other words, the research attempts to investigate: 1) the status of e-learning 

in HEIs before and after the Covid-19 outbreak, 2) HE teachers' experience with e-

learning before and after the Covid-19 outbreak, as well as the new challenges they had 

to deal with after the pandemic crisis and 3) HE teachers' opinion on e-learning before 

and after the Covid-19 outbreak. 

Research on e-learning in HE is usually carried out at national and at classroom 

level, with legal, technical and teaching issues being the focal point (Gaebel et al., 
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2014). This research owes its innovation to the fact that, through a questionnaire used 

for the first time, e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak will be 

assessed, with the assistance of a HE teacher sample, in Greece and France. 

The term e-learning in the present survey encompasses all types of learning that 

involve some amount of Information and Communications Technologies (ICT) to 

support learning, teaching or both in different contexts (including face-to-face learning, 

online learning and blended learning). 

The researcher adopted a quantitative research method, an online questionnaire, in 

order to secure validity and reliability of the results. Survey participants have been 

provided with a glossary of the following terms: e-learning, online learning, blended 

learning, Learning Management System, lecture capture, remote access to ICT, web-

supplement courses, web-dependent courses, blended mode courses, fully online 

synchronous courses, fully online asynchronous courses, MOOCs, e-learning tools (see 

Appendix A).  

Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 provide the theoretical framework of the study. Chapter 1 

focuses on various definitions of what e-learning is and the history of e-learning. 

Moreover, it examines the impact of Covid-19 on e-learning and HE and presents past 

surveys on e-learning in HE. Chapter 2 presents the types of e-learning and e-learning 

tools and technologies in HE. Moreover, it examines the advantages and disadvantages 

of e-learning in HE. 

Chapter 3 explains the design of the thesis, starting with the research objectives and 

questions. Later on, it outlines the research methodology and data collection instruments 

that were used, namely, the quantitative research method. Chapter 4 presents the 

research outcomes, in correlation with the three research questions informed by the 

results of the data collection instruments. The last chapter, Chapter 5, presents the 

critical analysis of the outcomes. Moreover, the researcher elaborates on the outcomes 

of the data collection instruments, without neglecting to mention the restrictions that 

occurred and by suggesting ideas for further research. 
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Chapter 1 

Theoretical Framework (A) 

 
 

Introduction  

This chapter provides the first part of the study’s theoretical framework, focusing on 

various definitions of what e-learning is and the history of e-learning. Moreover, it 

examines the impact of Covid-19 on e-learning and HE. Finally, the chapter presents 

past surveys on e-learning in HE. 

 

 

1.1 Definition of E-Learning 

There is not one, agreed and widely accepted definition for electronic learning (Al-

Azawei et al., 2016; Nicholson, 2007; Oye et al., 2012; Rodrigues et al., 2019). Holmes 

and Gardner (2006) state that “there may be as many definitions of e-learning as there 

are academic papers on the subject” (p.14). According to Makri and Vlachopoulos 

(2017), “the plethora of definitions a researcher can come across, in the Greek but 

mainly in the bibliography of other languages, points out the complexity and the 

different meanings of the concept of electronic learning, as well as its pluralistic 

character” (p.134). Researchers claim that it is difficult to find an acceptable and agreed 

upon definition for the term e-learning (Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014; Makri & 

Vlachopoulos, 2017; Sangrà et al., 2012). This difficulty exists due to the different 

angles that stem from the different academic and professional fields (Sangrà et al., 

2012). 

 

1.1.1 Different definitions of E-Learning 

Here are some representative definitions for e-learning, in chronological order: 
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 Urdan and Weggen (2000) “… define e-learning as the delivery of content via 

all electronic media, including the Internet, intranets, extranets, satellite 

broadcast, audio/video tape, interactive TV, and CD-ROM” (p.8). 

 

 The European Commission defines e-learning as “… the use of new multimedia 

technologies and the Internet to improve the quality of learning by facilitating 

access to resources and services as well as remote exchanges and collaboration” 

(Commission of the European Communities, 2001, p.2). 

 

 According to Naidu (2006), “e-learning is commonly referred to the intentional 

use of networked information and communications technology in teaching and 

learning” (2006, p.1). 

 

  “E-learning is the use of information and computer technologies to create 

learning experiences” (Horton, 2006, p.1). 

 

 According to Gaebel et al. (2014), e-learning “… is a generic expression for all 

learning involving the use of information and communication technologies 

(ICT) to support both learning and teaching” (p.17). 

 

 Clark and Mayer (2016) “… define e-learning as instruction delivered on a 

digital device that is intended to support learning (p. 35).  

 

 “Ε-learning is an innovative web-based system based on digital technologies and 

other forms of educational materials whose primary goal is to provide students 

with a personalized, learner-centered, open, enjoyable and interactive learning 

environment supporting and enhancing the learning processes” (Rodrigues et al., 

2019, p.95). 

 

1.1.2 An international project for an inclusive definition of E-Learning 

Sangrà et al. (2012) note that an international project for an inclusive and accurate 

definition of e-learning occurred. They claim that the objective of this study was to 
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agree on a definition of e-learning that would be accepted by most of the academic and 

scientific community and would also gain insight to the potential for future activity in 

this field. They also note that in order to achieve this goal, two main research activities 

were carried out: an extensive literature review and a Delphi survey. According to them, 

the result of the project was the following definition of e-learning: “E-learning is an 

approach to teaching and learning, representing all or part of the educational model 

applied, that is based on the use of electronic media and devices as tools for improving 

access to training, communication and interaction and that facilitates the adoption of 

new ways of understanding and developing learning” (Sangrà et al., 2012, p.152). 

 

 

1.2 The history of E-Learning  

“In the history of e-learning, it is important to note that there is no single 

evolutionary tree” (Nicholson, 2007, p.1). Here are some important milestones in the 

evolution and history of e-learning. 

 

1.2.1 19th century- 1960 

 Instruction via correspondence 

Horton (2001) notes that e-learning is not a new concept in the field of education. He 

claims that historically, its roots can be found in the period when learning via 

correspondence starts. According to Simonson et al. (2019), in 1833 there was an 

advertisement in a Swiss newspaper for studying writing via mail. However, 

Englishman Isaac Pitman is viewed as a pioneer, as he started teaching stenography via 

mail in England (Horton, 2001). Simonson et al. (2019) note that gradually, teaching via 

mail started being used in HE as well. Some of the first universities that started applying 

this educational method were Illinois Wesleyan (1877), Skerry’s College in Edinburgh 

(1878), University Correspondence College in London (1887) and University of 

Chicago (1892) (Simonson et al., 2019). 
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 Teaching Machines 

Ferster (2014) claims that the invention of the first teaching device, for teaching 

reading skills, dates back to 1809. He notes that in 1866, Halycon Skinner came up with 

a teaching machine to help students improve their spelling; this machine preceded 

Pressey’s teaching device. He also claims that Sydney Pressey presented one of the first 

automated teaching devices, in the 1920s. According to Ferster (2014), this teaching 

device “was used initially as an automated testing tool to relieve teacher drudgery in 

correcting multiple-choice tests” (p.51) and gradually, there was an effort to turn it into 

a teaching machine. In the 1950s, B.F. Skinner, professor in Harvard University, 

presented a teaching device which was created having Sydney Pressey’s machine as a 

prototype (Ferster, 2014). According to Troutner (1991), Skinner's machine functioned 

so that the students compose their response, rather than choose it from a set of options. 

In order to adopt the necessary behavior, the students were walked through a series of 

small steps, which brought the students closer to the sought-after end-product behavior  

(Troutner, 1991). 

 

1.2.2 1960- 1980 

 Patrick Suppes CMI - Don Bitzer PLATO  

Nicholson (2007) claims that “the origins of e-learning as currently practiced in 

Business, Higher Education and the Military stem from the insightful work of Patrick 

Suppes at Stanford and Don Bitzer at the University of Illinois” (p.3). It was Suppes and 

Bitzer who introduced the use of technology within a broader educational programme 

for the first time (Nicholson, 2007).   

Suppes (as cited in Nicholson, 2007) argued that “… in the future it would be 

possible for all students to have access to the service of a personal tutor … this time the 

tutors would be in the form of a computer” (p.3). Moreover, Suppes (as cited in 

Nicholson, 2007)  argued that “…the single most powerful argument for the use of 

computers in education is individualized instruction and the dialogue that it supports” 

(p.3). Nicholson (2007) notes that Suppes created a Computer Managed Instruction - 

CMI system (a teaching management system with the use of a computer), which he 
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regularly used in his lessons. He claims that Suppes’ research showed that the use of 

CMI had a significant impact on the students’ progress. Suppes used computers mainly 

as a tool, however, he realised the potential for further use of technology in education 

(Nicholson, 2007).  

According to Nicholson (2007), in the early 1960s, Don Bitzer, a professor at 

University of Illinois, came up with PLATO (Programmed Logic for Automated 

Teaching Operations). “PLATO  could  be  used  to  develop  and  deliver  computer-

based  education,  including  literacy  programs” (Nicholson, 2007, p.4). PLATO “is 

thought of by most current technology educators as the beginning of educational 

computer software” (Troutner, 1991, p. 7). “Two decades before the World Wide Web 

came on the scene, the PLATO system pioneered …, leading to the emergence of what 

was perhaps the world’s first online community” (Woolley, 1994, as cited in Nicholson, 

2007, p.5). Nicholson (2007) claims that when PLATO was eventually made 

marketable, it became the immediate predecessor of today’s e-learning systems, such as 

Blackboard and WebCT. PLATO contained features which are, nowadays, the essential 

characteristics of third generation e-learning systems (Nicholson, 2007).  

 

 APRANET - E-mail - Computer Conferencing System 

Harasim (2006) notes that in 1969, APRANET, a predecessor to the contemporary 

Internet, is introduced. In 1971, the e-mail was invented and Murray Turoff  created the 

first computer conferencing system (Harasim, 2006). Turoff played a major part in both 

inventing and supporting computer conferencing as a group communication method, 

unlike the e-mail which is a one-to-one or one-to-many communication system (Vallee, 

1982).  

 

 Open universities  

The Open University of the United Kingdom is founded in 1971 and offered 

innovative use of media (Holmberg, 1986, as cited in Simonson et al., 2019). This is 

followed by the establishment of more Open Universities, such as the ones of Germany 

and Canada (Simonson et al., 2019). Ιn the late 1970s the first exclusively online virtual 
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universities were founded in the United States of America (USA) (Panagiotopoulos, 

2008).  

 

1.2.3 1980-1990 

According to Harasim (2006) “the 1980s and 1990s represented a period of intense 

innovation and expansion in e-learning and networking throughout public schooling as 

well as in tertiary, professional, workplace, and adult education” (p.59). 

 Apple computer - Apple IIe - CD-ROM  

 “With the invention of the Apple computer in 1978 and the Apple IIe in the early 

1980's, schools could begin to afford microcomputers” (Troutner, 1991, p. 8). The CD-

ROM (multimedia applications), which appeared in the mid-1980s, were an affordable 

way to share a large amount of digital content (up to 700MB) with a mass audience 

(Ferster, 2014). 

 

 Internet - World Wide Web 

The arrival of the internet era has changed even more the way we learn, making 

possible ideas that 20 years ago existed only in the realm of science fiction (Tabot et al., 

2013). According to Horton (2001), “the development of the World Wide Web in the 

1990s added new technologies, which further removed barriers to effective distance 

learning by computers” (p.4). 

 

1.2.4 1990- Today 

 Web 1.0 – Web 2.0 

Franklin and Van Harmelen (2007) note that “the term “Web 2.0” distinguishes the 

modern and emerging nature of the world wide web (“web”) from its original uses 

(“Web 1.0”)” (p.4). According to them, at first, with Web 1.0, a number of content 

authors provided a wide audience of -relatively- passive readers with content. They 
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claim that in Web 2.0, an increased number of users produce, perceive and transform 

material posted online, an innovation described as “shared content” or “read/write”. 

They also claim that with Web 2.0, the web can also offer a platform that encourages 

groups of users to interact, work and play together. These social networking and shared 

content aspects of Web 2.0 have a significant impact on HE (Franklin & Van Harmelen, 

2007). “Web 2.0” applications “…comprise applications for blogging, podcasting, 

collaborative content (e.g. Wikipedia), social networking (e.g. MySpace, Facebook), 

multimedia sharing (e.g. Flickr, YouTube), social tagging (e.g. Deli.cio.us) and social 

gaming (e.g. Second Life)” (Redecker et al., 2010, p.4). 

 

 Learning Management Systems (LMSs) 

According to Bates (2014), the web-based system WebCT, later to become 

Blackboard, was the first LMS to be developed, in 1995, also the year when the term 

“online learning” appeared for the first time. Within that framework, uploading pdf and 

texts with the use of LMS became the main aspect of online learning (Bates, 2014). 

 

 OpenCourseWare - Open Educational Resources (OERs)  

Liyanagunawardena et al. (2013) note that Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

(MIT) introduced its innovatory OpenCourseWare (OCW) in 2001, “… with the aim of 

publishing materials from all its courses permanently on the open Web, with licenses 

allowing its use, modification, and redistribution” (p.203). The example of the MIT is 

followed by other Universities, such as the open University of the United Kingdom 

(Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013). 

The term OERs appears for the first time in 2002, during an UNESCO conference 

(Johnstone, 2015). “The recommended definition of Open Educational Resources is: 

The  open  provision  of  educational  resources,  enabled  by  information  and  

communication   technologies,   for   consultation,   use   and   adaptation   by   a   

community of users for non-commercial purposes” (UNESCO, 2002, p.24). According 

to Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Higher 

Education Programme (2013), OERs are “… digital learning resources offered on line 
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(although sometimes in print) freely and openly to teachers, educators, students and 

independent learners in order to be used, shared, combined, adapted and expanded in 

teaching, learning and research (p.1). OERs comprise educational material, software 

tools to develop, use and distribute, and application resources such as open licenses 

(OECD Higher Education Programme, 2013).  

 

 Khan Academy 

Yang and Kinshuk (2017) notes that in 2006, Salman Khan starts using video 

technology, in order to offer traditional teaching a ground-breaking means. According 

to them, Salman Khan produces hundreds of videos on several subjects, such as Maths, 

Physics and Chemistry and, gradually, the Khan Academy is established. The Khan 

Academy case was proof to the fact that short video-lectures were suitable for 

functioning as OERs for students (Yang & Kinshuk, 2017). 

 

 Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 

The term MOOC first appeared in 2008, in order to describe an open online course, 

under the title “Connectivism and Connective Knowledge”, offered by the University of 

Manitoba in Canada (Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013). This online course is thought to 

be the first MOOC (Downes, 2008) and it referred to the principles of connectivism 

(Siemens, 2005). MOOCs are “massive open online courses”, accessible free of charge 

by many different types of learners without normally any formal requirements from 

them (Gaebel et al., 2014). According to Liyanagunawardena et al. (2013), the MOOCs 

originate from the OERs and are now used in many universities all over the world. 

MOOCs “… encourage peer-to-peer learning and award certificates rather than 

academic course credit” (OECD Higher Education Programme, 2013, p. 2). One of the 

main features of the MOOCs is the use of video-lectures, which is based on the 

prototype of “mini courses”, as those were used in the Khan Academy in 2006 

(Papadakis & Kalogiannakis, 2014).  
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1.3 The impact of Coronavirus (Covid-19) on education 

One of the most severe health crises our world has seen in a century, was the recent 

Covid-19 outbreak (European Students’ Union, 2020). According to UNESCO- 

UNEVOC (2020), the worldwide Coronavirus (Covid-19) crisis has not only affected 

our health, lives and economies, but has also had a huge impact on the job market and 

education sector. UNESCO Director-General Audrey Azoulay (2020b) claims that it is 

the first time that we have witnessed educational disruption at this scale.  

 

1.3.1 Higher Education after the Covid-19 outbreak 

According to Hodges et al. (2020), because of the Covid-19 threat, HEIs need to 

make decisions on the way they will continue the teaching process without endangering 

their staff and students, since people find themselves amidst a public health crisis that is 

not only spreading fast, but is also not entirely comprehended by the medical 

community. A number of institutions have chosen to cancel all live (face-to-face) 

courses, as well as labs and other methods of education that require physical presence 

(Hodges et al., 2020). Since the 8th of April 2020, universities and other HEIs have 

remained closed in 175 countries and regions, and more than 220 million post-

secondary school students - 13% out of the total amount of students affected worldwide 

- have faced a cease or severe disruption of their studies, because of the Covid-19 crisis 

(World Bank Group education, 2020). 

Hodges et al. (2020) note that many institutions have asked that faculties transfer 

their courses online, to help impede the spread of the virus. They also claim that the 

number of HEIs to follow this path has been constantly increasing. Institutions of all 

forms and shapes are providing courses online (Hodges et al., 2020). Large-scale, 

nationwide attempts are being made and are gradually developing, for technology to be 

used for remote learning, distance education and online learning purposes, during the 

Covid-19 pandemic (World Bank Group education, 2020). A great deal of the 

international HE community is suddenly confronted with an uncalled for, unwanted, and 

frantic experiment in online learning, during the Covid-19 pandemic (LeBlanc, 2020). 
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1.4 Surveys on E-Learning in Higher Education 

Here some representative surveys on e-learning are presented, as listed in 

bibliography. 

 

1.4.1 The first European-level survey  

Gaebel et al. (2014) note that an online survey carried out by the European 

University Association (EUA) in 2013, is considered to be the first European-level 

study regarding e-learning in HE. They claim that although the sample was self-

selected, it stood for almost one third of EUA’s institutional membership. According to 

Gaebel et al. (2014), here are some outcomes of this survey:  

─ The vast majority of institutions had incorporated some forms of e-learning. ─ 

91% of the institutions in question were offering blended learning and, surprisingly 

enough, 82% of institutions also provided online learning courses. ─ Other forms of e-

learning appear less frequently, those including inter-institutional cooperation and 

entirely online degree courses. ─ European universities remained increasingly interested 

in MOOCs. ─ Although, in effect, all institutions are in some way engaged in e-

learning, the level of mainstreaming shows significant differences. ─ There was almost 

close to zero variation among types of institutions and no particular country features. ─ 

The survey responses, concerning the educational and overall benefits from e-learning, 

were balanced and carefully stated. ─ All institutions were mostly in consensus, 

regarding their incentives for extending the use of e-learning, these being the more time-

efficient use of classroom time and improved flexibility in teaching delivery. ─ 9 HEIs 

in France (3,6%) and 4 HEIs in Greece (1,6%) took part in the survey. ─ In France, 

some participants stated that they are “only now” starting to get involved in e-learning. 

─ Respondents from technical institutions in both France and Greece, claim that e-

learning is used by individual teachers. ─ The respondents from both countries regularly 

report the lowest student percentages involved in e-learning. ─ In France, 2 HEIs 

provide MOOCs, while most of them hold a favorable position towards them. ─ Greek 

HEIs do not appear to have adopted a specific position towards MOOCs (Gaebel et al., 

2014). 
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1.4.2 An EADTU study 

Henderikx and Jansen (2018) note that during 2017, European Association of 

Distance Teaching Universities (EADTU) members carried out a follow-up study in 

seven countries (Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Portugal and 

Spain/Catalonia) as the next step of a study that took place in 2015. According to  them, 

here are some outcomes of this study:   

─ It is noticed that a growing number of European universities apply some kind of a 

digital education strategy. ─ Blended education is the most prevalent type of innovation 

in on-campus degree education, as universities do not step away from face-to-face 

education for their bachelor or master students. ─ Universities start to provide fully 

online degrees in postgraduate programmes, lifelong and international education. ─ 

Some universities consider open and online education to be an additional, dual mode 

provision, along with regular degree education. ─ A number of universities offer dual 

mode, blended or online teaching delivery. ─ The case studies here, show high interest 

in the pedagogical and organizational qualities, related to blended and online education. 

─ Not every university has a positive experience with MOOCs. ─ The actual use and 

creation of OERs are closely linked to initiatives taken by individual teachers. ─ 

Curricula are renewed through the application of OERs (and MOOCs), offering blended 

and online programmes, joint degrees with online and distance education elements and, 

in some cases, development of fully online degree programmes (Henderikx & Jansen, 

2018). 

 

France 

According to Henderikx & Jansen (2018), here are some outcomes of this study on 

HE in France: 

 France is largely focusing on change and pioneering in HE. The country has 

had a firm governmental policy in educational innovation for many years 

now. It is supported by initiatives like the Universités Numériques 

Thématiques, recently completed along with the French MOOC platform, 
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under the joint name France Université Numérique (FUN) (Henderikx & 

Jansen, 2018).  

 Universities create many OERs through the Universités Numériques 

Thématiques. Their teaching resources strongly support the arrangement of 

online and distance courses for degree programmes. The number of online 

courses is expected to grow, and large numbers of non-traditional students 

will be offered new, adaptable ways of learning. Many universities launch 

MOOCs, particularly in cooperation with the national FUN platform for 

MOOCs. There is a range of incentives for producing MOOCs. The 

population of students choosing the bimodal curriculum is significantly 

increasing. Furthermore, online education functions as an enhancing 

mechanism for international cooperation (Henderikx & Jansen, 2018). 

 The Education and Multimedia Service offers technical and educational 

assistance. Lifelong professional evolvement is established by the Service for 

University Pedagogies, which created a Centre for the Support of Teaching 

Practices. The infrastructure for these services has its basis in the IT resource 

center (Henderikx & Jansen, 2018). 

 

Greece 

According to Henderikx & Jansen (2018), here are some outcomes of this study on 

HE in Greece: 

 In 2017, the Greek government decided that blended and online education can 

be officially a part of all universities of the country. It creates the opportunity for 

all Greek HEIs to offer all their masters' degrees via blended learning. Also, the 

universities can provide short degree programmes for lifelong learning, 

exclusively applying distance teaching methods and tools. It is the first time that 

a short degree can be provided entirely online, through the use of asynchronous 

technologies. On the other hand, the use of online/distance methods of teaching 

and learning at undergraduate (bachelor) level is not an option yet (Henderikx & 

Jansen, 2018).  
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 Among the “conventional” Greek Universities, there is an important tendency 

for blended learning, especially in the universities of the periphery (not the ones 

in the big cities of Athens and Thessaloniki). Blended learning is acknowledged 

as a vital element, regarding the survival of smaller, peripheral institutions. 

Therefore, the promotion of blended and online distance education is a kind of 

"forced policy" for the Ministry of Education, which, at the same time, does not 

aim to undermine either face-to-face education, or the physical presence of 

students on the campuses and cities of conventional universities.  Practically, the 

main operator of online education in Greece is the Hellenic Open University 

(HOU) (Henderikx & Jansen, 2018).  

 All Greek Universities are developing online short degree programmes, within 

the framework of lifelong education. MOOCs are not yet seen as an integrative 

part of the Ministry’s official policy on education. The HOU and the University 

of Crete have a strategy planned for the development of MOOCs. Furthermore, 

online education functions as an enhancing mechanism for international 

cooperation (Henderikx & Jansen, 2018).  

 The University of Athens has a central pedagogical and technological support 

service, but dedicated to its lifelong learning programmes. The HOU, like all 

other open and distance universities, has a well-developed strategy and support 

centre for the continuous professional development of staff (teaching and 

administrative) (Henderikx & Jansen, 2018). 

 In Greece, two large inter-university projects funded by the European Union 

have been the foundation for the integration of blended and online education 

("Open Digital Courses" and "Kallipos"). It is estimated that 30% of all faculty 

members of the Greek academic staff were a part of one or both projects, which 

implies that the staff of “conventional” universities is ready to take on the 

transition to blended and online/distance teaching. Furthermore, many teaching 

staff members are experienced in blended and online education. A number of 

teachers are connected to the HOU, or have, in some way, cooperated with it 

(Henderikx & Jansen, 2018).   
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1.4.3 Other surveys  

Sursock (2015) notes that Trends 2015 is a report published by the EUA. He claims 

that the Trends 2015 questionnaire aimed to gain insight to the e-learning progress in 

European HE. Moreover, he notes that the questions on e-learning were, partially, a 

reproduction of an older questionnaire on the same subject, conducted by EUA in 2013. 

He also claims that the Trends responses were a confirmation of the previous study’s 

outcome (Sursock, 2015). According to him, here are some outcomes of this study: ─ 

ICT is of great importance for 62% of the participants, even more so in Greece (75%). 

─ Institutions recognize that e-learning “works well”, that “it changes the approaches to 

learning and teaching”, and that it improves the learning experience (Sursock, 2015). 

According to Jansen et al. (2015), a piece of research constitutes the first attempt to 

carry out a comparative study on institutional MOOC strategies, between Europe and 

the USA. They note that the outcome illustrates striking differences in how the USA 

and European HEIs perceive the effect of massive open education and also in how they 

interpret the impact of digital education and online learning. They claim that it appears 

to be that in Europe, the institutions hold a more positive position towards MOOCs and 

those offering MOOCs view this experience as useful, due to the additional benefits 

from MOOCs. All information and data indicate that MOOCs are becoming mainstream 

in European institutions (Jansen et al., 2015). 

Knyazea (2016) notes that an UNESCO study sought to gain insight to the 

challenges, as well as the opportunities offered by the use of ICT and open content 

(OER and MOOC) in HE. According to him, here are some outcomes of this study: ─ 

Most participants viewed ICT as a tool, geared to enhancing quality and increasing 

access to education, as well as a starting point for changes. ─ Most HEIs are already 

involved in the creation and application of OER/MOOC. ─ Both distance learning 

institutions and traditional universities are actively working with open content. ─ 

Experts suggested that a balance between online and campus-based learning would be 

of use. ─ Most experts stand in favor of blended learning. ─ Almost all experts pointed 

out the great need for the teachers’ retraining (Knyazea, 2016). 

Castaño et al. (2016) note that a survey on Open Education practices, beliefs and 

strategies in HEIs in five European countries (France, Germany, Poland, Spain and the 

United Kingdom) was carried out in 2015 (Castaño et al., 2016). According to them, 
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here are some outcomes of this survey: ─ The use of ICT in a traditional (face-to-face) 

educational environment is common. ─ Blended learning is much more frequently used 

by HEIs, compared to fully online courses or programmes. ─ Blended learning is 

considered by university managers to be the most effective way of lesson delivery. ─ 

The provision of MOOCs is increasing yet is still not ever-present. ─ 

Acknowledgement of MOOC learning is rare, conversely, OERs are largely used. ─ In 

France, a relatively high percentage of institutions provide MOOCs. ─ The proportion 

of institutions which support the OER use in France is higher than in the other countries 

mentioned above. ─ Collaboration takes place within country borders. ─ At national 

level, French HEIs appear to collaborate the most (Castaño et al., 2016). 

Gaebel and Zhang (2018) note that both members and non-members of the EUA 

from the 48 countries of European Higher Education Area (EHEA) were invited to 

participate in a survey. They also note that Trends 2018 data derives from this survey 

carried out in 2017. According to Gaebel and Zhang (2018), here are some outcomes of 

this survey: ─ In the last three years, digital learning strengthened its effect on HEIs. ─ 

HEIs have reported a high level of acceptance of digital learning (93%), a more 

strategic use of it (87%), an incorporation into institutional strategies (85%), and its 

growing application in regular teaching (87%). ─ In all countries, institutions witness 

innovation in learning and teaching as being directly connected to e-learning and 

digitalization. ─ Approximately 50% of the institutions claimed to be creating more 

online learning, for degree and non-degree purposes. ─ There are some notable 

differences between France and Greece (11 HEIs in France and 6 HEIs in Greece took 

part in the survey). ─ In Greece, all HEIs stated that general acceptance grew. They also 

confirmed that online learning is becoming a regular part of the institutional teaching 

method which was the case for only a quarter of the French HEIs that participated 

(Gaebel and Zhang, 2018).  

Kluijfhout et al. (2019) note that an online survey focusing on European HEIs was 

carried out in 2019. They also note that this survey is part of a series of surveys 

conducted by EADTU annually, since 2014. According to Kluijfhout et al. (2019), here 

are some outcomes of this survey: ─ When compared to the data given by the previous 

surveys, this year’s numbers prove that the annual increase in institutions offering 

MOOCs continues. ─ In the overall outcome, three-quarters of the institutions are 
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already providing their students with MOOCs, with another five institutions’ MOOCs 

developing being currently in progress. ─ Out of the total sample of 96 institutions from 

20 countries, a great sub-sample comes from France (29 HEIs). ─ 90% of French 

institutions is providing learners with MOOCs. ─ French HEIs are less likely to 

integrate MOOCs created by others and foreign-language MOOCs (whether in their 

original language or translated) than the other HEIs of the sample. ─ In France, the 

development of MOOCs is expected to be enhanced more than in the rest of Europe, 

due to the design of a national MOOC platform (Kluijfhout et al., 2019). 

Galanek and Gierdowski (2019) note that EDUCAUSE Center for Analysis and 

Research (ECAR) carried out research on IT and HE faculty. They also note that 

faculties from institutions in 6 countries and 40 USΑ states took part in the research. 

According to Galanek and Gierdowski (2019), here are some outcomes of this research: 

─ A majority (51%) of faculty opt for a blended teaching environment. ─ Many faculty 

members do not use online tools, but when they do, most of them rate these as at least 

fairly useful. ─ Faculty satisfaction, concerning their experience with technology as a 

whole, has slightly diminished. ─ Faculty members grant high ratings to support 

services for the accessibility of technology, when they use them (Galanek & 

Gierdowski, 2019).  

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter presented the first part of the study’s theoretical framework. It focused 

on various definitions of e-learning, the history of e-learning and past surveys on e-

learning in HE. Moreover, it examined the impact of Covid-19 on e-learning and HE. 

The following chapter will present the second part of the study’s theoretical framework. 

It will focus on types of e-learning, e-learning tools/ technologies as well as the 

advantages and disadvantages of e-learning in HE.  
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Framework (B) 

 

 

Introduction  

This chapter provides the second part of the study’s theoretical framework, focusing 

on types of e-learning and e-learning tools/ technologies in HE. Moreover, it examines 

the advantages and disadvantages of e-learning in HE.   

 

 

2.1 Types of E-Learning  

According to Wagner et al. (2008), there are four features-criteria which define the 

type and dimension of e-learning, as well as the way it applies.  

 Based on the synchronicity criterion  

E-learning can be either asynchronous or synchronous (Hrastinski, 2008; Wagner et 

al., 2008).  

Asynchronous e-learning takes place within a flexibility of time (Wagner et al., 

2008). In asynchronous interaction, learners and/or tutors have freedom of time and 

choice of location regarding the interaction (Oye et al., 2012). According to Hrastinski 

(2008), interaction between tutor and learner, as well as among learners, is facilitated in 

asynchronous e-learning, thanks to media such as discussion boards and e-mail; this 

happens as all parties do not need to be online simultaneously. Therefore, the 

asynchronous feature is crucial to the flexibility of e-learning (Hrastinski, 2008). 

Synchronous e-learning takes place in real time (Wagner et al., 2008). This type of 

interaction requires that all members are online at the same time (Oye et al., 2012). 

According to Hrastinski (2008), synchronous e-learning, usually facilitated by media 
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such as videoconferencing and chat, offers e-learners the ability to develop learning 

communities. He notes that based on the opportunity of posing questions and having 

them answered in real time, both teachers and students evaluate synchronous e-learning 

as a more social and time-effective method. The real-time communication makes the 

synchronous learning mode more similar to traditional teaching (Hrastinski, 2007).  

 

 Based on the location criterion 

Learners and teachers may be in the same space (as is the case in traditional 

teaching) or different places (as it happens in distance learning) (Gunasekaran et al., 

2002, as cited in Wagner et al., 2008). 

 

 Based on the independence criterion  

Depending on the level of cooperation required, courses can be either individual and 

independent, or they can include group learning aspects, such as discussion forums or 

chat rooms (Jack & Curt, 2001, as cited in Wagner et al., 2008). 

 

 Based on the mode criterion  

Course delivery can be electronic in its whole; however, it can be a mixed form of e-

learning, where the combination of “face-to-face” and electronic teaching may vary, 

regarding the extent of each one of them (Jack & Curt, 2001, as cited in Wagner et al., 

2008). 

 

2.1.2 Types of E-Learning Courses in Higher Education 

According to OECD (2005, 2016), e-learning courses in HE can fall into several 

categories. Often, a campus-based educational institution offers the courses, however, 

the use of e-learning via the Internet or other online network may vary, regarding its 

extent (OECD, 2005, 2016). 
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 Web-supplemented courses focus on face-to-face teaching yet include online 

resources (e.g. lecture notes are available online) (OECD, 2005, 2016). 

 

 Web-dependent courses require students to use the Internet for key “active” 

elements of the course (e.g. online discussions and project-based or 

collaborative work), but without significant changes in face-to-face time 

(OECD, 2005, 2016). 

 

 Mixed mode courses begin to replace an amount of classroom time with e-

learning elements, but classroom time remains an important part of the mix 

(OECD, 2005, 2016). 

 

 In fully online courses, students living anywhere in the world can take courses 

by a university in another town, country or time zone placed anywhere in the 

world (OECD, 2005, 2016). 

 

2.1.3 Online Learning 

Οnline learning is defined as “a form of educational delivery in which learning takes 

place primarily via the Internet” (Gaebel et al., 2014, p.17). Singh and Thurman (2019) 

define online education as “…education being delivered in an online environment 

through the use of the internet for teaching and learning. This includes online learning 

on the part of the students that is not dependent on their physical or virtual co-location” 

(p.302).  The teaching process occurs online, while the educators create modules which 

improve learning and interaction, within a synchronous or asynchronous educational 

context (Singh & Thurman, 2019). According to Gaebel et al. (2014), online learning is 

essentially useful to students who live far from their chosen institution and/or have 

limited or no access to traditional campus education. These learners are not, however, 

the sole target group, as online learning is also integrated in largely campus-based 

education programmes (Gaebel et al., 2014). 

Arenson (as cited in Kentnor, 2015) notes that American universities and colleges 

began using online courses in various ways, in the early to mid-1990s. However, it 
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wasn’t until 1998 that an important growth in online programmes made its appearance 

in nonprofit and state institutions (Arenson, 1998, as cited in Kentnor, 2015). According 

to Perry & Pilati (2011), one could say that online learning has made its presence more 

than noticeable in HE. “The mail-delivered correspondence course of yesterday had 

become the Web-delivered online course of today” (Perry & Pilati, 2011, p.95). There is 

a wide variety of online courses, as well as entirely online degrees (McPherson & 

Bacow, 2015). Singh and Thurman (2019) claim that all over the world online learning 

is viewed as a main factor of today’s education. National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES) suggests that there were about 6.3 million students enrolled in online courses in 

the United States, in 2018 (Singh & Thurman, 2019). In 2014, the findings of an EUA 

survey showed that 82% of HEIs in Europe offered online courses, 39% online degree 

programmes and 40% joint online learning with other HEIs (Gaebel et al., 2014). 

 

2.1.4 Blended Learning 

Hrastinski (2019) notes that blended learning is a relatively recent term. According to 

him, before the term blended learning became commonly used, the term hybrid learning 

would appear quite often. Nowadays, “blended” and “hybrid” learning have become 

synonymous terms (Graham, 2009; Watson, 2008). 

However frequently the term ‘blended’ may be used to describe a learning method, 

its meaning is still subject to ambiguity (Hrastinski, 2019). Graham (2006) defines 

blended learning as follows: “Blended learning systems combine face-to-face 

instruction with computer-mediated instruction” (p.5). According to Garrison and 

Kanuka (2004), “…blended learning is the thoughtful integration of classroom face-to-

face learning experiences with online learning experiences” (p. 96). Gaebel et al. (2014) 

claim that blended learning is “a pedagogical model combining face-to-face classroom 

teaching and the innovative use of ICT” (p.17). According to Hrastinski (2019), it may 

be more accurate to say that blended learning has become an umbrella term that refers 

to the use of technology in education. 

Dziuban et al. (2004) argue that blended learning should be considered to be a 

pedagogical approach that mixes together the effectiveness and socialization elements 

of the face-to-face teaching with the technologically enhanced active learning potential 
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of the online experience, rather than a mere proportion of delivery methods. According 

to Oye et al. (2012), blended learning combines the most useful elements of classroom 

learning with those of online learning. Blended learning brings together various 

electronic delivery methods, such as collaboration software, web-based courses and 

computer communication practices, with face-to-face teaching (Oye et al., 2012).  

McPherson and Bacow (2015) note that the focus on “blended” or “hybrid” courses 

is growing. They claim that in some ways, as almost all taught courses include at least a 

few online components, they all comprise hybrid courses. The impact of the digital 

element in learning is visible in all dimensions of education, even if students are not 

officially enrolled in “online courses” (McPherson & Bacow, 2015). Serving as 

representative examples of organizational, technological, and educational innovation in 

universities, blended learning courses are increasingly incorporated in HE (Castro, 

2019). Close to 50% of all four-year institutions in the USA provided blended-learning 

course delivery by 2007 (Parsad et al., 2008, as cited in Arbaugh, 2014). In 2014, an 

EUA survey showed that 91% of HEIs in Europe applied blended learning and 55% of 

the institutions offered blended learning degree programmes (Gaebel et al., 2014).  

 

2.1.5 MOOCs 

MOOCs, as their name implies, are subjects which are freely available through 

several online platforms and have resulted in numerous student enrolments (O’ Connor, 

2014). Siemens (2013) claims that MOOC models can be divided in the groups of 

xMOOCs, cMOOCs and quasi-MOOCs. He notes that xMOOCs operate in a traditional 

university environment, such as the one of Stanford (Coursera), MIT /Harvard (edX) 

and Udacity. He also notes that Stanford University’s Artificial Intelligence course is 

considered to be the starting point of this format, in the autumn of 2011. According to 

Siemens (2013), “cMOOCs are based on a connectivist pedagogical model that views 

knowledge as a networked state and learning as the process of generating those 

networks and adding and pruning connections” (p.8). He claims that the perception of 

knowledge as constructive and the significance of artifact creation as a means of sharing 

personal knowledge, for others to connect to, is of the utmost importance in cMOOCs. 

Moreover, he notes that Quasi-MOOCs offer Web-based tutorials as OER; examples 
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worth mentioning are the Khan Academy and MIT’s OpenCourseWare (OCW). Quasi-

MOOCs are either based on OER use, with the purpose of improving learning-specific 

skills, or fall into the category of asynchronous learning resources; they are not, 

technically, described as courses, due to these resources’ being loosely connected 

(Siemens, 2013). 

Liyanagunawardena et al. (2013) note that MOOCs have been recently added to the 

variety of online learning options. Several public and elite institutions in the USA, 

namely in North America, have been providing their students with MOOCs since 2008 

(Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013). O’Connor (2014) notes that it was not until 2012, 

however, that the media focused on the use of MOOCs, when content generators like 

EdX, Coursera and Udacity provided resources in collaboration with acclaimed USA 

institutions. She claims that the use of MOOCs has since taken a prominent role in 

education everywhere. Top Universities in Europe, Asia and Australasia have been in 

association with Coursera and EdX, while more MOOC platforms have been created 

(O’Connor, 2014). Coursera has over 2 million registered students and provides over 

200 courses, since 2012 (Siemens, 2013). MOOC production and integration increased 

to such a degree, that the New York Times referred to that year (2012) as “The Year of 

the MOOC” (Pappano, 2012). Gaebel et al. (2014) claim that MOOCs broaden the 

horizons of every student, professional and organization, as anyone has the opportunity 

to learn in any given space and at their own time, the subject and with the group or 

instructor of their choice. Thus, according to Gaebel et al. (2014), in e-learning the next-

in-line big topic of discussion will be MOOCs. 

 

 

2.2 Ε-Learning Tools and Technologies in Higher Education 

Multiple e-learning tools are available everywhere and can be used in HE. 

(Aljawarneh, 2020). 
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2.2.1 Learning Management Systems 

“While there are several definitions of a learning management system (LMS), the 

basic description is a software application that automates the administration, tracking, 

and reporting of training events” (Ellis, 2009, p. 1). Chaubey and Bhattacharya (2015) 

claim that “a Learning Management System is a web based or cloud based software 

program which assist in teaching learning process and helps in effective delivery of 

instruction, training and development program” (p. 158). According to them, LMSs fall 

into various categories, regarding their use and accessibility: 

 Open Source LMS 

Οpen source LMSs (Moodle, Sakai etc.) operate as learning management platforms, 

accessible under a public free license, offering users the ability to use, modify, study, 

form and distribute material, for free, among all participants and for any purpose 

(Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). 

 Proprietary LMS 

Proprietary LMSs (such as Design2Learn, Blackboard) have been licensed by their 

developers, under copyright legal rights (Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). 

 SAAS/Cloud Based LMS 

Cloud based LMSs (such as Digital Chalk, TalentLMS) bear cloud computing 

characteristics; teaching takes place online and is accessible to any student, at all times 

and anywhere, the only means necessary being an Internet connection and a technology 

device (i.e., computer, tablet, smartphone) (Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). 

 

Learning Management Systems in Higher Education 

LMSs are commonly employed in HE (Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). The most 

regularly used web-based LMSs are Blackboard and Moodle (Aljawarneh, 2020). 

According to Chaubey and Bhattacharya (2015), LMSs ease the use of and access to 

services for instructors, learners and administrators; they are also limit-free in terms of 

time and space. They note that LMSs also ensure tools for multimedia educational 
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material and assignments, while they also enhance interaction, through discussion 

sessions and online quizzes and examinations. LMSs are not used exclusively in online 

education but also offer improvement and intergrate into the “blended” class context 

(Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). 

However, researchers have noted that LMSs have mostly resulted in inactive storage 

of content, being unable to offer the intense social experience provided by platforms 

that have sparked societal interest and appeal, such as Facebook or YouTube (Brady et 

al., 2010; Schroeder et al., 2010; Veletsianos & Navarrete, 2011). Due to this, educators 

have been in search of alternative platforms, in order to enrich the learning process with 

the appropriate social communication tools, which will be user-friendly and will ensure 

educational liberty, lively online interaction, and identity management (Brady et al., 

2010; Lee & McLoughlin, 2010; Veletsianos & Navarrete, 2011). 

 

2.2.2 Web 2.0 Tools - Technologies  

Web 2.0 has made its appearance, further improving the teaching and learning 

quality of HE (Ahmed et al., 2016). Web 2.0 technologies come with a range of 

different features, which include a strong emphasis on user-generated content, data and 

content sharing, team effort, new ways of interacting via web-based applications, and 

the use of the web as a social platform for generating, rethinking and receiving 

educational material (Harris & Rea, 2009). According to Solomon and Schrum (2007), a 

distinct feature of Web 2.0 tools is that many of them are open-source and accessible 

free-of-charge. Mijares et al. (2017) claim that enabling students to add knowledge and 

information to the data presented, is one of the Web 2.0 technologies’ successful 

aspects. Students experience new forms of learning, as the method promotes effective 

ways of participating and interacting, both with the material given and with other users 

(Mijares et al., 2017).  

Redecker et al. (2010) claim that learning approaches which benefit from the use of 

Web 2.0 tools, further support educational pioneering, by engaging in teaching and 

learning processes, which focus on personalized learning and teamwork. According to 

them, this results in a change and redefining of the interaction patterns among students 

and teachers. They note that teachers function as designers, coordinators, moderators, 
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mediators and mentors; and not merely as instructors or lecturers. Moreover, they note 

that students, on the other hand, are actively involved in their own learning progress and 

also need to stand by each other in the process, as well as find a common ground in 

forming the learning content and context. Learners need to assume an active role in the 

learning endeavour and set their own rules and methods of learning, both individually 

and collectively (Redecker et al., 2010). 

According to Bower (2015), a typology of Web 2.0 learning technologies stems from 

an ongoing study, which used structured typological analysis. He notes that the 

typological analysis presents 37 types of Web 2.0 technologies that were divided into 14 

clusters. Mijares et al. (2017) claim that educators appear to prefer to integrate various 

types of technology in their teaching. According to Pritchett et al. (2013), a study 

suggested that not all Web 2.0 tools were put to use by teachers. Social news networks, 

music, pictures and video sharing were the most commonly used; on the contrary, blogs, 

social networks and cloud computing were not often used (Pritchett et al., 2013).  

 

Commonly Used Web 2.0 Tools in Higher Education  

 Media-sharing Tools (Image sharing - Audio sharing - Video sharing) 

Franklin and Van Harmelen (2007) note that media-sharing tools store user-offered 

media and render it possible for users to search for, as well as present content. They also 

claim that these services can create valuable educational resources. Image-sharing sites 

(Flickr, Instagram etc), audio-sharing sites (Soundcloud, Audioboom, Freesound etc) 

and video sharing sites (YouTube, Vimeo, Teachertube etc) are included (Bower, 2015). 

 

 Video Tools (Video creation and editing - Video streaming)  

Bower (2015) notes that video editing tools (YouTube Video Editor, Video Toolbox, 

FileLab Video Editor, Screencast-o-matic etc) make it possible for individual users to 

create and edit videos through their browser. According to him, this offers teachers and 

students the opportunity to create video content for educational or assessment purposes. 

He also notes that video streaming services (Google Hangouts On Air, Ustream and 

LiveStream etc) enable users to publicly broadcast a live video stream. This ensures 
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remote access to live events (such as presentations) or the chance to create a student-

driven television broadcast (Bower 2015). 

 

 Text based Tools (Collaborative writing and editing tools - Synchronous text 

discussion - Discussion forums - Text-exchange tools)  

Collaborative writing and editing tools (Google Docs, Spreadsheets etc) allow users 

in different locations to work together simultaneously, in writing and/or editing a 

document, thus overcoming the obstacles that emerge when a document must be 

transferred from contributor to contributor (Franklin & Van Harmelen, 2007). Bower 

(2015) notes that users are able to exchange text-based comments in real-time, with the 

use of synchronous text discussion tools (such as Twitter). He claims that these permit 

synchronous interaction between groups of learners, thus creating a backchannel during 

a live presentation, or for example, make remote troubleshooting support possible. 

According to him, discussion forums (such as Forums.com and ProBoards) ease 

asynchronous text discussions among groups of users, while arranging contributions 

according to discussion threads. This opens the door for more elaborate text 

conversations, in cases where real-time interaction is not necessary (Bower, 2015). 

Text-exchange tools (instant messaging and chat rooms), facilitate the formation of 

distinctive spaces for Internet, text-based conversation (Conole & Alevizou, 2010). 

 

 Social networking systems 

Bower (2015) notes that through social networking systems (Facebook, Google plus, 

Edmodo, Research Gate, Academia etc), users can share photos and videos, post text-

thoughts and run polls via their personalized profile pages. Moreover, he claims that in 

terms of education, these systems function as a space for students to share content, as 

well as offer feedback and trouble-shooting support to one another, and gather opinions 

and views, via comments and online voting activities.  

 

 Synchronous collaboration tools 
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According to Bower (2015), synchronous collaboration tools (eg. Zoom, Google 

Hangouts and WizIQ) allow for users to synchronously exchange texts, webcam video 

or screen-sharing content, via their browser. He also claims that this renders them useful 

for online courses and/or teamwork. 

 

 Data analysis Tools (Conducting surveys)  

Bower (2015) notes that online survey tools (Survey Monkey, Google Forms, Poll 

Everywhere etc.) are used to collect data via web forms. This makes it possible for 

students and teachers to source data, in order to use it in subsequent analysis (Bower, 

2015). 

 

 Assessment tools 

Users are commonly able to generate online quizzes, offering various types of 

questions as well as automatic grading and feedback and performance tracking, with the 

use of assessment tools (such as Quizlet and Socrative) (Bower, 2015).    

 

 

2.3 Advantages and Disadvantages of E-Learning in Higher Education 

E-learning, as a teaching method, appears to have several advantages, as well as 

disadvantages.  

 

2.3.1 Advantages 

Researchers refer to the advantages and benefits that derive from the use of e-

learning in education. Here we have the advantages of e-learning, as listed in 

bibliography.  
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 Flexibility in terms of place and time - Connectivity - Information accessibility 

An important characteristic of e-learning is the flexibility of time and place granted 

to the learner (Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). An essential feature, as far as connectivity is 

concerned, is that students can access learning sources and material without limits of 

place and time (Al-Azawei et al., 2016). Enhanced by the growth in mobile device 

ownership, e-learning has expanded the “classroom” to any given time or place 

(Bichsel, 2013). The process of gaining knowledge and obtaining qualifications is 

further improved due to the access to a significant amount of academic sources and 

information (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010).  

 

 Adaptivity and adaptability - Learning based on the students’ personal needs - 

Learner-centered environment - Self-paced learning 

Al-Azawei et al. (2016) claim that students can benefit from the focus of the use of 

technology on their specific needs. In e-learning, the student can benefit from the 

possibility of teaching methods, content presentation and ways of learning to be almost 

tailor-made, considering their skills and goals (Al-Azawei et al., 2016). E-learning 

always considers the particularities of each learner (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010; 

Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). It takes into account the learner’s availability and needs, as 

opposed to operating solely according to the teacher or institution’s schedule (Al-

Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010). E-learning creates a learner-centered environment that 

emphasizes on the students’ chosen pace (Zhang et al., 2004). Thus, the severe impact 

that stress has on some students is reduced and the educational experience is rendered 

more satisfying (Al-Azawei et al., 2016; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). 

 

 Efficient communication, interaction, cooperation and collaboration,  

collaborative learning 

E-learning works as a means to facilitate communication and strengthen the bonds 

that comprise the essence of learning, as interaction among learners is promoted, as is 

the exchange of opinions and the respect of different angles (Arkorful & Abaidoo, 

2014). According to Al-Azawei et al. (2016), e-learning can offer students the 
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opportunity to interact in an alternative way, without being on campus and outside 

regular work hours. Several communication tools and forming different working groups 

may enhance teamwork and cooperation skills (Al-Azawei et al., 2016).  

 

 Enhancing teaching approaches and quality 

E-learning services can be used to include and implement pedagogical theories and 

improve the interactive process (Al-Azawei et al., 2016). 

 

 Teaching and learning in the most appropriate method 

Teachers and students have the luxury to choose the most convenient learning 

method (in a synchronous or an asynchronous mode), based on their schedule and 

choices (Al-Azawei et al., 2016).  

 

 Interactivity- Easy to share assessment data 

Both course tutors and students can rely on the immediate and transparent results 

provided by assessment applications (Klein & Ware, 2003). According to Joint 

Information Systems Committee (JISC), assessment of the learning progress can be 

direct and independent (Avis et al., 2014). 

 

 Convenience of supervising and keeping track of student activities  

Via LMSs, instructors are given rich log files which monitor student activities within 

the system (Al-Azawei et al., 2016). 

 

 Increasing numbers in enrollment 
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According to Bichsel (2016), the most important advantage of e-learning is that, by 

granting access to more students, it results in increasing numbers in enrollment. 

 

 Reduced cost for educational institutions and learners  

As there is no need for the students to commute or travel, e-learning can reduce 

travel expenses significantly (Al-Azawei et al., 2016; Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010; 

Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). Moreover, the number of students can increase without the 

cost needed for extra buildings, classroom space and equipment (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 

2010; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). Once a course has been formed, the marginal cost of 

delivering it to learners is considerably low (Klein & Ware, 2003). 

 

2.3.2 Disadvantages 

Here the disadvantages of e-learning are presented, as listed in bibliography. 

 

 Insufficient development of the student’s necessary skills  

Interpersonal skills, verbal, communication, leadership and initiative, also known as 

“soft skills”, cannot possibly be taught through e-learning (Hameed et al., 2008). 

Learners may have gained excellent academic knowledge on a subject, however there is 

no guarantee that they have the skills to deliver it to others (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 

2010; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). 

 

 Effective application to only specific fields of education  

Arkorful and Abaidoo (2014) claim that e-learning cannot be equally effective in all 

subjects of education. The use of e-learning as a teaching method is more appropriate 

when it comes to social sciences, than it is for fields such as medicine and 

pharmacology, in which the development of practical skills is crucial (Algahtani, 2011). 
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 Lack of interaction  

In some forms of e-learning, personal contact and interaction between instructor and 

student is limited (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010). This results in e-learning being a less 

effective teaching method, compared to traditional “live” teaching (Al-Soraiey-

Alqahtani, 2010; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014; Hameed et al., 2008). 

 

 Limitation of the instructor’s role to administrator of the learning process  

The lack of communication and interaction may diminish the educators’ activity to 

merely “managing” the learning content delivery (Algahtani, 2011; Arkorful & 

Abaidoo, 2014). 

 

 Non -objective assessment  

As assessment tests in e-learning may be run by proxy, it is not always possible to 

eliminate cheating (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). 

 

 Difficulty in securing copyright of education material, problems of plagiarism 

and cheating  

E-learning can face problems of piracy, plagiarism, cheating, improper selection 

methods, and misuse of copy and paste (Algahtani, 2011; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014).  

 

 High cost 

E-learning needs high cost funding for its being created and even more, for its 

maintenance (Algahtani, 2011). Courses that deliver interactive case-based learning, 

despite being audience-specific, can often cost a lot to design (Klein & Ware, 2003). 

Unplanned expenses and less time efficiency may occur, caused by density of traffic or 

heavy use of some websites (Algahtani, 2011; Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2014). 
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Conclusion 

This chapter presented the last part of the theoretical framework of this study. The 

following chapter will present the research design and methodology. It will focus on the 

nature of the study along with the research questions, the participants and the data 

collection instruments. 
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Chapter 3 

Research Design and Methodology 

 

 

Introduction  

This chapter  presents the design and the research methodology adopted in order to 

investigate e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. Therefore, it 

outlines the research purpose and questions at first, and includes the quantitative data 

collection tools. Finally, the research process is presented, as prepared by the researcher. 

 

 

3.1 Research Aim and Questions  

The current study aims to examine e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak. More precisely, the research focuses on e-learning in HEIs and the teachers’ 

perceptions of e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. The researcher 

also aims at exploring the potential differences spotted per age, rank and academic 

discipline of the teachers. Moreover, as the target respondent group is HE teachers in 

Greece and France, the researcher aims at exploring the potential differences spotted per 

country. In other words, the research attempts to:  

1) investigate the status of e-learning in HEIs before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak.  

2) investigate HE teachers’ experience with e-learning before and after the Covid-

19 outbreak, as well as the new challenges they had to deal with after the 

pandemic crisis.  

3) investigate HE teachers’ opinion on e-learning before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak. 

In consensus with the above-mentioned goals, the research questions are: 
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1) What is the status of e-learning in HEIs before and after the Covid-19 outbreak? 

2) What is the HE teachers’ experience with e-learning before and after the Covid-

19 outbreak; what new challenges did they have to face after the pandemic 

crisis? 

3) What is HE teachers’ opinion on e-learning before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak? 

 

 

3.2 Research Methodology - The Quantitative Method of Research 

 Dörnyei (2007) claims that “quantitative research involves data collection 

procedures that result primarily in numerical data which is then analysed primarily by 

statistical methods. Typical example: survey research using a questionnaire, analysed by 

statistical software such as SPSS” (p.24). According to him, quantitative research is 

systematic, active, detailed, and strictly controlled, as it involves precise measurement 

and generates accurate and replicable data, also applicable to other contexts. 

Furthermore, he notes that this process is relatively quick and ensures good value for 

money, especially as the data analysis can be completed through statistical computer 

software. Last but not least, quantitative findings seem to be highly appreciated 

worldwide, regarding almost all audiences and/or stakeholder groups (Dörnyei, 2007). 

Throughout this study, the researcher adjusted and/or applied quantitative tools (see 

3.2.1) to the research design, so as to collect quantitative data for the investigation of 

the research questions and verify the reliability of the outcome. 

 

3.2.1. Questionnaire: The quantitative research instrument 

Dörnyei (2007) notes that the questionnaire has become one of the most prominent 

research tools used in social sciences. He also claims that in social research, the most 

commonly used method of distributing questionnaires is via mail. According to him, 

questionnaires owe their popularity to the fact that they are relatively easy to create, 

significantly versatile and, unlike other tools, able to collect a great deal of information 
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swiftly and in a form that is easy and ready to process. “The typical questionnaire is a 

highly structured data collection instrument, with most items either asking about very 

specific piece of information… or giving various response options for the respondent to 

choose from…”(Dörnyei, 2007, p.104). This renders questionnaire data uniquely 

suitable for both quantitative and statistical analysis (Dörnyei, 2007). 

Furthermore, Dörnyei (2007) claims that professional questionnaires are, in their 

majority, firstly made of “closed-ended” items; these do not require the participants’ 

free writing; instead, they are to select one of the stated options. He also claims that 

questionnaires are not really suitable for purely qualitative, investigative research, but 

some “open-ended” questions may prove to be of use. According to him, “open-ended” 

questions constitute items where there are no response options for the participant to 

select; rather, the questions are followed by some blank space for the person involved to 

write in. He notes that by granting more freedom of expression, open-format items can 

offer far deeper insight than merely quantitative data. Moreover, he claims that we are 

occasionally in need of “open-ended” items; the reason why is we are not aware of the 

potential responses and, hence, cannot provide them as options. The majority of 

questionnaires include specific partly “open-ended” items (Dörnyei, 2007). Several 

partly “open-ended” items may play a major role in the outcome of questionnaires 

(Dörnyei, 2003). 

 

Description of the questionnaire 

For the purpose of this study, the researcher came up with a Google Forms 

questionnaire, under the title: “E-Learning in Higher Education before and after the 

COVID-19 outbreak: Questionnaire” (see Appendix B). The questionnaire was used for 

the first time, the target respondent group was HE teachers in Greece and France, and it 

was sent by email.  

The attached cover letter informed the participants about the research objectives and 

promised anonymity as well as confidentiality; the researcher’s regard for the 

respondents completing the questionnaire was also expressed. Concerning its length, it 

is fairly short and takes less than 15 minutes to complete. Its clear instructions, along 
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with the fact that it is divided into smaller parts play a great role in not seeming 

confusing and messy.  

The structured questionnaire includes 32 questions, 28 “closed-ended” and 4 “open-

ended” questions (3 of them being optional). More specifically, the questionnaire is 

divided in four sections, all of which are followed by a title. Section 1 consists of 

demographic questions in order to gather information regarding the respondents’ 

identity (Questions 1-6), as well as the HEIs they work in (Questions 7-10). This section 

contains two parts. Part A has six “closed-ended” multiple choice questions about the 

teacher’s profile. Part B consists of two “closed-ended” and two “open-ended” 

questions (1 of them being optional) about the teacher’s HEI. Section 2 contains four 

additional “closed-ended” items and aims at studying the status of e-learning in HEIs 

before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. Section 3 seeks to gain insight in the teachers' 

experience with e-learning before and after the Covid-19 outbreak, while the last 

section, Section 4, wishes to explore the teachers’ opinion on e-learning before and after 

the Covid-19 outbreak. The third section  consists of nine “closed-ended” items. The 

last section contains nine items, seven “closed-ended” questions and two “open-ended” 

optional questions, which will be eventually analyzed in a qualitative way, thus 

completing the quantitative research. The last “open-ended” question is posed at the end 

of the questionnaire, in order for participants to be able to commend and express 

opinions and inquiries not included in the structured questionnaire contents, which 

would be important feedback for conducting the survey.  

In the questionnaire, more specifically in four of its questions (Questions 2.1, 2.4, 

3.3, 3.4), some of the mentioned terms (which appear in the form of a glossary) are 

explained, for participants to be able to respond. The following terms have been given 

to the survey participants: e-learning, online learning, blended learning, Learning 

Management System, lecture capture, remote access to ICT, web-supplement courses, 

web-dependent courses, blended mode courses, fully online synchronous courses, fully 

online asynchronous courses, MOOCs, e-learning tools (see  Appendix A). 
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3.3 Sampling Process 

 Dörnyei (2007) notes that “the sample is the group of participants whom the 

researcher actually examines in an empirical investigation and the population is the 

group of people whom the study is about” (p. 96). He also claims that a good sample 

includes the target population’s most significant general features, as well its particular 

characteristics, known to be linked to the variables the study focuses on. According to 

him, this means that the sample is a subset of the “population” that represents the 

overall population. The matter of representation is of great importance, due to the fact 

that, as many scholars suggest, the accuracy of the conclusions we may draw, when the 

results are given from a selected small sample, depends on the level on which this 

specific sample shares characteristics with the larger group of people (Dörnyei, 2007). 

For the purpose of this study, the researcher selected a non-probability sample 

(snowball sample and convenience or opportunity sample). “ ‘Snowball sampling’ 

involves a ‘chain reaction’ whereby the researcher identifies a few people who meet the 

criteria of the particular study and then asks these participants to identify further 

appropriate members of the population” (Dörnyei, 2007, p.98). This technique comes in 

handy either when studying groups amongst whom the links are not easily identifiable, 

or when access to suitable group members is not easy to gain, for various reasons 

(Dörnyei, 2007). In the “convenience” or “opportunity” sample, a significant criterion 

for sample selection is the researcher’s convenience: members of the target population 

are chosen to take part in the study based on specific practical criteria, namely, 

geographical proximity, availability regarding the time of day, accessibility, or the 

consent to participate voluntarily (Dörnyei, 2007).  

Furthermore, Dörnyei (2007) claims that no matter how well-structured a non-

probability sample struggles to be, the extent of universalization with this kind of 

sample is often trivial. He notes that it is, therefore, startling that the largest amount of 

empirical research in social sciences is not based on random samples. Anyhow, 

according to him, due to the compromised characteristic of non-probability sampling, 

we need to explain in detail the restrictions of such samples when we state the outcome, 

while also emphasizing on the features that this specific sample shares with the -defined 

as- target group. Likewise, we need to be very cautious about the claims we make, when 

it comes to the overall relevance of our research findings (Dörnyei, 2007). 
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In this particular survey, the researcher addressed HE teachers working in Greece 

and France. 

 

3.3.1 Greece 

The researcher initially contacted, via personal email, two professors of her own 

Institution, and six professors she is acquainted with from four other HEIs, requesting 

them to answer the questionnaire, as well as to distribute it further to their colleagues. 

Subsequently, because of the insufficient collection of questionnaires, the researcher put 

together a list with public and private HEIs in Greece and visited the HEIs web sites to 

establish the various departments each institution consists of. In each department, they 

checked whether the faculty emails are publicly available. It turned out that the majority 

of private institutions (except the HOU) did not have such public email lists and, 

therefore, they focused on public HEIs. Finally, she put together a list with all such 

emails compiled from the HEI departments in question and forwarded the questionnaire 

to everyone on the list. So, the researcher contacted 2519 professors from 18 HEIs (14 

Public HEIs & 4 Private HEIs, see Appendix C). In her email, she courteously requested 

the recipients to answer the questionnaire, and, if possible, to further distribute it to their 

colleagues. A large number of these emails were never delivered (“bounced”), as the 

addresses indicated were no longer valid. Some recipients also responded that they were 

already retired, and, hence, could not answer the questionnaire. 

 

3.3.2 France 

The researcher was introduced to Professor Thrasyvoulos Spyropoulos, through 

some common acquaintances, as he is based in France and has had some exposure to e-

learning himself. Professor Spyropoulos showed great interest in the proposed study, 

and offered to distribute the questionnaire through his various personal contacts in 

French universities and research institutions. He initially sent it directly to his 

colleagues at EURECOM, Sophia-Antipolis (part of the Institut Mines Télécom (IMT) 

umbrella). EURECOM is a semi-private Grande École, focusing on the areas of 

Wireless Communication, Data Science, and Security. It also hosts some colleagues 
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from Télécom Paris (former ENST- École nationale supérieure des télécommunications

 ).  

For the rest of the questionnaires, Professor Spyropoulos sent an initial questionnaire 

to colleagues (personal acquaintances) around France, mainly in Computer Science or 

Electrical Engineering departments. These colleagues were then requested to forward it 

further to their own colleagues, or their departments’ mailing lists. The initially 

contacted institutions include: 

 INRIA (Institut national de recherche en informatique et en automatique), 

Sophia-Antipolis (largest public institution for research on computer science and 

automation) 

 Télécom Paris 

 University of Côte d'Azur (former University of Nice) 

 I3S research lab (France) (Laboratoire d’Informatique, Signaux et Systèmes de 

Sophia-Antipolis), part of CNRS national research labs (Centre national de la 

recherche scientifique) 

 University of Grenoble 

 INRIA (Institut national de recherche en informatique et en automatique), 

Rhône-Alpes  

 University of Sorbonne (Paris 6), former University of Pierre and Marie Curie 

 CentraleSupélec, Rennes 

The initially contacted colleagues were also motivated to contact colleagues in non-

Engineering and non-Computer Science departments. To the researcher’s best 

knowledge, most of these departments were contacted mainly through the seeds in 

University of Côte d’Azur and University of Grenoble. These departments included 

Musicology, Cinema, Sociology and others. 

 

 

3.4 Research Procedures 
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3.4.1 Literature review 

In order to study the subject of this thesis, an inquiry and collection of material 

occurred beforehand, throughout its writing by the researcher, in library catalogues 

(online or not), data bases and on the Internet. Mainly, recent published sources relevant 

to the thesis subject were sought; books, articles, magazines, theses and websites. 

Relevant sources were assessed and studied in depth, in order to adequately develop and 

substantiate the theoretical framework of the thesis. 

 

3.4.2 Questionnaire Design 

The questionnaire was created simultaneously with the bibliographic review and the 

thesis writing (from 01/02/2020 to 18/05/2020). During the questionnaire design, a 

number of questions occurred and, eventually, a selection was made, in order for them 

to address real research data and become simple and comprehensible for the 

respondents. Before the questionnaire was sent to be completed, it was proofread by the 

thesis supervisor regarding its structure and form. Furthermore, a piloting test was 

carried out (from 01/05/2020 to 15/05/2020), regarding the questionnaire, in order to 

prevent misleading questions and potential ambiguities, before it took its final form. 

Particularly, it was pilot tested on three ΗΕ teachers, whose feedback was of great value 

to the researcher. 

 

3.4.3 Conducting Online Research 

The online research lasted four weeks, from 19/05/2020 to 15/06/2020. Eventually, 

239 questionnaires were submitted. The number of 239 participants is a satisfactory 

sample for the research in question. 

 

3.4.4 Processing Data 

Data processing was achieved by placing the questionnaires in the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS), with the exception of the two last “open-ended” 
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questions, which will be excluded from the statistics process and will be analysed in a 

qualitative way. The display of the questionnaire’s responses, completed through 

Google form, took place beforehand, in excel form. This was followed by the 

responses’ coding, always according to the questionnaire coding that had entered the 

SPSS. The data was transferred from the excel page to the SPSS, in order for the 

statistical analysis to be achieved. Important feedback was gained from this research 

method technique, which functions as the basis of the present research findings (see 

Chapter 4). 

 

Presentation of Methodology used 

McNemar’s test & McNemar-Bowker Test 

The researcher used the McNemar’s test only when the outcome could be classified 

into only 2 categories (YES - NO). McNemar’s test is applied to 2 x 2 contingency 

tables with a dichotomous variable (for instance in Question 2.2.1, “Did/does your 

institution/department offer blended learning courses?”: YES - NO), with matched pairs 

or subjects (i.e. the same persons are asked about the situation before and after the 

Covid-19 outbreak). The researcher used the McNemar’s test in order to determine if 

there are differences in a dichotomous dependent variable, between two related groups. 

If the statistical significance level (i.e., p-value) is less than .05 (i.e., p < .05), there is a 

statistically significant result and the proportion of YES before and after the COVID-19 

outbreak is, statistically, significantly different. On the contrary, if p > .05, there is not a 

statistically significant result and the proportion of YES before and after the COVID-19 

outbreak is not, statistically, significantly different (i.e., the proportion of YES does not 

change).  

Moreover, in some questions, the researcher used the McNemar-Bowker Test to 

analyse the data. In this type of questions, there are more than 2 (i.e. “k”) categories for 

each outcome (see for instance Question 2.1, “Did/does your institution/department use 

e-learning?”: “Yes, it is widely used”- “Yes, it is partially used” - “No, it is not used”). 

In these cases, the paired data can be summarized in a k × k contingency table of counts 

or proportions.  
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Independence Control 

In order to check if the independent variables affect the changes in the teachers’ and 

HEIs’ dispositions and opinions regarding e-learning in HE, the difference-variation of 

each dependent variable was created, which can have one of three rates, according to 

one out of three dispositions.  

0. Those who had a steady disposition/ opinion before and after  

+1. Those who changed their disposition/ opinion from negative to positive 

-1. Those who changed their disposition/ opinion from positive to negative 

The purpose of the analysis followed, was to examine whether these dispositions/ 

opinions (1-2-3) are affected by the age, rank and academic discipline of the teachers, as 

well as the location-country of their HEIs.  

For this purpose, that is, the independence control of two qualitative variables each 

time, crosstabs were created; the Chi independence square test (Pearson Chi-Square 

test) was also used. The Chi Square statistics test’s approach is valid when 20% of the 

expected frequencies is smaller than 5 and none of these is smaller than 1 (Yates et al., 

1999). The above-mentioned restriction is often not met in reality (as well as in the 

analysed data) and can be lifted through two approaches: a) with the merge of 

neighbouring cells (that is, neighbouring responses in some sense), in which case the 

marge would be logical and b) by finding the p-value using Exact distribution methods.  

 

 

Conclusion  

This chapter described the research design in detail, while focusing on the research 

objectives and questions, the research method tools, and the research process followed. 

In Chapter 4, the research outcomes are presented, regarding the research goals and 

questions.  
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Chapter 4 

Presentation of the Research Findings 
 

 

 

Introduction 

This chapter focuses on presenting and analyzing the research findings, as these 

came to light by the quantitative method instruments employed. The process will be 

dealt with according to the research objectives and questions posed in the third chapter 

(see 3.1), in order to further elaborate on the topics under investigation, more 

specifically, e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. 

 

 

4.1 E-Learning in Higher Education before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak 

Our aim is to investigate whether there is a change in e-learning in HE, before and 

after the Covid-19 outbreak. The following presentation includes the results from the 

demographic questions (see 4.1.1) and the results according to every research question 

(see 4.1.2, 4.1.3 & 4.1.4). In every research question, the items in which there is a 

statistically significant difference between response rates before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak are presented at first, while in the end there is a brief presentation of the 

results. Because of the large number of findings, only a small number of graphs and 

charts is presented here, while the others are presented in Appendix E. 

 

4.1.1 About teachers and Higher Education Institutions  

The demographic questions are presented, through which we gathered information on 

the respondents’ identity (questions 1-6), as well as the HEIs they work in (questions 7-

10). 
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Questions 1-6: Τhe majority of the sample are women (64%); the percentage of men 

comes next with 33,5%, while 2,5% either refuse to state their gender or identify as 

“Other”. The age grouping of the respondents is as follows: Only 2,9% of the 

participants were younger than 31 years of age, 7,5% were 31-40 years old, 37,2% were 

41-50 years old and 52,3% of the participants were older than 50. Concerning the 

participants’ rank, 63,6% are Senior professors (full professor, associate professor), 

28% Junior professors (assistant professor, lecturer), 5% Researchers and only 3,3% 

identify as “Other”. 74,5% of the participants have teaching experience of more than 12 

years, 17,6% 6-12 years and 7,9% fewer than 6 years.  

 

Table 1. Years of teaching experience  

1.4 Years of teaching experience 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0-5 19 7,9 7,9 7,9 

6-12 42 17,6 17,6 25,5 

12+ 178 74,5 74,5 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Concerning the respondents’ academic discipline, certain variations appear, with the 

biggest proportion (18%) being employed in the Information Science sector. Humanities 

follow with 17,6%, Social sciences with 15,9%, Engineering with 11,3%, Natural 

sciences with 12,6%; other kinds of science such as Mathematics, Medicine, Business 

show smaller percentages in the sample. The majority (52,7%) of the participating 

educators teach Undergraduate students and Graduate students, while 28,9% teach HE 

students at all stages. 9,6% of the participants teach only Undergraduate students, 6,3% 

only Graduate students, 2,1% Graduate and Professional students and just 0,4% teach 

Undergraduate and Professional students.  

Questions 7-10: The participants work in HEIs both in Greece and abroad. 75,7% of 

the teachers work in Greek HEIs, while the remaining 24,3% work abroad, mostly in 

HEIs in France (20.9%). 98,3% of the teachers work in public institutions and only 
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1,7% in private ones. Finally, 92,1% of the universities where the participants work are 

large institutions, with the remaining 7,9% being small or private institutions. 

 

 

 

Graph 1. Country 

 

 

4.1.2 The status of  E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions before and 

after the COVID-19 outbreak 

 

 Question 2.1 Did/does your institution/department use e-learning? 

Table 2. Use of e-learning before COVID-19  

2.1.1  Did your institution/ department use e-learning?  [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes, it is widely used 27 11.3 11.3 11.3 

Yes, it is partially used 151 63.2 63.2 74.5 

No, it is not used 61 25.5 25.5 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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Table 3. Use of e-learning after COVID-19  

2.1.2  Does your institution/ department use e-learning?  [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes, it is widely used 222 92.9 92.9 92.9 

Yes, it is partially used 16 6.7 6.7 99.6 

No, it is not used 1 .4 .4 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 11,3% of the HEIs “widely used e-learning”, while 

after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 92,9% (p-value< 0.000, McNemar-

Bowker Test). 

 

 Question 2.2 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer any of the following? 

  

 2.2.2 Online learning courses 

Table 4. Online learning courses before COVID-19   

2.2.2. Did  your institution/ department offer online learning courses 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 187 78.2 78.2 78.2 

Yes 52 21.8 21.8 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 5. Online learning courses after COVID-19  

 

2.2.2. Does  your institution/ department offer online learning courses 

[After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 60 25.1 25.1 25.1 

Yes 179 74.9 74.9 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 21.8% of the HEIs offered online learning courses, 

while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 74.9% (p-value< 0.000, 

McNemar Test). 

 

 2.2.3 Fully online degree programmes 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 2,9% of the HEIs offered fully online degree 

programmes, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 12,6% (p-

value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 Question 2.3 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer any of the following?  

 

 2.3.1 Formal incentives for faculty to develop e-learning 

Table 6. Formal incentives for faculty before COVID-19 

 

2.3.1 Did your institution/ department offer formal incentives for faculty 

to develop e-learning [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 199 83.3 83.3 83.3 

Yes 40 16.7 16.7 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 7. Formal incentives for faculty after COVID-19  

 

2.3.1 Does your institution/ department offer formal incentives for 

faculty to develop e-learning [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 161 67.4 67.4 67.4 

Yes 78 32.6 32.6 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 16,7% of the HEIs offered formal incentives for 

faculty to develop e-learning, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 

32,6% (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 2.3.2 Formal training in e-learning tools and techniques 

Table 8. Formal training in e-learning tools and techniques before COVID-19  

 

2.3.2 Did your institution/ department offer faculty formal training in e-

learning tools and techniques [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 190 79.5 79.5 79.5 

Yes 49 20.5 20.5 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 9. Formal training in e-learning tools and techniques after COVID-19  

 

2.3.2 Does your institution/ department offer faculty formal training in e-

learning tools and techniques [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 143 59.8 59.8 59.8 

Yes 96 40.2 40.2 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 20,5% of the HEIs offered faculty formal training in 

e-learning tools and techniques, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage 

reached 40,2% (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). The following statement (see 

Appendix E, Question 4.8) confirms the aforementioned percentages: 

“Another positive outcome was that the university organized seminars to share good 

practices, which they never do normally. So we finally got some teaching training!” 

 

 2.3.3 Central service for e-learning support (either technical of instructional) 
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Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 65,7% of the HEIs offered central service for e-

learning support (either technical of instructional), while after the Covid-19 outbreak 

this percentage reached 75,7% (p-value= 0.001, McNemar Test). 

 

 

 Question 2.4 Which of the following did/ does your institution/ department 

provide to you?  

 

 2.4.1 Reliable access to Wi-Fi 

Table 10. Reliable access to Wi-Fi before COVID-19  

2.4.1 Did your institution/department provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi [Before 

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 82 34.3 34.6 34.6 

Yes 155 64.9 65.4 100.0 

Total 237 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8   

Total 239 100.0   

 

Table 11. Reliable access to Wi-Fi after COVID-19  

 

2.4.1 Does your institution/department provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi [After 

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 103 43.1 43.1 43.1 

Yes 136 56.9 56.9 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 65,4% of the HEIs provided teachers with reliable 

access to Wi-Fi, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage dropped to 56,9% (p-

value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 
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 2.4.2 Learning Management Systems 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 52,7% of the HEIs provided teachers with LMSs, 

while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 65,7% (p-value< 0.000, 

McNemar Test). 

 

 2.4.3 Lecture capture 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 12,7% of the HEIs provided teachers with lecture 

capture, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 29,3% (p-value< 

0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 2.4.4 Web conferencing technologies 

Table 12. Web conferencing technologies before COVID-19  

2.4.4 Did your institution/department provide to you web conferencing technologies 

[Before  the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 154 64.4 65.0 65.0 

Yes 83 34.7 35.0 100.0 

Total 237 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8   

Total 239 100.0   

 

Table 13. Web conferencing technologies after COVID-19  

 

2.4.4 Does your institution/department provide to you web conferencing technologies 

[After  the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 30 12.6 12.6 12.6 

Yes 209 87.4 87.4 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 35,0% of the HEIs provided teachers with Web 

conferencing technologies, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 

87,4% (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 2.4.5 Remote/off campus access to ICT 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, 49,8% of the HEIs provided teachers with remote/off 

campus access to ICT, while after the Covid-19 outbreak this percentage reached 56,6% 

(p-value= 0.003, McNemar Test). 

 

 

Summary 

As far as e-learning in HEIs before and after the Covid-19 outbreak is concerned, 

significant changes/variations may be observed. In particular, these differences can be 

spotted in the use of e-learning, the types of e-learning courses that HEIs offer and the 

potential provided to teachers. After the Covid-19 outbreak, the percentage of HEIs that 

started to widely use e-learning largely increased. The same occurred with the 

percentage of HEIs that started offering online learning courses and fully online degree 

programmes. Two types of courses (blended learning courses & MOOCs) are the 

exception, where no increase can be observed in the number of HEIs that offer them. 

Online learning courses are the type of e-learning courses mostly used by HEIs after the 

Covid-19 outbreak, compared to before, when blended learning courses were mostly 

used. Moreover, there is an important increase in the percentage (almost double) of 

HEIs that offer formal incentives for faculty to develop e-learning and faculty formal 

training in e-learning tools and techniques, while the increase in the percentage of those 

that offer central service for e-learning support (either technical of instructional) is fairly 

smaller. Furthermore, a very important increase may be observed in the percentage of 

HEIs that provide teachers with Web conferencing technologies, while the increase in  

the percentage of HEIs that provide to teachers lecture capture, remote/off campus 

access to ICT and LMSs is smaller. Finally, the percentage of HEIs that provide 

teachers with reliable access to Wi-Fi seems to drop. 
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4.1.3 Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after 

the COVID-19 outbreak - New challenges  

 

 Question 3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure? 

Table 14. E-learning experience before COVID-19 

3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid None 44 18,4 18,4 18,4 

Limited 90 37,7 37,7 56,1 

Average 48 20,1 20,1 76,2 

Good 57 23,8 23,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 15. E-learning experience after COVID-19  

 

3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid None 1 ,4 ,4 ,4 

Limited 17 7,1 7,1 7,5 

Average 83 34,7 34,7 42,3 

Good 138 57,7 57,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

81,1% out of those who answered “Limited” before Covid-19, moved on to 

“Average” and “Good” after Covid-19. Most teachers (37,7%) responded that their e-

learning experience/exposure was “Limited” before Covid-19, while the majority of 

teachers (57,7%) responded that their e-learning experience/exposure is “Good” after 

Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar-Bowker Test). The following statements (see 

Appendix E, Question 3.8) confirm the aforementioned percentages: 

“It was a new thing for all of us.” 
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“Most people got to use e-learning systems.” 

“I became familiar with e-teaching.” 

“The biggest challenge related to the completely unknown for me space of distance - 

online education. The biggest gain is my basic acquaintance and my hope that in the 

future I can use online education, when there is a need.” 

 

 Question 3.3 Which of the following different types of e-learning courses have 

you introduced in the various types of programmes you teach?  

 

 3.3.2 Face-to-face web-dependent courses 

16,32% out of those who answered “Νο” before Covid-19, changed their response to 

“Yes” after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.3.4 Fully online synchronous courses 

Table 16. Fully online synchronous courses before COVID-19  

Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 222 92,9 92,9 92,9 

Yes 17 7,1 7,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 17. Fully online synchronous courses after COVID-19  

 

Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 63 26,4 26,4 26,4 

Yes 176 73,6 73,6 100,0 
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Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

71.62% of the ones who answered “No” before Covid-19, changed their response to 

“Yes” after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.3.5 Fully online asynchronous courses 

Table 18. Fully online asynchronous courses before COVID-19 

Have you introduced fully online asynchronous courses 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 196 82,0 82,0 82,0 

Yes 43 18,0 18,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 19. Fully online asynchronous courses after COVID-19  

 

Have you introduced fully online asynchronous courses 

[After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 152 63,6 63,6 63,6 

Yes 87 36,4 36,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

22.45% out of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, answered “Yes” after 

Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

After the Covid-19 outbreak, the proportion of teachers who introduced online 

courses increased overall, compared to before the Covid-19 outbreak. The following 

statements (see Appendix E, Question 4.8) confirm the above questionnaire results: 
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“Every teaching staff member was obliged to organise the remaining part of the 

academic year on line, including exams. This is an experience that would not have been 

reached otherwise!” 

“Familiarization with the on-line teaching technology.” 

“For teachers it was a good chance for enhancing their ICT skills in designing and 

fulfill an online lesson.” 

 

 Question 3.4 Which of the following e-learning tools have you introduced in the 

various types of programmes you teach?  

 

 3.4.1 Learning Management System  

11.43% out of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, changed their response to 

“Yes” after Covid-19 (p-value= 0.005, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.4.3 Video recording of lectures  

19,7% out of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, changed their response to 

“Yes” after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.4.4 Online discussion tools  

16,59% out of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, responded “Yes” after 

Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.4.5 Social networking systems  
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5,26% out of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, responded “Yes” after 

Covid-19 (p-value= 0.013, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.4.6 Synchronous collaboration tools  

Table 20. Synchronous collaboration tools before COVID-19 

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. Zoom,Webex) [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 209 87,4 87,4 87,4 

Yes 30 12,6 12,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 21. Synchronous collaboration tools after COVID-19  

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. Zoom,Webex) [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 44 18,4 18,4 18,4 

Yes 195 81,6 81,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

The percentage of those who used Synchronous collaboration tools before Covid-19 

was 12,6%, while after Covid-19 it reached 81,6%. In other words, 78,95% out of those 

who did not use Synchronous collaboration tools before Covid-19, started using them 

after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 

 

 3.4.7 Collaborative editing and coding tools  

9,36% of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, changed their response to 

“Yes” after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar Test). 
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 3.4.8 Assessment tools  

6,31% of those who answered “No” before Covid-19, changed their response to 

“Yes” after Covid-19 (p-value= 0.001, McNemar Test). 

 

Before the Covid-19 outbreak, the 4 mostly used e-learning tools were LMSs, Free, 

web-based content to supplement course-related materials, Video recording of lectures 

and Collaborative editing and coding tools. After the Covid-19 outbreak, the 4 mostly 

used e-learning tools were Synchronous collaboration tools, LMSs, Free, web-based 

content to supplement course-related materials and Video recording of lectures. After 

the Covid-19 outbreak, the percentage of teachers who used e-learning tools generally 

increased, compared to the one before the Covid-19 outbreak. The following statements 

(see Appendix E, Question 4.8) confirm the above questionnaire  results: 

“It introduced e-learning tools by "force majeure" to the majority of professors, and 

hopefully the best of these tools will keep being used to modernize teaching methods, 

even after COVID-19.” 

“Exposure to new tools” 

“The very switch to fully online learning was a positive outcome in itself. I hadn't had 

the time and/or the inclination to do that before the COVID-19 outbreak. The electronic 

tools had been there all along, but I just hadn't used them. There was definitely a 

challenge in learning those tools and sorting out stuff - including my institutional e-

mail!” 

 

 

 Question 3.5 Did/Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance 

student learning? 

Table 22. E-learning tools before COVID-19  

3.5 Did/Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance 

student learning? [Before COVID-19] 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 65 27,2 27,2 27,2 

To some extent 139 58,2 58,2 85,4 

To a great extent 35 14,6 14,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 23. E-learning tools after  COVID-19 

 

3.5 Did/Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance 

student learning? [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 34 14,2 14,2 14,2 

To some extent 105 43,9 43,9 58,2 

To a great extent 100 41,8 41,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

31,86% of those who answered “Νο” or “To some extent” before Covid-19, changed 

their response to “To a great extent” after Covid-19. Although before Covid-19, 14,6% 

gave a positive/ “To a great extent” response, after Covid-19 this percentage reached 

41,8% (p-value< 0.000, McNemar-Bowker Test). 

 

 

 Question 3.6 Did/ Do you need any support (either technical or instructional) in 

your teaching practice? 

Table 24. Teachers’ need for support before COVID-19 

3.6 Did/ Do you need any support (either technical or instructional) 

in your teaching practice? [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 118 49,4 49,4 49,4 

To some extent 107 44,8 44,8 94,1 

To a great extent 14 5,9 5,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Table 25. Teachers’ need for support after COVID-19  

 

3.6 Did/ Do you need any support (either technical or instructional) in 

your teaching practice? [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 77 32,2 32,2 32,2 

To some extent 132 55,2 55,2 87,4 

To a great extent 30 12,6 12,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

7,11% of those who answered “Νο” or “To some extent” before Covid-19, changed 

their response to “To a great extent” after Covid-19. The 49.4% who answered “Νο” 

before Covid-19, dropped to 32,2% after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar-Bowker 

Test). 

 

 Question 3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ 

department towards your e-learning activities?   

Table 26. Support of HEIs before COVID-19 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ 

department towards your e-learning activities?  [Before COVID-

19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Poor 100 41,8 41,8 41,8 

Sufficient 112 46,9 46,9 88,7 

Excellent 27 11,3 11,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 27. Support of HEIs after COVID-19  

 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ 

department towards your e-learning activities?  [After COVID-

19] 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Poor 47 19,7 19,7 19,7 

Sufficient 136 56,9 56,9 76,6 

Excellent 56 23,4 23,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

The percentage of those who answered “Poor” before Covid-19 was 41.8%, while 

after Covid-19 it dropped to 19.7%. The 13,67% who answered “Poor” or “Sufficient” 

before Covid-19, changed to “Excellent” after Covid-19 (p-value< 0.000, McNemar-

Bowker Test).  

 

 Question 3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your 

courses during COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? 

 

 
Graph 2. Students’ participation in the courses during COVID-19  

 

 

44.9% of teachers state that “More students participated”, 39,6% that “The same 

number of students participated” and only 15.6% state that “Fewer students 

participated”. The following statements (see Appendix E, Question 4.8) confirm the 

above questionnaire results: 

“More students participated in the courses.”  
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“More students participation and more attentive audience” 

“Increased participation of students to lectures” 

“Higher participation” 

“The number of attendees increased (it was more convenient for students to attend e-

lectures than physically coming to class)” 

“More students joining the online lectures” 

“The most positive outcome was that students who didn't attend the lectures came in.” 

“The most positive outcome was the increased number of participants to my course 

from 40 to more than 80.” 

“Higher quality student participation” 

However, it is worth mentioning the following statements too (see Appendix E, 

Question 4.8): 

“In some courses there were more students present in the online lectures, but it is 

doubtable whether they were actually attending. The learning outcomes will be seen in 

the exams.” 

 “Ιnequality. Some of my students didn't had access to a computer, and couldn't follow 

the class.” 

“The biggest challenge was to maintain contact with students who had no internet 

connection (20% of them).” 

 

 

 Question 3.9 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course 

to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? 

 

 3.9.1 To use the necessary e-learning tools  
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38,1% of the participants give a Negative response, 13% a Positive one and the 

remaining 49% answer “To some extent”. 

 

 3.9.2 To reform your methodology and material 

 23,4% of the participants give a Negative response, 27,6% a Positive one and the 

remaining 49% answer “To some extent”. The following statements (see Appendix E, 

Question 4.8) confirm the aforementioned percentages: 

“Improvement of learning material and redesign the courses.” 

“Change of educational material.” 

“Total conversion of course material to be provided online.” 

“I had to restructure/reformat my material from physical to e-delivery in just a couple 

of days.” 

 

 3.9.3 The additional hours you had to devote per week to support your online 

courses (meetings):  

20,9% of the participants give a Negative response, 37,2% a Positive one and the 

remaining 41,8% answer “To some extent”. The following statements (see Appendix E, 

Question 4.8)  confirm the aforementioned percentages: 

“Extra time needed.” 

“Increase of working hours due to written commentary of students' texts and opinions.” 

 

 3.9.4 To remove some material/part or “deteriorate” your class in any sense, in 

order to facilitate the fully online mode  

45,2% of the participants give a Negative response, 18% a Positive one and the 

remaining 36,8% answer “To some extent”. 
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 3.9.5 To find ways to increase the interaction between you and the participants  

 

 

Graph 3. Challenge to find ways to increase the interaction  

 

11,3% of the participants give a Negative response, 52,7% a Positive one and the 

remaining 36% answer “To some extent”. The following statements (see Appendix E, 

Question 4.8) confirm the aforementioned percentages: 

“Coping with the initially few responses from students and working towards improving 

interaction with them (which actually got better as the semester advanced).” 

“Have sufficient interaction will ALL the students (not just the good ones).” 

“The challenge was to keep everyone focused on the course without enough usual 

interactivity tricks or tools.” 

“Maintain some interaction without seeing the students.” 

However, it is worth mentioning the following statements too (see Appendix E, 

Question 4.8): 

“The challenge was to become familiar with the required software in a matter of days.” 

“Little time to change a big workload of material from face-to-face to e-learning.” 
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“Τo do it as soon as possible without books in the internet.” 

“To move a blended class to a fully online class in a week, without any support from 

IT.” 

 “To get on-line courses ready in one weekend...” 

“The biggest challenge was that because of the speed of the change, the technical, 

admin and legal framework was always a step behind (so teachers had to fly a half-

blind)” 

 

 

Summary 

Concerning the HE teachers' experience with e-learning before and after the Covid-

19 outbreak, as well as the new challenges they had to deal with after the pandemic 

crisis, important changes occur. After the Covid-19 outbreak, the percentage of teachers 

who gained greater e-learning experience/exposure largely increased, even though most 

teachers already considered themselves to be early adopters of ICT where they saw 

clear benefits (see Appendix E, Question 3.2). A large increase seems to take place in 

the percentage of teachers who started to introduce fully online synchronous courses, 

while with teachers who started to introduce fully online asynchronous courses and 

face-to-face web-dependent courses, the increase in the percentage is smaller. Three 

types of courses (face-to-face web-supplemented courses, blended mode courses & 

MOOCs) are the exception, in which case no increase seems to occur in the number of 

teachers who introduce them.  

After the Covid-19 outbreak, there still is an increase in the percentage of teachers 

who started to introduce e-learning tools. The largest increase occurs among teachers 

who started to introduce Synchronous collaboration tools, while a smaller increase 

concerns the percentage of the use of other tools. Two types of e-learning tools (Data 

analysis tools & Free, web-based content to supplement course-related materials) are the 

exception, in which case no increase took place, regarding their percentage. Moreover, 

the percentage of teachers who claim that e-learning tools are critical to enhance student 

learning to a large extent has also increased. Regarding the support (either technical or 

instructional) that teachers needed in their teaching practice, the percentage of teachers 
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who stated that they needed support increased, while there was also an important rise in 

the percentage of teachers who evaluate the support of their HEIs towards their e-

learning activities in a positive way.  

Finally, regarding the new circumstances and challenges they faced, more students 

participated in the courses during Covid-19 in comparison to the pre-Covid era, while 

one may observe that the most important challenge teachers had to deal with, was 

finding ways to increase the interaction between them and the participants. The next-in-

line most important challenges were the additional hours they had to devote per week to 

support their online courses (meetings), reforming their methodology and material, 

removing some material/part or “deteriorating” their class in any sense, in order to 

facilitate the fully online mode and, finally, the least significant challenge was using the 

necessary e-learning tools. 

 

 

4.1.4 Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after 

the COVID-19 outbreak  

 

 Question 4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?   

Table 28. Teachers’ attitude towards e-learning before COVID-19 

 

4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?  [Before COVID-

19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Generally rather skeptical 56 23,4 23,4 23,4 

Not much interest 78 32,6 32,6 56,1 

Generally rather positive 105 43,9 43,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Table 29. Teachers’ attitude towards e-learning after COVID-19  

 

4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?  [After COVID-

19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Generally rather skeptical 54 22,6 22,6 22,6 

Not much interest 35 14,6 14,6 37,2 

Generally rather positive 150 62,8 62,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

The percentage of those who answered “Generally rather skeptical” (23,4%) before 

Covid-19 slightly dropped (22,6%) after Covid-19. 33,58% of those who answered 

“Generally rather skeptical” or “Not much interest” before Covid-19, changed to 

“Generally rather positive” after Covid-19. Before Covid-19, 43.9% gave a positive 

response, while after Covid-19 this percentage reached 62,8% (p-value< 0.000, 

McNemar-Bowker Test). The following statements (see Appendix E, Question 4.8) 

confirm the aforementioned percentages: 

“ICT for learning can work.” 

“Loved it, realized that a whole new world is waiting for us; students loved it too, they 

could wake up five minutes before the lecture and still attend.” 

“Acceptance from academic community.” 

“The change in perception among the general population about the efficiency of online 

learning.” 

“That the course could be taught. That the project of online teaching would finally be 

successful.” 

However, it is worth mentioning the following statements too (see Appendix E, 

Question 4.8): 

“After applying online learning on several different classes before COVID, the 

conclusion is the same: it does not work. COVID crisis doesn't change this conclusion. 

If I may avoid using it, it is much better.” 
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“I can see no positive outcome from online learning. Had to do it as an inevitable way 

to teach my courses, but would not in any way support it under other (normal) 

circumstances.” 

“E-learning (in the form of on line courses) is just a surrogate for real education. We 

used it during pandemic but after that, real universities shall abandon this practice. 

Face to face education cannot be replaced.” 

 

 

 Question 4.2 In your opinion what are the 3 main advantages of e-learning? Has 

your opinion changed after the COVID-19 outbreak? 

Table 30. Main advantages of e-learning before and after COVID-19  

 

  QUESTION 4.2. YES NO p value 

1 

Flexibility of time and place granted to the learner 

(BEFORE) 67.80% 32.20% 
0.003 

Flexibility of time and place granted to the learner 

(AFTER) 75.70% 24.30% 

2 
Learning based on the students’ personal needs 

(BEFORE) 31.00% 69.00% 0.115 
Learning based on the students’ personal needs (AFTER) 28.00% 72.00% 

3 
Collaborative learning   (BEFORE) 20.50% 79.50% 

0.005 
Collaborative learning  (AFTER) 27.20% 72.80% 

4 

Efficient communication, interaction (among learners) 

(BEFORE) 
20.50% 79.50% 

0.000 
Efficient communication, interaction (among learners) 

(AFTER) 
31.00% 69.00% 

5 
Enhancing teaching approaches and quality (BEFORE) 33.10% 66.90% 

0.018 
Enhancing teaching approaches and quality (AFTER) 39.30% 60.70% 

6 

Convenience of supervising and keeping track of student 

activities (BEFORE) 34.70% 65.30% 
0.035 

Convenience of supervising and keeping track of student 

activities (AFTER) 39.30% 60.70% 

 

The teachers’ opinion about the 3 main advantages of e-learning does not seem to 

change with the Covid-19 pandemic. The 3 main advantages are “Flexibility of time and 

place granted to the learner”, “Convenience of supervising and keeping track of student 

activities” and “Enhancing teaching approaches and quality”. As can be seen in 5 out of 

6 proposed “advantages”, there was a significant increase, statistically, regarding the 
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degree (percentage) at which teachers acknowledge those as positive e-learning 

features. Concerning “Learning based on the students’ personal needs”, one may 

observe that the percentage that opted for it as an advantage dropped with the Covid-19 

outbreak, (from 31% to 28%), without, however, this drop being statistically significant. 

 

 Question 4.3 What was/ is your opinion about the usability of e-learning?  

21,12% of those who believed it “Requires some initial training or preparation” 

before Covid-19, changed their mind and now half of them believe it is “Easy to use”, 

while the remaining half believe it “Requires extensive training or preparation”, after 

Covid-19 (p-value= 0.003, McNemar-Bowker Test). 

 

 Question 4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready to teach a course fully online?   

Table 31. Ready  to teach  a course fully online before COVID-19  

 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?  [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 85 35,6 35,6 35,6 

To some extent 107 44,8 44,8 80,3 

To a great extent 47 19,7 19,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 32. Ready  to teach  a course fully online after COVID-19  

 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?  [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 34 14,2 14,2 14,2 

To some extent 81 33,9 33,9 48,1 

To a great extent 124 51,9 51,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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The 40,10% who answered “Νο” or “To some extent” before Covid-19, changed to 

“To a great extent” after Covid-19. Before Covid-19, the percentage who answer “To a 

great extent” was 19,7%, while after Covid-19 this percentage reached 51,9% (p-value< 

0.000, McNemar-Bowker Test). 

 

 

 Question 4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work in?      

Table 33. Preference of of learning environment before COVID-19  

 

4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to 

work in?     [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Face-to-face 147 61,5 61,5 61,5 

Blended 69 28,9 28,9 90,4 

Online 7 2,9 2,9 93,3 

No preference 16 6,7 6,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 34. Preference of of learning environment after COVID-19  

 

4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to 

work in?     [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Face-to-face 97 40,6 40,6 40,6 

Blended 100 41,8 41,8 82,4 

Online 30 12,6 12,6 95,0 

No preference 12 5,0 5,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

The 34,01% who answered “Face-to-face” before Covid-19, changed to other 

options. Before Covid-19, 2,9% preferred “Online”, while after Covid-19 the percentage 

reached 12,6%. Before Covid-19, the majority of participants (61,5%) preferred “Face-

to-face”, while after Covid-19 the majority (41.8%) prefers “Blended” (p-value< 0.000, 
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McNemar-Bowker Test). The following statements (see Appendix E, Questions 4.8 & 

4.9)  confirm the above questionnaire results: 

“We learned and applied new teaching technologies, which could be supplementary to 

face-to-face teaching.” 

“Face to face is essential, online can only be a complement.” 

“In general, the experience was not positive. E-learning cannot substitute real face-to-

face learning.” 

“E-learning should be supplementary to live learning; this is the best approach” 

“Face to face teaching and communication can't be replaced, but e-learning can help in 

many cases.” 

“E-courses cannot replace live courses - they can only be used as complementary 

means.” 

 

 Question 4.7 Select the key factors (up to 3) that would motivate you to further 

integrate ICT in your teaching activities. 

  In the following chart, the key factors are cited, according to the frequency they are 

chosen by the teachers.   

Table 35. Key factors for more ICT use 

  QUESTION 4.7 YES NO 

1 Clear evidence that student would benefit 67.40% 32.60% 

2 Release time to design/ redesign my courses 50.20% 49.80% 

3 Direct assistance from IT staff 37.70% 62.30% 

4 A monetary incentive 27.20% 72.80% 

5 (Re)training 19.70% 80.30% 

6 Tenure decisions and other professional advancement 18.40% 81.60% 

7 Having other colleagues also apply such methods 13.80% 86.20% 
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Summary 

Regarding the HE teachers' opinion about e-learning before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak, important changes occur. After the Covid-19 outbreak, the percentage of 

teachers who describe their attitude towards e-learning as “Generally rather positive” 

largely increased. However, the percentage of those who answer “Generally rather 

skeptical” slightly dropped, compared to the pre-Covid era. The teachers’ opinion about 

the 3 main advantages of e-learning shows no change, while it may be observed that 

more teachers acknowledge the advantages of e-learning. A particular modification may 

be observed in the teachers’ opinion about the usability of e-learning, as the percentage 

of those who believed that it “Requires some initial training or preparation” before 

Covid-19, changed their mind and half of them now believe that it is “Easy to use”, 

while the other half believe it “Requires extensive training or preparation” after Covid-

19. An important rise appeared in the number of teachers who feel ready, to a great 

extent, to teach a course fully online, while no negative change occurs in the teachers’ 

positive opinion on the need for special (re)training of teaching staff for e-learning. 

Moreover, there was a large increase in the percentage of teachers who prefer to work in 

a blended or online learning environment, while it is worth mentioning that the majority 

of teachers prefer to work in a blended learning environment after Covid-19, as opposed 

to their preference in working in a face-to-face learning environment before Covid-19. 

Finally, the 3 key factors that would motivate teachers to further integrate ICT in their 

teaching activities are “Clear evidence that student would benefit”, “Release time to 

design/ redesign my courses” and “Direct assistance from IT staff”. 

 

 

4.2 Changes in teachers' attitudes  

 

In the independence checks carried out among the teachers’ rank, and the teachers 

and HEIs’ change of attitude towards e-learning, due to the Covid-19 outbreak, no 

statistically significant dependence appeared. On the contrary, in the independence 

checks concerning the age, academic discipline, country and the teachers and HEIs’ 
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change of attitude regarding e-learning because of the Covid-19 outbreak, several 

statistically significant differences appeared (see Appendix F). 

Later on, the results from the independence checks regarding age, academic 

discipline, country and change in the attitude of HEI teachers are presented (see 4.2.1, 

4.2.2 & 4.2.3). In every case, the questions through which the differences were shown 

are initially presented per research question, while in the end there is a brief 

presentation of the results. Moreover, interesting demographic information is presented. 

Because of the large amount of results, only a small number of charts is presented here, 

while the others are presented in Appendix F. 

 

 

4.2.1 Age Impact 

 

We divided the sample total into 3 age groups, younger than 41 years old, 41-50 

years old and older than 50 years old, in order for the independence checks to become 

possible. 

Table 36. Age 2 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 40 or less 25 10,5 10,5 10,5 

41-50 89 37,2 37,2 47,7 

51 or plus 125 52,3 52,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Independence Checks 

 

Teachers' opinion about E- Learning in Higher Education before and after the 

COVID-19 outbreak. 
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 Question 4.7 Select the key factors (up to 3) that would motivate you to further 

integrate ICT in your teaching activities. [Tenure decisions and other 

professional advancement]  

While among the age groups “41-50”, “51+” the percentage who give positive 

responses is only 14.6% and 16,8% respectively, this percentage reaches 40% regarding 

the younger age group (40-) (p value= 0.021, Fisher's Exact Test). 

To summarize, one may observe that younger teachers (40-) mainly support that the 

key factor “Tenure decisions and other professional advancement” would motivate them 

to further integrate ICT in their teaching activities, compared to older teachers (41+).   

 

 

4.2.2 Academic Discipline Impact 

 

We divided the sample total into three categories, according to their teaching 

activities, as shown in the following frequency chart (See Appendix D). 

 

Table 37. Academic Discipline 

Area 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Humanities-Social Sciences 100 41,8 41,8 41,8 

Engineering - Information - 

Computer Sciences 

75 31,4 31,4 73,2 

Other 64 26,8 26,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Demographic information 
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 Age: The majority of teachers of all three academic disciplines are 51+ years 

old, while in all three academic disciplines 41-50-year-old teachers follow and 

then teachers aged 40-. 

 Rank: The majority of teachers of all three academic disciplines belong to the 

“Senior professor” rank. Teachers who belong to the “Junior professor” and 

“Researcher-Other” ranks gather smaller percentages.  

 

Independence Checks 

 

The status of E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions before and after the 

COVID-19 outbreak. 

 

 Question 2.3.2 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer faculty formal 

training in e-learning tools and techniques? 

The percentage of HEIs that present a positive change was larger in HEIs of teachers 

of Humanities-Social Sciences (21%) and Other Sciences (28,12%) than in HEIs of 

teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences (17,33%). HEIs of teachers of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences constituted the only HEI category that 

gave a negative response (6,66%) (p-value= 0,022, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 

 Question 2.3.3 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer central service for 

e-learning support (either technical or instructional)? 

The percentage of HEIs that present a negative change was larger in HEIs of teachers 

of Humanities-Social Sciences (11%) than in HEIs of teachers of Engineering-

Information-Computer Sciences (4%) and Other Sciences (1,56%) (p-value= 0,047, 

Fisher's Exact Test). 

 



[77] 
 

 Question 2.4.4 Which of the following did/ does your institution/ department 

provide to you? [Web conferencing technologies] 

The percentage of HEIs that present a positive change was larger in HEIs of teachers 

of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences (60,81%) and Other Sciences (70,31%) 

than in HEIs of teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences (34,34%). In other words, the 

majority of HEIs of teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences displayed no change in 

their response, while the majority of HEIs of teachers of Other Sciences presented a 

positive change (p-value< 0,000, Pearson Chi-Square). 

   

Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-

19 outbreak - New challenges  

 

 Question 3.3.3 Have you introduced blended mode courses? 

The percentage of teachers who reported negative change was larger with teachers of 

Humanities-Social Sciences (21%) and teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer 

Sciences (13,33%), than it was with teachers of Other Sciences (6,25%). To put it 

differently, the majority of teachers who rethought their positive attitude and changed to 

negative, belonged to the two first teacher categories (p-value= 0.010, Pearson Chi-

Square). 

 

 Question 3.4.4 Have you introduced Online discussion tools in the various types 

of programmes you teach? 

The percentage of teachers who reported positive change was larger with teachers of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences (28%) and teachers of Other Sciences 

(12,5%), than with teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences (8%). In other words, 

teachers of Other Sciences and teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences 

used Online discussion tools significantly more, statistically speaking, than teachers of 

Humanities-Social Sciences (p-value= 0,001, Fisher's Exact Test). 
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 Question 3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your 

courses during COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? 

The percentage of teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences who 

answer “Fewer students participated” (31%) is significantly larger, statistically, than the 

respective percentage of other teachers (teachers of Other Sciences, 8.47% & teachers 

of Humanities-Social Sciences, 8.42%). Furthermore, the percentage of teachers of 

Humanities-Social Sciences who answer “More students participated” (54,74%) is 

significantly larger, statistically, than the respective percentage of other teachers 

(teachers of Other Sciences, 49,15% & teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer 

Sciences, 28,17%) (p-value< 0.000, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 

 Question 3.9.3 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [The additional hours 

you had to devote per week to support your online courses (meetings)] 

The percentage of teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences who γιωε 

a negative response (6,7%)  is significantly smaller, statistically, than the respective 

percentage of other teachers (teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences, 26% & teachers 

of Other Sciences, 29,7%) (p-value= 0,008, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 

Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 

outbreak 

 

 Question 4.7 Select the key factors (up to 3) that would motivate you to further 

integrate ICT in your teaching activities. [Release time to design/ redesign my 

courses] 

While the majority of teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences (52%) and teachers of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences (58,7%) answer with a positive opinion, 

the respective percentage of teachers of Other Sciences barely reaches 37,5% (p-value= 

0.042, Pearson Chi-Square). 
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Summary 

Initially, because of the Covid-19 outbreak, one may observe several differences in 

the potential offered by HEIs, regarding the teachers’ academic discipline. Teachers of 

Other Sciences, compared to other teachers, showed the most important potential for 

formal training in e-learning tools and techniques in their HEIs, while teachers of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences were the only case in which some of their 

HEIs did not offer faculty formal training in e-learning tools and techniques. 

Furthermore, teachers of Other Sciences, compared to other teachers, showed greater 

potential for central service for e-learning support in their HEIs, as well as for 

familiarizing themselves with and gaining experience from Web conferencing 

technologies. Contrarily, teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences, compared to other 

teachers, showed the least potential for central service for e-learning support in their 

HEIs, as well as for familiarizing themselves with and gaining experience from Web 

conferencing technologies.  

In addition, due to the Covid-19 outbreak, significant differences can be spotted in 

the teachers’ experience in e-learning, as well as the new challenges they had to deal 

with after the pandemic crisis and the teachers’ opinion about e-learning per academic 

discipline. In particular, these differences can be spotted in the type of courses taught by 

teachers and the e-learning tools they use. More teachers of Other Sciences have 

introduced blended mode courses, compared to other teachers. Contrarily, teachers of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences showed the greatest potential for 

introducing Online discussion tools, compared to other teachers. One may observe that 

more students of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences, stopped attending 

courses during the Covid-19 outbreak, compared to other students. On the contrary, 

more students of Humanities-Social Sciences, started attending courses during the 

Covid-19 outbreak, compared to other students. Furthermore, it appears that teachers of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences found it harder than other teachers to deal 

with the additional hours they had to devote per week to support their online courses 

(meetings). Moreover, more teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences, 

compared to other teachers, claim that the key factor “Release time to design/ redesign 

my courses” would motivate them to further integrate ICT in their teaching activities. 
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Finally, regarding the many difficulties that teachers of Engineering-Information-

Computer Sciences had to deal with, it is worth mentioning the following statement (see 

Appendix E, Question 4.9): 

“As I teach in IT (networking and security), I faced the issue of building/transforming 

labs, all to virtual solutions that must feet on each student machine (not as powerfull as 

mine). I would have like that my University has invested in cloud tools and real 

cobrowsing tools to help students fixing their labs.” 

 

 

4.2.3 Country Impact  

 

Out of the total sample, we picked the teachers who were employed in HEIs in 

Greece and France, the comparison between which was one of the initial purposes of the 

present research. 

 

Table 38. Country 2 

Country 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid France 50 20,9 21,6 21,6 

Greece 181 75,7 78,4 100,0 

Total 231 96,7 100,0  

Missing System 8 3,3   

Total 239 100,0   

 

Demographic information 

 

 Age: In Greece, the majority of teachers (57.5%) were 51+ years old, while in 

France the percentage of participants is exactly the same (38%), that is, there is 
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no difference among the teachers aged 41-50 and 51+. In both countries, 

teachers younger than 40 years old present the smallest percentage of 

participation, while in Greece this percentage (5,5%) is significantly smaller 

than in France (24%). 

 Rank: In both countries, the majority of teachers were “Senior professor”, while 

“Junior professor” and then “Researcher-Other” come next. The percentage of 

“Senior professor” and “Researcher-Other” in French HEIs is larger than the 

respective percentages of “Senior professor” and “Researcher-Other” in Greek 

HEIs, as opposed to the percentage of “Junior professor”, which is larger in 

Greek HEIs, compared to French HEIs. 

 Academic Discipline: Regarding teachers of French HEIs, the majority of 

teachers were in the area of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences (82%), 

while teachers of Other Sciences (10%) and then Humanities-Social Sciences 

(8%) follow with smaller percentages. Contrarily, out of teachers of Greek HEIs, 

the majority of teachers were in the area of Humanities-Social Sciences (49,7%), 

while teachers of Other Sciences (32%) and Engineering-Information- Computer 

Sciences (18.2%) follow with smaller percentages. 

 

Independence Checks 

 

The status of E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions before and after the 

COVID-19 outbreak. 

 

 Question 2.3.2 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer faculty formal 

training in e-learning tools and techniques? 

In Greece, the percentage of HEIs (24,3%) that present a positive change is 

significantly larger, statistically, than the respective percentage in France (12%) (p-

value= 0,003, Fisher's Exact Test). 
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 Question 2.3.3 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer central service for 

e-learning support (either technical or instructional)? 

In Greece, the percentage of HEIs (19,33%) that present a positive change is 

significantly larger, statistically, than the respective percentage in France (6%) (p-

value= 0,044, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 

 Question 2.4.1 Which of the following did/ does your institution/ department 

provide to you? [Reliable access to Wi-Fi] 

In Greece, the percentage of HEIs (6,63%) that present a negative change is 

significantly smaller, statistically, than the respective percentage in France (18,75%) (p-

value= 0,036, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 

Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-

19 outbreak - New challenges 

 

 Question 3.3.4 Have you intrοduced fully online synchronous courses? 

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs (71,27%) that report a positive change is 

significantly larger, statistically, than the respective percentage of teachers of French 

HEIs (50%) (p-value= 0,007, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 

 Question 3.4 Which of the following different types of e-learning courses have 

you introduced in the various types of programmes you teach?  

 

 3.4.3 Video recording of lectures  

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs (13,81%) who report a positive change is 

significantly smaller, statistically, than the respective percentage of teachers of French 

HEIs (38%) (p-value= 0,001, Fisher's Exact Test). 
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 3.4.4 Online discussion tools  

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs (9,39%) who report a positive change is 

significantly smaller, statistically, than the respective percentage of teachers of French 

HEIs (40%) (p-value< 0,000, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 3.4.9 Data analysis tools  

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs (2,76%) that report a positive change is 

significantly smaller, statistically, than the respective percentage of teachers of French 

HEIs (12%) (p-value= 0,019, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 

 Question 3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ 

department towards your e-learning activities? 

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs (38,67%) who changed their mind towards 

a positive direction is significantly larger, statistically, than the respective percentage of 

teachers of French HEIs (22%) (p-value= 0,020, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 

 Question 3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your 

courses during COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? 

Regarding teachers of Greek HEIs, the percentage who answer “Fewer students 

participated” is just about 8.57%, while the respective percentage of teachers of French 

HEIs is 44.44%. Furthermore, the percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs who answer 

“More students participated” is 52,57%%, while the respective percentage of teachers of 

French HEIs is just about 13,33% (p-value< 0,000, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 

 Question 3.9 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course 

to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak?  

 

 3.9.2 To reform your methodology and material  
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The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs who give a negative response is 26,52%, 

while the respective percentage of teachers of French HEIs barely reaches 10% (p-

value= 0,008, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 3.9.3 The additional hours you had to devote per week to support your online 

courses (meetings)  

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs who give a negative response is 25,41%, 

while the respective percentage of teachers of French HEIs barely reaches 6% (p-value< 

0,000, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 3.9.4 To remove some material/ part or “deteriorate” your class in any sense, in 

order to facilitate the fully online mode  

Of the teachers of Greek HEIs, the percentage that gives a negative response reaches 

48,07%, while the respective percentage of teachers of French HEIs barely reaches 34% 

(p-value= 0,027, Pearson Chi-Square). 

 

Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 

outbreak 

 

 Question 4.5 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is 

needed for e-learning (either technical or instructional)? 

The percentage of teachers of Greek HEIs (12,70%) who changed their opinion 

towards a negative response is significantly larger, statistically, than the respective 

percentage of teachers of French HEIs (6%) (p-value= 0,024, Fisher's Exact Test). 

 

 Question 4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work in? 

Regarding teachers of Greek HEIs, the percentage that prefers an “online” learning 

environment is 15.46%, while, when it comes to teachers of French HEIs, there is zero 

preference. Moreover, the majority of teachers of Greek HEIs prefer “blended”, while 
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the majority of teachers of French HEIs prefer “face-to-face” (p-value= 0,002, Fisher's 

Exact Test). 

 

Summary 

 

Initially, due to the Covid-19 outbreak, one may observe differences in the potential 

offered by HEIs, according to their country (Greece & France). More Greek HEIs offer 

faculty formal training in e-learning tools and techniques and central service for e-

learning, compared to French HEIs, while more French HEIs do not provide teachers 

with reliable access to Wi-Fi, compared to Greek HEIs. 

Furthermore, because of the Covid-19 outbreak, important differences may be 

spotted in the teachers’ e-learning experience, as well as the new challenges they had to 

deal with after the pandemic crisis and in their opinion about e-learning after the Covid-

19 outbreak, per country. More specifically, these differences occur in the types of 

courses taught by teachers, the e-learning tools they use, the support they had by HEIs 

and their opinion about the need for special (re)training of teaching staff for e-learning. 

In Greece, more teachers introduced fully online synchronous courses, compared to 

teachers in France. However, in France, an importantly larger number of teachers 

introduced some types of e-learning tools (Video recording of lectures, Online 

discussion tools & Data analysis tools), compared to teachers in Greece. In Greece, 

more teachers evaluate the support of their HEIs towards their e-learning activities in a 

positive way, compared to teachers in France, while in France more teachers think that 

special (re)training of teaching staff is needed for e-learning (either technical or 

instructional) compared to teachers in Greece. 

Moreover, one may observe that more students stopped participating in courses 

during Covid-19 in France than in Greece; also, teachers of French HEIs found it more 

difficult than the teachers of Greek HEIs to handle the additional hours they had to 

devote per week to support their online courses (meetings), reforming their 

methodology and material and removing some material/part or “deteriorating” their 

class in any sense, in order to facilitate the fully online mode after the Covid- 19 

outbreak. Finally, a fair number of teachers of Greek HEIs opt for an “online” learning 



[86] 
 

environment, as opposed to teachers of French HEIs, among which there is zero 

preference. While the majority of teachers of Greek HEIs prefer a “blended” learning 

environment, the majority of teachers of French HEIs prefer a “face-to-face” learning 

environment. 

 

 

Conclusion  

 

In this specific chapter, the outcome of the quantitative research method instruments 

of the study were used and analyzed in detail, so as to offer valid responses to the 

research questions. In the following chapter, the findings will be further discussed from 

a critical point of view, in order to gain insight to the investigation objective: E-

Learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion of the Findings - Limitations and Recommendations for 

Further Research 

 

 

Introduction 

The current, final chapter aims at answering the research questions raised in section 

3.1 (see Chapter 3) by engaging the outcomes of the research in a critical manner. Thus, 

this chapter evaluates e-learning in HE contexts prior to and following the outburst of 

Covid-19. Finally, this chapter mentions the limitations of the research, and suggests 

ideas to further it. 

 

 

5.1 Discussion of the Findings 

 

5.1.1 E-Learning in Higher Education before and after the Covid-19 outbreak 

 

E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions 

The results of the research indicate that HEIs resorted to e-learning after the Covid-

19 outbreak, and more specifically, mainly to online learning courses and fully online 

degree programmes. As expected, this large increase of online courses captures, to a 

satisfactory extent, the mandatory switch to online learning during Covid-19. The 

percentage of HEIs that offer the two other types of e-learning courses (blended 

learning courses & MOOCs) remained the same, something which was expected, as 

student demand for these two types of courses remained the same following the onset of 

Covid-19. Before the Covid-19 outbreak, most HEIs offered blended mode courses, 
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something which confirms the results of the EADTU study that was carried out in 2017 

(see Chapter 1.5.2). On the contrary, after the Covid-19 outbreak, most HEIs offered 

online learning courses, thus confirming the theoretical part of this study (see Chapter 

1.3.1), according to which, HEIs turned to e-learning in order to cope with the new 

circumstances and avoid the suspension of the learning process. 

Furthermore, it occurs that HEIs, in order to face the demands that occurred from the 

impressive increase in the use of e-learning and online learning courses, started offering 

more amenities to faculties. It is observed that after the Covid-19 outbreak, the e-

learning tools that HEIs had to use more than any other were Web conferencing 

technologies, something which probably demonstrates that it was the most necessary 

and effective tool during this period, but also that HEIs managed to adequately respond 

to the need that occurred. However, the decrease in the number of HEIs that were able 

to provide their professors with reliable access to Wi-Fi after the Covid-19 outbreak was 

unexpected and possibly shows that professors did not have to use Wi-Fi as much, since 

at least for the initial period they were working outside the university/from home, or it 

could indicate a significant weakness of HEIs after the potential increase in the demand 

for reliable Wi-Fi. At this point it should be mentioned that many professors are 

possibly referring to a lot of students' lack of reliable access to Wi-Fi and their inability 

to participate in lessons.  

Finally, something that should be mentioned is the percentage of professors that 

teach in HEIs that are neither in France, nor in Greece, but in other countries (despite 

the fact that the researcher sent the questionnaire solely to professors who work in 

Greece or France). This could either be because some professors possibly forwarded the 

questionnaire to colleagues outside Greece and France, or because some professors were 

posted at a university of another country during the period that the research was 

conducted.   

 

Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-19 

outbreak - New challenges 

The turn to e-learning is also demonstrated by the vast majority of teachers who 

gained more e-learning experience, specifically online learning experience, after the 
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Covid-19 outbreak. Most teachers introduced fully online synchronous courses (73,6%) 

while more teachers introduced online asynchronous courses (36,4%) and face-to-face 

web-dependent courses (31,4%). The rise of the percentage of teachers who introduced 

face-to-face web-dependent courses is probably not related to the first phase of the 

spread of Covid-19, during which most HEIs turned to fully online learning, but with 

the later phase, during which some HEIs gradually started some face-to-face courses. 

The important role and the efficiency of e-learning tools is confirmed by the fact that 

they were more extensively used after the Covid-19 outbreak but also due to the fact 

that, as mentioned in the theoretical part of this study (see Chapter 2.2.1 & 2.2.2), after 

their experience, most teachers believe that the role of e-learning tools in enhancing 

learning is decisive. The large increase in the use of Synchronous collaboration tools 

and Video recording of lectures shows that these two tools had to be used more 

extensively after the outburst of Covid-19, and that their use was probably effective-

essential in online courses and/ or teamwork as well as  in the creation of  video content 

for educational purposes, as mentioned in the theoretical part of this study (see Chapter 

2.2.2). The small increase in the use of Assessment tools and their generally limited use 

after the Covid-19 outbreak possibly shows that either up to the point of the research the 

professors did not need them, or that they were skeptical towards their use and 

unimpeachable function. Concerning the two types of e-learning tools (Data analysis 

tools & Free, web-based content to supplement course-related materials), where no 

change in use was observed, this probably indicates that there was no increase in the 

demand for their use after the spread of Covid-19.  

The fact that more teachers need suport (either technical or instructional) in their 

teaching practice probably proves that the sudden appearance of Covid-19 and the 

abrupt turn to e-learning created the need for further support of the teaching staff, 

something which reveals weaknesses not only in teachers, but also in HEIs and the 

implementation of e-learning. However, as most teachers evaluate the support of their 

HEIs towards their e-learning activities positively, the appearance of Covid-19 provided 

HEIs the opportunity to demonstrate that, despite their weaknesses, they can rise to the 

occasion and accommodate the needs of their teachers for support in e-learning, 

significantly reducing the number of “dissatisfied” teachers in comparison with the pre-

Covid era.  
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Furthermore, the fact that teachers had—to a greater or lesser extent—to face new 

challenges, shows the different aspects of e-learning, and more specifically of online 

learning, in comparison with face-to-face learning, but also confirms the new demands 

that occurred for additional support of teachers in e-learning. The most important 

challenge that most teachers faced was to find ways to increase the interaction between 

them and the participants, something which highlights the catalytic role of interaction in 

the effective conduct of the lesson, at the center of which is the student, something 

which is essential not only in e-learning courses, but also in face-to-face courses. 

Moreover, the fact that the technical difficulties of using e-learning tools proved to be 

the smallest challenge for teachers possibly shows that they already had a good 

relationship with technology, or that they did not experience difficulties with the tools 

that each of them were using. Finally, that more students participated in the courses 

during Covid-19 probably proves that it was easy for them to respond to e-learning but 

also that they were satisfied with the new manner of delivering the lesson and with its 

efficiency. However, it should be mentioned at this point that some teachers expressed 

concern about whether students were actually following the lesson, as due to the limited 

interaction they were not able to be sure, and also that some teachers mentioned to the 

inability of a lot of students to obtain reliable access to Wi-Fi and to participate in 

lessons (some students did not even have their own computer).  

 

Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 

outbreak 

Teachers' positive attitude towards e-learning was reinforced after the new conditions 

dictated its extensive use, since many more teachers describe their attitude towards e-

learning positively, acknowledge its advantages as they are described in the theoretical 

part of this study (see Chapter 2.3.1), prefer to work in a blended or online teaching 

environment and more specifically, most teachers prefer to work in a blended learning 

environment after Covid-19, in contrast to their preference to work in a face-to-face 

learning environment before Covid-19. However, the teachers who were skeptical 

towards e-learning before Covid-19, remained skeptical after the Covid-19 outbreak. 

The remarkable differentiation that is observed in teachers' opinions concerning the 

usability of e-learning (the percentage of those who believed that it “Requires some 
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initial training or preparation” before Covid-19 changed their mind, and after Covid-19 

half of them believe that it is “Easy to use”, while the other half believe that it “Requires 

extensive training or preparation”) is probably related to how easy or difficult the 

transition to e-learning was, in relation to the opinion they had before this sudden 

experience. 

However, most teachers still think that e-learning requires some initial training or 

preparation and that there remains a need for special (re)training of teaching staff for e-

learning, demonstrating that there still are or that they are still experiencing difficulties. 

Despite their difficulties though, most teachers feel ready to teach a course fully online, 

something that proves how this sudden experience with online learning helped them. 

Finally, the prominence of “Clear evidence that students would benefit” as the most 

important key factor that would motivate teachers to further investigate ICT in their 

teaching activities proves that for teachers, it is of highest importance to use methods 

that reinforce the learning process, which is based on the students' personal needs. 

Moreover, the high position of “Release time to design/ redesign my courses» and 

«Direct assistance from IT staff” as key factors possibly proves teachers' large need for 

more available time and help from IT staff, due to the greater preparation they require 

but also due to the technical difficulties that they probably face. This is something that 

probably helped them understand this sudden need to use e-learning in order to prevent 

the learning process from ceasing and respond to the unexpected challenge that they had 

to face after the Covid-19 outbreak. 

 

 

Summary 

The scenery in HE changed drastically after the Covid-19 outbreak, as it is proved 

that e-learning has acquired a more important position in HEIs, while at the same time, 

the vast majority of teachers gained e-learning experience/exposure and their positive 

attitude towards e-learning was reinforced after the new circumstances dictated its 

extensive use. Moreover, the use of e-learning tools increased and their role was 

strengthened. At the same time, teachers' difficulties and their need for support 

increased, while the need for their special (re)training for e-learning remained. 
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However, teachers and HEIs, despite their difficulties and weaknesses, managed to 

respond promptly to this sudden new situation and continue the learning process. 

Finally, while a significant effort has been made, both from teachers and HEIs, a large 

organized effort is still required in order to equip teachers and universities with the 

necessary provisions in order for them to be able to use e-learning more effectively, 

despite whichever weaknesses this method may display or develop, and in order for 

them to be able to respond more successfully to a respective e-learning challenge as 

well as to the new situation that is being formed in HE, where e-learning has obtained a 

more important position. 

Even though the findings of the current research show that there was a positive 

feedback regarding the status of e-learning in HE before and after Covid-19, e-learning 

in HE is still a controversial issue. In general, e-learning is undoubtedly here to stay and 

can change and benefit HE in many ways, as proved in the current research. When 

deemed necessary and beneficial, HEIs and teachers must overcome any possible fear or 

hesitation to use e-learning and replace traditional teaching ways with innovative ones, 

the benefits of which they have seen. 

 

 

5.1.2 Changes in teachers' attitudes 

Concerning the changes in teachers' attitudes on the matter of e-learning in HE due to 

the appearance of Covid-19, we can conclude that they are independent from the 

teachers' rank. On the contrary, it is observed that the changes in teachers' attitudes 

depend on their age, academic discipline, and the country of the HEI they teach in.  

 

Age Impact 

Due to the appearance of Covid-19, concerning the teachers' age, it is observed that 

in comparison with older teachers (41+), more younger teachers (40-) claim that the key 

factor “Tenure decisions and other professional advancement” would motivate them to 

further integrate ICT in their teaching activities, something which was probably 
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expected, as younger teachers are possibly more anxious about their professional 

development compared to the older teachers, who have probably made more 

professional steps and are already in a more stable course of professional development. 

However, that differences in challenges that teachers had to face do not appear was 

probably not expected, as the younger teachers were probably more familiarized with 

technology and ICT, compared to older teachers.  

 

 

Academic Discipline Impact 

Due to the appearance of Covid-19, concerning the academic discipline of teachers, 

it is observed that teachers of Other Sciences had the greatest potential for amenities by 

HEIs, as well as the opportunity to familiarize themselves with and gain greater 

experience in blended mode courses in comparison with teachers of Humanities-Social 

Sciences and Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences. The increase in the number 

of teachers of Other Sciences who introduced blended mode courses, is probably 

unrelated to the first phase of the spread of Covid-19, during which most HEIs turned to 

fully online learning, but with the later period, during which some HEIs gradually 

started some face-to-face and blended mode courses. The fact that teachers of Other 

Sciences, in relation to the other two categories of teachers, had more amenities, 

probably helped them be more prepared for switching to e-learning, respond better, and 

therefore be more satisfied with the new teaching method.  

On the other hand, even if teachers of Humanities-Social Sciences did not have the 

greatest possibility to acquire amenities from HEIs or the opportunity to become 

familiarized and gain more experience in parts of e-learning in comparison to teachers 

of the other two categories, they were probably prepared, responded to the needs and 

therefore were satisfied with the new teaching method. Moreover, it should be 

mentioned at this point that more students of Humanities-Social Sciences, started 

attending courses during the Covid-19 outbreak, compared to other students. However, 

because this category of teachers is usually not largely familiarized with technology, it 

was probably expected that they would face greater difficulties, something which 

probably proves that e-learning is much more than knowledge of technology; it is 
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directly related to interaction in general, and mostly to teacher-student interaction, 

something which was also proved by teachers' answers that the greatest challenge that 

they had to face was to find ways to increase interaction between themselves and the 

participants. 

Finally, teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences had a greater 

possibility to acquire certain amenities from HEIs, in relation to teachers of Humanities-

Social Sciences, as well as more opportunities to become familiarized with Online 

discussion tools, in comparison with the teachers of the two other categories. However, 

they faced greater difficulties in comparison with the other teachers. What is more, the 

fact that teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences claim, more than 

others, that the key factor “Release time to design/ redesign my courses” would 

motivate them to further integrate ICT in their teaching activities in comparison with the 

rest of the teachers, probably proves their larger need for more time to design/redesign 

their courses, either because of the larger preparation, or because of the more difficulties 

that they probably face in order to succeed in doing so. The greater difficulties that they 

have to face, in comparison with the teachers of the other two categories, are probably 

related to the fact that less HEIs of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences offered 

certain types of amenities to the faculty, that teachers of Engineering-Information-

Computer Sciences had a greater need to introduce Online discussion tools after Covid-

19, but also to the particularity of their lessons (laboratory lessons). However, because 

this category of teachers is more familiarized with technology, it was probably not 

expected to face great difficulties, something which again proves that e-learning is 

much more than knowledge of technology. It is probable that these difficulties also had 

an impact on students, as it is observed that a larger percentage of students of 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences stopped following lessons during Covid-

19, in comparison with the rest of the students. It thus follows that it was not as easy for 

students of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences to respond, while they were 

probably not as satisfied with the new method of teaching in comparison with the rest of 

the students, thus also confirming the theoretical part of this study, according to which 

e-learning cannot be equally effective in all academic disciplines (see Chapter 2.3.2). 

However, it is at this point important to take into consideration the possibility that some 

of the students of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences did not have access to 

lessons, as according to some teachers' reports, some students did not have reliable 
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access to Wi-Fi, and consequently, the possibility to participate in their lessons (some of 

them did not even have their own computer).  

In conclusion, it is probable that a greater effort and organization is needed on the 

part of HEIs and teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences, in 

comparison to the rest of the HEIs and teachers, in order for them to succeed in using e-

learning more effectively and therefore, for their e-learning lessons to be equally 

effective.  

 

 

Country Impact 

Due to the appearance of Covid-19, concerning the country in which the teachers' 

HEIs are in, it is proved that teachers in Greek HEIs were more friendly towards fully 

online synchronous learning, and had the opportunity to become more familiarized and 

gain more experience in this type of learning in relation to teachers of French HEIs, 

despite that HEIs equally provided Web conferencing technologies to teachers in both 

countries. On the contrary, teachers in French HEIs, contrary to teachers of Greek HEIs 

had the possibility to become more familiarized and gain larger experience in certain e-

learning tools (Video recording of lectures, Online discussion tools & Data analysis 

tools), something that probably proves the greater need for their use and probably their 

respective effectiveness.  

Teachers in Greece are more satisfied with the support of their HEIs towards their e-

learning activities, something which is probably related with the fact that online 

learning has become a regular part of the teaching method in more Greek than French 

HEIs, according to the Trends 2018 data that were derived from a survey carried out in 

2017 (see Chapter 1.5.3). On the other hand, teachers in France believe to a greater 

extent that special (re)training of teaching staff is needed for e-learning (either technical 

or instructional), something which could be related to the possible difficulties that they 

faced and with the unsubstantial support they had from French HEIs. 

Furthermore, it is observed that teachers of French HEIs faced greater difficulties 

than teachers of Greek HEIs, as they faced more challenges in their effort to meet the 
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new demands and respond to the new conditions. The fewer difficulties that teachers of 

Greek HEIs had to face are probably related to their substantial familiarization with e-

learning before Covid-19, as according to the EADTU study that was carried out in 

2017 (see Chapter 1.5.2), many teaching staff members of Greek HEIs are experienced 

in blended and online learning. The fewer difficulties that teachers of Greek HEIs had to 

face probably affect their opinion as well, as many teachers of Greek HEIs prefer online 

learning environments, contrary to teachers of French HEIs, none of which prefer them. 

Furthermore, while the majority of teachers of Greek HEIs prefer blended learning 

environments, the majority of teachers of French HEIs prefer face-to-face learning 

environments. 

The fact that teachers of French HEIs are more “dissatisfied” with the support of 

their HEIs, that they believe to a greater extent that special (re)training of teaching staff 

is needed for e-learning, the greater difficulties that they faced, and therefore the 

different preference in learning environment, are probably related to the fact that less 

French HEIs provided amenities to faculties in comparison with Greek HEIs. However, 

all this could be due to the fact that the large majority of teachers of French HEIs (82%) 

are teachers of Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences (the respective category in 

teachers of Greek HEIs is the minority—with a percentage of just 18.2%), which also 

constitutes the category of teachers who exhibited the greatest difficulties and did not 

receive satisfactory support from the HEIs.  

What is more, it seems that the difficulties that teachers of French HEIs faced 

probably also had an impact on students in France (the majority of which were in 

Engineering-Information-Computer Sciences), who either had difficulties responding to 

e-learning or were not as satisfied with the new way of teaching, as there was a decrease 

in their participation in lessons during Covid-19 when compared to Greece. However, it 

is at this point important to take into consideration the possibility that some of the 

students in France did not even have access to lessons, as according to some teachers' 

reports, many students did not have reliable access to Wi-Fi and therefore lacked the 

capacity to participate in their lessons (some of them did not even have their own 

computer).  

Finally, it should be mentioned that teachers of Greek HEIs, contrary to teachers of 

French HEIs, according to the Trends 2018 data that were derived from a survey carried 
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out in 2017 (see Chapter 1.5.3), appear more friendly and less skeptical towards e-

learning before the Covid-19 outbreak as well as after it. This could be because they 

were already prepared for this transition, because of their academic discipline and the 

fewer difficulties they had to face, but also because of the more amenities and support 

they received from their HEIs in the new conditions. In general, teachers of Greek HEIs, 

according to the results of the EADTU study that was carried out in 2017 (see Chapter 

1.5.2), appear ready to take on the transition to blended, online/distance teaching in 

general, before Covid-19 as well. They appear equally ready after the Covid-19 

outbreak, something which could be because they were already properly prepared, or 

because of their academic discipline and the fewer difficulties they had to face, or 

because of the greater amenities and more substantial support Greek HEIs managed to 

receive despite the unprecedented circumstances.  

Therefore, greater effort and better organization are probably required in order for 

French HEIs and their teachers to be able to use e-learning more effectively and respond 

more successfully not only to a new e-learning challenge, but also to the new situation 

that is forming in HE, where e-learning has acquired a more important position.  

 

 

5.2 Limitations 

At this point, a few limitations of the study need to be mentioned.  The researcher did 

not have such an easy access to teachers of French HEIs in comparison with access to 

teachers of Greek HEIs, thus fewer answers were obtained from the former and the 

research sample size of teachers of French HEIs is more limited (France-50 answers & 

Greece-181 answers). Undoubtedly, this research should be conducted on a number of 

teachers of French HEIs to possibly generalize the results in the context of France. 

Concerning teachers of Greek HEIs, and taking into consideration that the researcher 

sent emails to 2519 teachers of Greek HEIs and received only 181 answers, the 

correspondence was minimum.  

Furthermore, the fact that there is a different composition between the sample of 

teachers of French HEIs and that of teachers of Greek HEIs per academic discipline, 



[98] 
 

creates limitations and cannot lead to safe conclusions per country. Moreover, while the 

researcher tried to equally include teachers of private HEIs in both countries, this was 

ultimately not possible due to limited access. 

The period during which the research was conducted was transitional, as it was quite 

soon in relation to the Covid-19 outbreak, therefore teachers were probably very 

pressured by the new situation they had to deal with and probably did not have a 

comprehensive opinion on questions they were called to answer. Moreover, because 

during the period during which the research was conducted the countries in general and 

their HEIs more specifically were very likely in different phases concerning their 

operating mode, many teachers probably responded with different criteria to the 

questions referring to the situation “after Covid-19”. More specifically, teachers who 

still taught online, probably interpreted “after Covid-19” as “during Covid-19”, while 

those who had gradually started teaching face-to-face probably interpreted “after Covid-

19” as “after Covid-19”. 

Moreover, the one-month-period—from mid-May to mid-June—during which this 

research was conducted, was constrained by the due date of the dissertation. Therefore, 

the researcher applied only quantitative research and there was no possibility to 

combine quantitative and qualitative research (however, the questionnaire contained 2 

basic “open-ended” questions which teachers were asked to answer freely and which the 

researcher analyzed qualitatively). 

Consequently, taking into consideration all these limitations, it could be said that a 

reservation is maintained concerning the generalization of the results, and that the use of 

additional research tools, such as interviews, could contribute to safer and generalized 

conclusions.  

 

 

5.3. Recommendations for further research 

After having analyzed the limitations of the current study, it has to be underlined that 

there is adequate room for ameliorating the reliability of the results extracted. In other 
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words, although the findings of the study were quite encouraging and promising 

towards e-learning in HΕ before and after the Covid-19 outbreak, further research could 

be conducted. 

First of all, further research should be conducted and especially on a larger scale, in 

the case of France; this would aim to ensure the reliability of the results and also 

provide more convincing results. Also, further research should be also conducted in 

order to investigate e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19 outbreak in the 

private sector of Greece and France, since this research took place mainly in the public 

sector. 

Another suggestion would be to conduct a similar study at a later time (after Covid-

19), with a larger sample (mainly in the case of France) – with HE teachers working 

both in the private and the public sector in Greece and France– involving a mixed 

method approach, such as a questionnaire and teachers’ interviews in order for the 

validity of the results to be ensured. Additionally, special attention should be given to 

the matter of e-learning tools and their effectiveness, the teachers’ need for support, the 

essential participation of students in the courses during the Covid-19, the teachers' 

attitude towards e-learning, the usability of e-learning, as well as the differences 

between countries and academic disciplines. 

Finally, this research revealed that the participating teachers would like to investigate 

some issues that were not covered, such as emotional distress of students during this 

experience, the negative outcomes of this experience, the online exams-assessment 

during/after Covid-19, privacy and security in e-learning, the disadvantages of e-

learning and the future of e-learning in HE. 

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter focused on the discussion of the findings and limitations of this study 

revealing that significant changes were observed before and after the Covid-19 outbreak 

in the status of e-learning in HEIs, in teachers’ experience in e-learning and in their 

opinion about e-learning in HE. Furthermore, the changes that appear in the attitudes of 
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teachers towards e-learning, according to country and academic discipline, after the 

appearance of Covid-19 are also significant. Even if this study produced auspicious 

results, its limitations must be considered, while pertinent additional research should be 

carried out. 
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Concluding Remarks  

 

The purpose of this research was to investigate e-learning in HE before and after the 

Covid-19 outbreak. More precisely, the research focused on the status of e-learning in 

HEIs and HE teachers’ experience with e-learning before and after the Covid-19 

outbreak, as well as the new challenges they had to deal with after the pandemic crisis. 

Moreover, it focused on HE teachers' opinion on e-learning before and after the Covid-

19 outbreak. 

The researcher adopted a quantitative research method, an online questionnaire, in 

order to secure validity and reliability of the results. The online research lasted four 

weeks. Eventually, 239 questionnaires were gathered. Therefore, findings from the 

quantitative research method were interpreted to enlighten the study.  

The findings of this research revealed that a positive change has occurred, regarding 

e-learning in HE after the Covid-19 outbreak, reinforcing its place in HEIs. At the same 

time, the vast majority of teachers gained important e-learning experience/ exposure and 

had a stronger positive attitude towards it after using it extensively, due to the 

pandemic. Moreover, teachers made an effort to live up to the new challenges that they 

faced. Finally, due to the Covid-19 outbreak, significant changes in teachers' attitudes 

towards e-learning according to country and academic discipline were observed. 

Although the outcome of the research showed that there was a positive change, 

concerning the status of e-learning in HE before and after the Covid-19, e-learning in 

HE remains a controversial issue.  Overall, there is no doubt e-learning is here to stay; it 

may bring about change and HE may benefit from it in many ways, as demonstrated in 

this research. HEIs and teachers should overcome any possible feelings of reluctance 

and fear of using e-learning and enhance traditional teaching in innovative ways, when 

they acknowledge clear benefits. 

To sum up, this study hopes to serve as an impetus for future researchers, who wish 

to gain further insight to e-learning in HE prior to and after the Covid-19 outbreak. 
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APPENDIX A: Glossary 

 

E-learning encompasses all types of learning that involve some amount of 

Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) to support learning, teaching or 

both in different contexts (including face-to-face learning, online learning and blended 

learning). 

 

Online learning takes place primarily via the Internet.  

 

Blended learning combines face-to-face instruction with partial support of ICT. 

 

Learning Management System is an online platform where a whole course can be 

planned via a variety of technologies both by teachers and learners (e.g. Blackboard, 

Moodle, Sakai). 

 

Lecture capture (e.g. partial or full recording of a class for real time or on demand 

access) 

 

Remote access to ICT (e.g. commercial software applications such as MATLAB, 

statistical software, graphics software, textual or image analysis programs)  

 

Web-supplemented courses focus on face-to-face teaching yet include online 

resources (e.g. lectures notes are available online). 

 

Web-dependent courses require students to use the Internet for key “active” 

elements of the course (e.g. online discussions, assessment, online project), but without 

significant changes in face-to-face time. 

 

Blended mode courses are mixture of online and face-to face learning within a 

course. 

 

Fully online synchronous courses are online courses that take place in real time. 
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Fully online asynchronous courses are online courses that take place within a 

flexibility of time (freedom of time and choice of location regarding the interaction). 

 

MOOCs are “massive open online courses”, accessible free of charge by many 

different types of learners without normally any formal requirements from them (e.g. 

courses offered though edX, Coursera and Udacity). 

 

E-learning tools that can be employed in Ηigher Εducation are Learning 

Management Systems (e.g. Blackboard, Moodle, Sakai) and Web 2.0 tools (e.g. online 

discussion tools, video recording of lectures, social networking systems, synchronous 

collaboration tools,  media sharing tools, assessment tools, data analysis tools).  
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APPENDIX B: Google Forms Questionnaire 
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APPENDIX C: List of Greek HEIs 
 

 

GREECE 

PUBLIC HEIs 

University of Macedonia  200 emails 

Aristotle University of 

Thessaloniki 

373 emails 

University of Ioannina 137 emails 

University of Thessaly 73 emails 

Ionian University 100 emails 

University of the Aegean 120 emails 

University of Patras  226 emails 

Democritus University of 

Thrace 

433 emails 

University of Crete 251 emails 

Technical University of 

Crete  

47 emails 

University of Piraeus 89 emails 

Athens University of 

Economics and Business 

128 emails 

Panteion University of 

Athens 

58 emails 

National and Kapodistrian 

University of Athens  

234 emails 

Private HEIs 

Hellenic Open University 43 emails 

Perrotis College 5 emails 

ACT Anatolia College 1 email 

American College of 

Greece 

1 email 

 

 

http://www1.aegean.gr/aegean2/index.html
https://www.tuc.gr/index.php?id=history-en
https://www.tuc.gr/index.php?id=history-en
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APPENDIX D: Academic discipline of teachers 
 

 

Humanities - Social 

Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - Computer 

Sciences 

Other Sciences 

   

Humanities Engineering Biology 

Social sciences Information Sciences Mathematics 

Arts Computer sciences Mathematics Education 

Business  Medicine 

Business Terminology 

(Management + Linguistics) 

 Natural sciences 

Economics   

Education   

Pedagogy and eLearning   

Law   

Teaching       

Accounting   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



[134] 
 

Appendix E: Questionnaire’s Results Part 1 

 

 
 

1.1 How do you identify? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Female 153 64,0 64,0 64,0 

Male 80 33,5 33,5 97,5 

Prefer not to say 5 2,1 2,1 99,6 

Other 1 ,4 ,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 
 

 

1.2 What is your age? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 30 or less 7 2,9 2,9 2,9 

31-40 18 7,5 7,5 10,5 

41-50 89 37,2 37,2 47,7 

51 or plus 125 52,3 52,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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1.3 Which of the following best describes your current rank? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Senior professor (full 

professor, associate 

professor) 

152 63,6 63,6 63,6 

Junior professor (assistant 

professor, lecturer) 

67 28,0 28,0 91,6 

Researcher 12 5,0 5,0 96,7 

Other 8 3,3 3,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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1.4 Years of teaching experience 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0-5 19 7,9 7,9 7,9 

6-12 42 17,6 17,6 25,5 

12+ 178 74,5 74,5 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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1.5 In what area are your teaching activities? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid ΔΙΔΑΚΤΙΚΗ ΜΑΘΗΜΑΤΙΚΩΝ 1 ,4 ,4 ,4 

Accounting 2 ,8 ,8 1,3 

Arts 2 ,8 ,8 2,1 

Biology 2 ,8 ,8 2,9 

Business 1 ,4 ,4 3,3 

Business Terminology 

(Management + Linguistics) 

1 ,4 ,4 3,8 

Computer science 1 ,4 ,4 4,2 

Computer Science 3 1,3 1,3 5,4 

Computer Sciences 1 ,4 ,4 5,9 

Economics 10 4,2 4,2 10,0 

Education 1 ,4 ,4 10,5 

Engineering 27 11,3 11,3 21,8 

Humanities 42 17,6 17,6 39,3 

Information Science 43 18,0 18,0 57,3 

Law 1 ,4 ,4 57,7 

Mathematics 18 7,5 7,5 65,3 

Mathematics Education 1 ,4 ,4 65,7 

Medicine 13 5,4 5,4 71,1 

Natural sciences 30 12,6 12,6 83,7 

Pedagogy and eLearning 1 ,4 ,4 84,1 

Social sciences 38 15,9 15,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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1.6  You teach to … (multiple options permitted) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Graduate students 15 6,3 6,3 6,3 

Graduate students, 

Professional students 

5 2,1 2,1 8,4 

Undergraduate students 23 9,6 9,6 18,0 

Undergraduate students, 

Graduate students 

126 52,7 52,7 70,7 

Undergraduate students, 

Graduate students, 

Professional students 

69 28,9 28,9 99,6 

Undergraduate students, 

Professional students 

1 ,4 ,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

, 
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1.7  Name of Institution (optional) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  72 30,1 30,1 30,1 

Aristotle University of 

Thessaloniki 

4 1,7 1,7 31,8 

Athens University of 

Economics & Business 

7 2,9 2,9 34,7 

Democritus University of 

Thrace 

21 8,8 8,8 43,5 

Edinburgh University 1 ,4 ,4 43,9 

Eurecom 2 ,8 ,8 44,8 

Free University of Berlin 1 ,4 ,4 45,2 

Ionian University 7 2,9 2,9 48,1 

National and Kapodistrian 

University of Athens 

17 7,1 7,1 55,2 

National Technical University 

of Athens 

2 ,8 ,8 56,1 

Panteion University 5 2,1 2,1 58,2 

Perrotis College 1 ,4 ,4 58,6 

Pierre and Marie Curie 

University 

1 ,4 ,4 59,0 

Polytechnic University of 

Hauts-de-France 

1 ,4 ,4 59,4 

Sorbonne Nouvelle 1 ,4 ,4 59,8 

Sorbonne University 7 2,9 2,9 62,8 

Technical University of Crete 4 1,7 1,7 64,4 

Télécom Paris 1 ,4 ,4 64,9 

University Grenoble Alps 10 4,2 4,2 69,0 

University of Cote d'Azur 8 3,3 3,3 72,4 

University of Crete 12 5,0 5,0 77,4 

University of Ioannina 5 2,1 2,1 79,5 

University of Lille 1 ,4 ,4 79,9 

University of Macedonia 5 2,1 2,1 82,0 

University of Malta 1 ,4 ,4 82,4 

University of Paris II 1 ,4 ,4 82,8 

University of Patras 25 10,5 10,5 93,3 

University of Piraeus 4 1,7 1,7 95,0 

University of the Aegean 7 2,9 2,9 97,9 

University of Thessaly 4 1,7 1,7 99,6 

University Paris Saclay, Evry 1 ,4 ,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  



[140] 
 

 

 

 

 

1.8  Country 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid France 50 20,9 20,9 20,9 

Germany 1 ,4 ,4 21,3 

Greece 181 75,7 75,7 97,1 

Hong Kong 1 ,4 ,4 97,5 

Malta 1 ,4 ,4 97,9 

México 1 ,4 ,4 98,3 

Netherlands 1 ,4 ,4 98,7 

UK 2 ,8 ,8 99,6 

USA 1 ,4 ,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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 Country 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Other 58 24,3 24,3 24,3 

Greece 181 75,7 75,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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1.9  Status of Institution 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Public 235 98,3 98,3 98,3 

Private (for profit or not-for-

profit) 

4 1,7 1,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 
 

 

1.10  Type of institution where you teach 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Small or private institution 19 7,9 7,9 7,9 

Large institution 220 92,1 92,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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2.1 Did/does your institution/department use e-learning? 

 

2.1.1  Did your institution/ department use e-learning?  [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Yes, it is widely used 27 11.3 11.3 11.3 

Yes, it is partially used 151 63.2 63.2 74.5 

No, it is not used 61 25.5 25.5 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

 

2.1.2  Does your institution/ department use e-learning?  [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Yes, it is widely used 222 92.9 92.9 92.9 

Yes, it is partially used 16 6.7 6.7 99.6 

No, it is not used 1 .4 .4 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

 
Pie Chart 
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2.1.1  Did your institution/ department use e-learning?  [Before the COVID-19 

outbreak] * 2.1.2  Does your institution/ department use e-learning?  [After the 

COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.1.2  Does your institution/ department 

use e-learning?  [After the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

Total 

Yes, it is 

widely 

used 

Yes, it is partially 

used 

No, it is not 

used 

2.1.1  Did your institution/ 

department use e-learning?  

[Before the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

Yes, it is widely used 27 0 0 27 

Yes, it is partially 

used 

142 9 0 151 

No, it is not used 53 7 1 61 

Total 222 16 1 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 202.000 3 .000 

N of Valid Cases 239   
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2.2.2 Did/does your institution/ department offer online learning courses? 

 

2.2.2. Did  your institution/ department offer online learning courses 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 187 78.2 78.2 78.2 

Yes 52 21.8 21.8 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

2.2.2. Does  your institution/ department offer online learning courses 

[After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 60 25.1 25.1 25.1 

Yes 179 74.9 74.9 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.2.2. Did  your institution/ department offer online learning courses [Before 

the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.2.2. Does  your institution/ department offer online 

learning courses [After the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.2.2. Does  your institution/ department offer 

online learning courses [After the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.2.2. Did  your institution/ department 

offer online learning courses [Before the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 57 130 187 

Yes 3 49 52 

Total 60 179 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.2.3 Did/does your institution/ department offer fully online degree programmes? 

2.2.3 Did your institution/ department offer fully online degree programmes 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 232 97.1 97.1 97.1 

Yes 7 2.9 2.9 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

2.2.3 Does your institution/ department offer fully online degree 

programmes [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 209 87.4 87.4 87.4 

Yes 30 12.6 12.6 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.2.3 Did your institution/ department offer fully online degree programmes 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.2.3 Does your institution/ department offer 

fully online degree programmes [After the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.2.3 Does your institution/ department 

offer fully online degree programmes [After 

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.2.3 Did your institution/ department offer 

fully online degree programmes [Before the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 209 23 232 

Yes 0 7 7 

Total 209 30 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.3.1 Did/does your institution/ department offer formal incentives for faculty to 

develop e-learning? 

 

2.3.1 Did your institution/ department offer formal incentives for faculty 

to develop e-learning [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 199 83.3 83.3 83.3 

Yes 40 16.7 16.7 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

 

2.3.1 Does your institution/ department offer formal incentives for 

faculty to develop e-learning [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 161 67.4 67.4 67.4 

Yes 78 32.6 32.6 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.3.1 Did your institution/ department offer formal incentives for faculty to develop 

e-learning [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.3.1 Does your institution/ 

department offer formal incentives for faculty to develop e-learning [After the 

COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.3.1 Does your institution/ department 

offer formal incentives for faculty to develop 

e-learning [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.3.1 Did your institution/ department 

offer formal incentives for faculty to develop 

e-learning [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 153 46 199 

Yes 8 32 40 

Total 161 78 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.3.2 Did/does your institution/ department offer formal training in e-learning 

tools and techniques? 

 

2.3.2 Did your institution/ department offer faculty formal training in e-

learning tools and techniques [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 190 79.5 79.5 79.5 

Yes 49 20.5 20.5 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

 

2.3.2 Does your institution/ department offer faculty formal training in e-

learning tools and techniques [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 143 59.8 59.8 59.8 

Yes 96 40.2 40.2 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 
 

 



[152] 
 

 
 

2.3.2 Did your institution/ department offer faculty formal training in e-learning tools 

and techniques [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.3.2 Does your institution/ 

department offer faculty formal training in e-learning tools and techniques [After the 

COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.3.2 Does your institution/ department offer 

faculty formal training in e-learning tools and 

techniques [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.3.2 Did your institution/ department 

offer faculty formal training in e-learning tools 

and techniques [Before the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

No 138 52 190 

Yes 5 44 49 

Total 143 96 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.3.3 Did/does your institution/ department offer central service for e-learning 

support (either technical of instructional)? 

2.3.3 Did your institution/ department offer central service for e-learning 

support (either technical of instructional) [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 82 34.3 34.3 34.3 

Yes 157 65.7 65.7 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  

 

 

2.3.3 Does your institution/ department offer central service for e-

learning support (either technical of instructional) [After the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 58 24.3 24.3 24.3 

Yes 181 75.7 75.7 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.3.3 Did your institution/ department offer central service for e-learning support 

(either technical of instructional) [Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.3.3 Does your 

institution/ department offer central service for e-learning support (either technical of 

instructional) [After the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.3.3 Does your institution/ department 

offer central service for e-learning support 

(either technical of instructional) [After the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.3.3 Did your institution/ department 

offer central service for e-learning support 

(either technical of instructional) [Before the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 43 39 82 

Yes 15 142 157 

Total 58 181 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .001a .001a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.4.1 Did/does your institution/ department provide to you reliable access to Wi-

Fi? 

2.4.1 Did your institution/department provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi [Before the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 82 34.3 34.6 34.6 

Yes 155 64.9 65.4 100.0 

Total 237 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8   

Total 239 100.0   

 

2.4.1 Does your institution/department provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi [After 

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 103 43.1 43.1 43.1 

Yes 136 56.9 56.9 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.4.1 Did your institution/department provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.4.1 Does your institution/department provide 

to you reliable access to Wi-Fi [After the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.4.1 Does your institution/department 

provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi 

[After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.4.1 Did your institution/department 

provide to you reliable access to Wi-Fi 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 80 2 82 

Yes 21 134 155 

Total 101 136 237 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 237    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.4.2 Did/does your institution/ department provide to you Learning Management 

Systems? 

2.4.2 Did your institution/department provide to you Learning Management Systems 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 112 46.9 47.3 47.3 

Yes 125 52.3 52.7 100.0 

Total 237 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8   

Total 239 100.0   

 

2.4.2 Does your institution/department provide to you Learning Management Systems 

[After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 82 34.3 34.3 34.3 

Yes 157 65.7 65.7 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.4.2 Did your institution/department provide to you learning management systems 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.4.2 Does your institution/department provide to 

you learning management systems [After the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.4.2 Does your institution/department provide to 

you learning management systems [After the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.4.2 Did your institution/department 

provide to you learning management 

systems [Before the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

No 80 32 112 

Yes 1 124 125 

Total 81 156 237 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 237    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.4.3 Did/does your institution/ department provide to you lecture capture? 

2.4.3 Did your institution/department provide to you lecture capture [Before  the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 207 86.6 87.3 87.3 

Yes 30 12.6 12.7 100.0 

Total 237 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8   

Total 239 100.0   

 

2.4.3 Does your institution/department provide to you lecture capture [After  the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 169 70.7 70.7 70.7 

Yes 70 29.3 29.3 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.4.3 Did your institution/department provide to you lecture capture [Before  the 

COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.4.3 Does your institution/department provide to you 

lecture capture [After  the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.4.3 Does your institution/department 

provide to you lecture capture [After  the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.4.3 Did your institution/department 

provide to you lecture capture [Before  

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 165 42 207 

Yes 2 28 30 

Total 167 70 237 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 237    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.4.4 Did/does your institution/ department provide to you web conferencing 

technologies? 

2.4.4 Did your institution/department provide to you web conferencing technologies [Before  

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 154 64.4 65.0 65.0 

Yes 83 34.7 35.0 100.0 

Total 237 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8   

Total 239 100.0   

 

2.4.4 Does your institution/department provide to you web conferencing technologies 

[After  the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 30 12.6 12.6 12.6 

Yes 209 87.4 87.4 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.4.4 Did your institution/department provide to you web conferencing technologies 

[Before  the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.4.4 Does your institution/department provide to 

you web conferencing technologies [After  the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.4.4 Does your institution/department provide 

to you web conferencing technologies [After  

the COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.4.4 Did your institution/department 

provide to you web conferencing 

technologies [Before  the COVID-19 

outbreak] 

No 30 124 154 

Yes 0 83 83 

Total 30 207 237 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .000a .000a .000a 

N of Valid Cases 237    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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2.4.5 Did/does your institution/ department provide to you remote/off campus 

access to ICT? 

2.4.5 Did your institution/department provide to you remote/off campus access to ICT 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 118 49.4 50.2 50.2 

Yes 117 49.0 49.8 100.0 

Total 235 98.3 100.0  

Missing System 4 1.7   

Total 239 100.0   

 

2.4.5 Does your institution/department provide to you remote/off campus access to 

ICT [After the COVID-19 outbreak] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 106 44.4 44.4 44.4 

Yes 133 55.6 55.6 100.0 

Total 239 100.0 100.0  
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2.4.5 Did your institution/department provide to you remote/off campus access to ICT 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] * 2.4.5 Does your institution/department provide to 

you remote/off campus access to ICT [After the COVID-19 outbreak] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

2.4.5 Does your institution/department provide to 

you remote/off campus access to ICT [After the 

COVID-19 outbreak] 

Total No Yes 

2.4.5 Did your institution/department provide 

to you remote/off campus access to ICT 

[Before the COVID-19 outbreak] 

No 99 19 118 

Yes 4 113 117 

Total 103 132 235 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  .003a .001a .001a 

N of Valid Cases 235    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure? 

3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid None 44 18,4 18,4 18,4 

Limited 90 37,7 37,7 56,1 

Average 48 20,1 20,1 76,2 

Good 57 23,8 23,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid None 1 ,4 ,4 ,4 

Limited 17 7,1 7,1 7,5 

Average 83 34,7 34,7 42,3 

Good 138 57,7 57,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure [Before COVID-19] * 

3.1 How would you rate your e-learning experience/exposure [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

3.1 How would you rate your e-learning 

experience/exposure [After COVID-19] 

Total None Limited Average Good 

3.1 How would you rate 

your e-learning experience/  

exposure [Before COVID-19] 

None 1 5 22 16 44 

Limited 0 12 43 35 90 

Average 0 0 17 31 48 

Good 0 0 1 56 57 

Total 1 17 83 138 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 149,125 6 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   
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3.2 How would you rate your ICT teaching skills prior to COVID-19 as compared 

to those of your colleagues? 

 

3.2 How would you rate your ICT teaching skills prior to COVID-19 as compared to 

those of your colleagues? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I tented to be an early adopter 

where I saw clear benefits 

123 51,5 51,5 51,5 

I tended to adopt ICT at the 

pace of my colleagues 

95 39,7 39,7 91,2 

I tended to adopt ICT after my 

colleagues 

21 8,8 8,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 
 

 

3.3.2 Have you introduced face-to-face web- dependent courses? 

Have you introduced face-to-face web-dependent courses 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 196 82,0 82,0 82,0 

Yes 43 18,0 18,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Have you introduced face-to-face web-dependent courses 

[After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 164 68,6 68,6 68,6 

Yes 75 31,4 31,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Have you introduced face-to-face web-dependent courses [Before COVID-19] * 

Have you introduced face-to-face web-dependent courses [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Have you introduced face-to-face web-

dependent courses [After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Have you introduced face-to-face web-

dependent courses [Before COVID-19] 

No 153 43 196 

Yes 11 32 43 

Total 164 75 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

3.3.4 Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses? 

Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 222 92,9 92,9 92,9 

Yes 17 7,1 7,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 63 26,4 26,4 26,4 

Yes 176 73,6 73,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses [Before COVID-19] * 

Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Have you introduced fully online 

synchronous courses [After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Have you introduced fully online 

synchronous courses [Before COVID-19] 

No 63 159 222 

Yes 0 17 17 

Total 63 176 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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3.3.5 Have you introduced fully online asynchronous courses? 

 

Have you introduced fully online asynchronous courses 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 196 82,0 82,0 82,0 

Yes 43 18,0 18,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Have you introduced fully online asynchronous courses 

[After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 152 63,6 63,6 63,6 

Yes 87 36,4 36,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Have you introduced fully online asynchronous courses [Before COVID-19] * Have 

you introduced fully online asynchronous courses [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Have you introduced fully online 

asynchronous courses [After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Have you introduced fully online 

asynchronous courses [Before COVID-19] 

No 144 52 196 

Yes 8 35 43 

Total 152 87 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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3.4.1 Have you introduced Learning management system in the various types of 

programmes you teach? 

Learning management system [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 140 58,6 59,1 59,1 

Yes 97 40,6 40,9 100,0 

Total 237 99,2 100,0  

Missing System 2 ,8   

Total 239 100,0   

 

Learning management system [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 125 52,3 52,3 52,3 

Yes 114 47,7 47,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Learning management system [Before COVID-19] * Learning 

management system [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Learning management system 

[After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Learning management 

system [Before COVID-19] 

No 117 23 140 

Yes 7 90 97 

Total 124 113 237 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,005a ,003a ,002a 

N of Valid Cases 237    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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3.4.2 Have you introduced Free, web-based content to supplement course-related 

materials in the various types of programmes you teach? 

 

Free, web-based content to supplement course-related materials 

(e.g., OpenCourseWare, Khan Academy, YouTube)[Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 146 61,1 61,6 61,6 

Yes 91 38,1 38,4 100,0 

Total 237 99,2 100,0  

Missing System 2 ,8   

Total 239 100,0   

 

Free, web-based content to supplement course-related 

materials (e.g., OpenCourseWare, Khan Academy, 

YouTube)[After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 148 61,9 61,9 61,9 

Yes 91 38,1 38,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Free, web-based content to supplement course-related materials (e.g., 

OpenCourseWare, Khan Academy, YouTube)[Before COVID-19] * Free, web-

based content to supplement course-related materials (e.g., OpenCourseWare, 

Khan Academy, YouTube)[After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Free, web-based content to 

supplement course-related materials 

(e.g., OpenCourseWare, Khan 

Academy, YouTube)[After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Free, web-based content to supplement 

course-related materials (e.g., OpenCourse 

Ware, Khan Academy, YouTube) [Before 

COVID-19] 

No 129 17 146 

Yes 18 73 91 

Total 147 90 237 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  1,000a ,500a ,132a 

N of Valid Cases 237    

a. Binomial distribution used. 
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3.4.3 Have you introduced Video recording of lectures in the various types of 

programmes you teach? 

 

Video recording of lectures [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 203 84,9 84,9 84,9 

Yes 36 15,1 15,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Video recording of lectures  [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 163 68,2 68,2 68,2 

Yes 76 31,8 31,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Video recording of lectures [Before COVID-19] * Video recording of 

lectures  [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Video recording of lectures  [After 

COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Video recording of lectures 

[Before COVID-19] 

No 156 47 203 

Yes 7 29 36 

Total 163 76 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

3.4.4 Have you introduced Online discussion tools (e.g. Twitter) in the various 

types of programmes you teach? 

 

Online discussion tools (e.g. Twitter) [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid No 211 88,3 88,3 88,3 

Yes 28 11,7 11,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Online discussion tools (e.g. Twitter)[After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 176 73,6 73,6 73,6 

Yes 63 26,4 26,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Online discussion tools (e.g. Twitter) [Before COVID-19] * Online 

discussion tools (e.g. Twitter)[After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Online discussion tools (e.g. 

Twitter)[After COVID-19] Total 
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No Yes 

Online discussion tools (e.g. 

Twitter) [Before COVID-19] 

No 174 37 211 

Yes 2 26 28 

Total 176 63 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

 

3.4.5 Have you introduced Social networking systems in the various types of 

programmes you teach? 

 

Social networking systems (e.g. Facebook, Edmodo) [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 209 87,4 87,4 87,4 

Yes 30 12,6 12,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Social networking systems (e.g. Facebook, Edmodo) [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 

Valid 

No 198 82,8 82,8 82,8 

Yes 41 17,2 17,2 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Social networking systems (e.g. Facebook, Edmodo) [Before COVID-19] * 

Social networking systems (e.g. Facebook, Edmodo) [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Social networking systems (e.g. 

Facebook, Edmodo) [After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Social networking systems (e.g. 

Facebook, Edmodo) [Before 

COVID-19] 

No 195 14 209 

Yes 3 27 30 

Total 198 41 239 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,013a ,006a ,005a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4.6 Have you introduced Synchronous collaboration tools in the various types of 

programmes you teach? 

 

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. Zoom,Webex) [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 209 87,4 87,4 87,4 

Yes 30 12,6 12,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. Zoom,Webex) [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 44 18,4 18,4 18,4 

Yes 195 81,6 81,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. Zoom,Webex) [Before COVID-19] * 

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. Zoom,Webex) [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. 

Zoom,Webex) [After COVID-19] 

Total Νο Yes 

Synchronous collaboration tools (e.g. 

Zoom,Webex) [Before COVID-19] 

No 43 166 209 

Yes 1 29 30 

Total 44 195 239 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4.7 Have you introduced Collaborative editing and coding tools (in the various 

types of programmes you teach? 

 

Collaborative editing and coding tools (e.g, Google Docs, 

Spreadsheets, Google Collab) [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 203 84,9 84,9 84,9 

Yes 36 15,1 15,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Collaborative editing and coding tools (e.g, Google Docs, 

Spreadsheets, Google Collab) [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 184 77,0 77,0 77,0 

Yes 55 23,0 23,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Collaborative editing and coding tools (e.g, Google Docs, Spreadsheets, 

Google Collab) [Before COVID-19] * Collaborative editing and coding tools (e.g, 

Google Docs, Spreadsheets, Google Collab) [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Collaborative editing and coding tools 

(e.g, Google Docs, Spreadsheets, 

Google Collab) [After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Collaborative editing and coding tools (e.g, 

Google Docs, Spreadsheets, Google Collab) 

[Before COVID-19] 

No 183 20 203 

Yes 1 35 36 

Total 184 55 239 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,000a ,000a ,000a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

 

3.4.8 Have you introduced Assessment tools (in the various types of programmes 

you teach? 

 

Assessment tools (e.g., Quizlet, Socrative) [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 222 92,9 92,9 92,9 

Yes 17 7,1 7,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Assessment tools (e.g., Quizlet, Socrative) [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 208 87,0 87,0 87,0 

Yes 31 13,0 13,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Assessment tools (e.g., Quizlet, Socrative) [Before COVID-19] * Assessment 

tools (e.g., Quizlet, Socrative) [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Assessment tools (e.g., Quizlet, 

Socrative) [After COVID-19] 

Total No Yes 

Assessment tools (e.g., No 206 16 222 
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Quizlet, Socrative) [Before 

COVID-19] 

Yes 2 15 17 

Total 208 31 239 

 

 Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,001a ,001a ,001a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

3.4.9 Have you introduced Data analysis tools in the various types of programmes 

you teach? 

Data analysis tools (e.g., Google Forms, Poll Everywhere) 

[Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 211 88,3 88,3 88,3 

Yes 28 11,7 11,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Data analysis tools (e.g., Google Forms, Poll Everywhere) 

[After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 204 85,4 85,4 85,4 

Yes 35 14,6 14,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Data analysis tools (e.g., Google Forms, Poll Everywhere) [Before COVID-

19] * Data analysis tools (e.g., Google Forms, Poll Everywhere) [After 

COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Data analysis tools (e.g., Google 

Forms, Poll Everywhere) [After COVID-

19] 

Total No Yes 

Data analysis tools (e.g., Google 

Forms, Poll Everywhere) [Before 

COVID-19] 

No 200 11 211 

Yes 4 24 28 

Total 204 35 239 

 



[190] 
 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

McNemar Test  ,118a ,059a ,042a 

N of Valid Cases 239    

a. Binomial distribution used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5 Did/Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance student learning? 

 

3.5 Did/Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance 

student learning? [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 65 27,2 27,2 27,2 

To some extent 139 58,2 58,2 85,4 

To a great extent 35 14,6 14,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

3.5 Did/Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance 

student learning? [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 34 14,2 14,2 14,2 

To some extent 105 43,9 43,9 58,2 

To a great extent 100 41,8 41,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.5 Did you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance student learning? 

[Before COVID-19] * 3.5 Do you think that e-learning tools are critical to enhance 

student learning? [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

3.5 Do you think that e-learning tools are 

critical to enhance student learning? [After 

COVID-19] 

Total 
No 

To some 

extent 

To a great 

extent 

3.5 Did you think that e-learning 

tools are critical to enhance student 

No 33 24 8 65 

To some extent 1 81 57 139 
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learning? [Before COVID-19] To a great extent 0 0 35 35 

Total 34 105 100 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 86,160 3 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 

 

 

 

3.6 Did/ Do you need any support (either technical or instructional) in your 

teaching practice? 

 

3.6 Did/ Do you need any support (either technical or instructional) in 

your teaching practice? [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 118 49,4 49,4 49,4 

To some extent 107 44,8 44,8 94,1 

To a great extent 14 5,9 5,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

3.6 Did/ Do you need any support (either technical or instructional) in 

your teaching practice? [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 77 32,2 32,2 32,2 

To some extent 132 55,2 55,2 87,4 

To a great extent 30 12,6 12,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.6 Did you need any support (either technical or instructional) in your teaching 

practice? [Before COVID-19] * 3.6 Do you need any support (either technical or 

instructional) in your teaching practice? [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

3.6 Do you need any support (either 

technical or instructional) in your 

teaching practice? [After COVID-19] 

Total No 

To some 

extent 

To a great 

extent 

3.6 Did you need any support (either No 65 47 6 118 
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technical or instructional) in your 

teaching practice? [Before COVID-19] 

To some extent 11 80 16 107 

To a great extent 1 5 8 14 

Total 77 132 30 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 31,678 3 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 

 

 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ department towards 

your e-learning activities?   

 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ 

department towards your e-learning activities?  [Before COVID-

19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Poor 100 41,8 41,8 41,8 

Sufficient 112 46,9 46,9 88,7 

Excellent 27 11,3 11,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ 

department towards your e-learning activities?  [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Poor 47 19,7 19,7 19,7 

Sufficient 136 56,9 56,9 76,6 

Excellent 56 23,4 23,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ department towards 

your e-learning activities?  [Before COVID-19] * 3.7 How would you evaluate the 

support of your institution/ department towards your e-learning activities?  [After 

COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of 

your institution/ department towards your e-

learning activities?  [After COVID-19] 

Total Poor Sufficient Excellent 

3.7 How would you evaluate the 

support of your institution/ 

Poor 42 55 3 100 

Sufficient 5 81 26 112 
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department towards your e-

learning activities?  [Before 

COVID-19] 

Excellent 0 0 27 27 

Total 47 136 56 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 70,667 3 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 

 

 

 

3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your courses during 

COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? 

 

3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your courses during 

COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Fewer students participated 35 14,6 15,6 15,6 

The same amount of students 

participated 

89 37,2 39,6 55,1 

More students participated 101 42,3 44,9 100,0 

Total 225 94,1 100,0  

Missing System 14 5,9   

Total 239 100,0   
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3.9.1  Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course to fully 

online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? 

 

3.9.1  Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [To use the 

necessary e-learning tools] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 91 38,1 38,1 38,1 

To some extent 117 49,0 49,0 87,0 

To a great extent 31 13,0 13,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.9.2 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [To reform 

your methodology and material] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 56 23,4 23,4 23,4 

To some extent 117 49,0 49,0 72,4 

To a great extent 66 27,6 27,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

3.9.3 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [The 

additional hours you had to devote per week to support your online 

courses (meetings)] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 50 20,9 20,9 20,9 

To some extent 100 41,8 41,8 62,8 

To a great extent 89 37,2 37,2 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.9.4 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [To remove 

some material/part or “deteriorate” your class in any sense, in order to 

facilitate the fully online mode] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 108 45,2 45,2 45,2 

To some extent 88 36,8 36,8 82,0 

To a great extent 43 18,0 18,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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3.9.5 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [To find 

ways to increase the interaction between you and the participants] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 27 11,3 11,3 11,3 

To some extent 86 36,0 36,0 47,3 

To a great extent 126 52,7 52,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?   

 

4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?  [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Generally rather skeptical 56 23,4 23,4 23,4 

Not much interest 78 32,6 32,6 56,1 

Generally rather positive 105 43,9 43,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?  [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Generally rather skeptical 54 22,6 22,6 22,6 

Not much interest 35 14,6 14,6 37,2 

Generally rather positive 150 62,8 62,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Pie Chart 
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4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?  [Before COVID-19] * 

4.1 How would you describe your attitude towards e-learning?  [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

4.1 How would you describe your attitude 

towards e-learning?  [After COVID-19] 

Total 

Generally 

rather 

skeptical 

Not much 

interest 

Generally 

rather 

positive 

4.1 How would you describe 

your attitude towards e-

learning?  [Before COVID-19] 

Generally rather skeptical 31 14 11 56 

Not much interest 18 16 44 78 

Generally rather positive 5 5 95 105 

Total 54 35 150 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 33,791 3 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   
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4.2 In your opinion what are the 3 main advantages of e-learning? Has your 

opinion changed after the Covid-19 outbreak? 

 

Flexibility of time and place granted to the learner (BEFORE) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 77 32,2 32,2 32,2 

Yes 162 67,8 67,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Flexibility of time and place granted to the learner (AFTER) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 58 24,3 24,3 24,3 

Yes 181 75,7 75,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Learning based on the students’ personal needs (BEFORE) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 165 69,0 69,0 69,0 

Yes 74 31,0 31,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Learning based on the students’ personal needs (AFTER) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 172 72,0 72,0 72,0 

Yes 67 28,0 28,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Collaborative learning (BEFORE) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 190 79,5 79,5 79,5 

Yes 49 20,5 20,5 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Collaborative learning (AFTER) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 174 72,8 72,8 72,8 

Yes 65 27,2 27,2 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Efficient communication, interaction (among learners) (BEFORE) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 190 79,5 79,5 79,5 

Yes 49 20,5 20,5 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Efficient communication, interaction (among learners) (AFTER) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 165 69,0 69,0 69,0 

Yes 74 31,0 31,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Enhancing teaching approaches and quality (BEFORE) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 160 66,9 66,9 66,9 

Yes 79 33,1 33,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Enhancing teaching approaches and quality (AFTER) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 145 60,7 60,7 60,7 

Yes 94 39,3 39,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

 

 

Convenience of supervising and keeping track of student activities 

(BEFORE) 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 156 65,3 65,3 65,3 

Yes 83 34,7 34,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Convenience of supervising and keeping track of student activities 

(AFTER) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 145 60,7 60,7 60,7 

Yes 94 39,3 39,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 
Pie Chart 
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[209] 
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4.3 What was/ is your opinion about the usability of e-learning?  

 

4.3 What was/ is your opinion about the usability of e-learning? [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Easy to use 52 21,8 21,8 21,8 

Requires some initial training 

or preparation 

142 59,4 59,4 81,2 

Requires extensive training or 

preparation 

45 18,8 18,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

4.3 What was/ is your opinion about the usability of e-learning? [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Easy to use 67 28,0 28,0 28,0 

Requires some initial training 

or preparation 

112 46,9 46,9 74,9 

Requires extensive training or 

preparation 

60 25,1 25,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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4.3 What was/ is your opinion about the usability of e-learning? [Before COVID-19] * 

4.3 What was/ is your opinion about the usability of e-learning? [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

4.3 What was/ is your opinion about 

the usability of e-learning? [After COVID-

19] 

Total 

Easy to 

use 

Requires some 

initial training or 

preparation 

Requires 

extensive 

training or 

preparation 

4.3 What was/ is your 

opinion about the usability of 

e-learning? [Before COVID-

19] 

Easy to use 45 7 0 52 

Requires some initial training 

or preparation 

21 91 30 142 

Requires extensive training or 

preparation 

1 14 30 45 

Total 67 112 60 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 13,818 3 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 

 

 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?   

 

 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?  [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 85 35,6 35,6 35,6 

To some extent 107 44,8 44,8 80,3 

To a great extent 47 19,7 19,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?  [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 34 14,2 14,2 14,2 

To some extent 81 33,9 33,9 48,1 

To a great extent 124 51,9 51,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 



[215] 
 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?  [Before COVID-

19] * 4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to teach  a course fully online?  [After 

COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  to 

teach  a course fully online?  [After 

COVID-19] 

Total No 

To some 

extent 

To a great 

extent 

4.4 Did/ Do you feel ready  

to teach  a course fully online?  

[Before COVID-19] 

No 30 32 23 85 

To some extent 4 49 54 107 

To a great extent 0 0 47 47 

Total 34 81 124 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 98,778 3 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 

 

 

4.5 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is needed for e-

learning (either technical or instructional)? 

 

4.5 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is 

needed for e-learning (either technical or instructional)?    [Before 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 36 15,1 15,1 15,1 

To some extent 132 55,2 55,2 70,3 

To a great extent 71 29,7 29,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

4.5 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is 

needed for e-learning (either technical or instructional)?    [After 

COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid No 27 11,3 11,3 11,3 

To some extent 131 54,8 54,8 66,1 

To a great extent 81 33,9 33,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

4.5 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is needed 

for e-learning (either technical or instructional)?    [Before COVID-19] * 4.5

 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is needed 

for e-learning (either technical or instructional)?    [After COVID-19] 

Crosstabulation 

Count   



[217] 
 

 

4.5 Did/ Do you think that special 

(re)training of teaching staff is needed for 

e-learning (either technical or 

instructional)?    [After COVID-19] 

Total No 

To some 

extent 

To a great 

extent 

4.5 Did/ Do you think 

that special (re)training of 

teaching staff is needed for 

e-learning (either technical 

or instructional)?    [Before 

COVID-19] 

No 20 12 4 36 

To some extent 7 99 26 132 

To a great extent 0 20 51 71 

Total 27 131 81 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 6,098 3 ,107 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 

 

4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work in?      

4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work 

in?     [Before COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Face-to-face 147 61,5 61,5 61,5 

Blended 69 28,9 28,9 90,4 

Online 7 2,9 2,9 93,3 

No preference 16 6,7 6,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work 

in?     [After COVID-19] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Face-to-face 97 40,6 40,6 40,6 

Blended 100 41,8 41,8 82,4 

Online 30 12,6 12,6 95,0 
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No preference 12 5,0 5,0 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work in?     [Before 

COVID-19] * 4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work 

in?     [After COVID-19] Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

4.6 What kind of learning environment 

did/ do you prefer to work in?     [After COVID-

19] 

Total Face-to-face Blended Online 

No 

preference 

4.6 What kind of 

learning environment did/ do 

you prefer to work in?     

[Before COVID-19] 

Face-to-face 92 37 12 6 147 

Blended 2 60 6 1 69 

Online 0 0 7 0 7 

No preference 3 3 5 5 16 

Total 97 100 30 12 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic Significance 

(2-sided) 

McNemar-Bowker Test 56,410 6 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239   

 
 

4.7 Select the key factors (up to 3) that would motivate you to further integrate 

ICT in your teaching activities 

 

A monetary incentive 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 174 72,8 72,8 72,8 

Yes 65 27,2 27,2 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Tenure decisions and other professional advancement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 195 81,6 81,6 81,6 

Yes 44 18,4 18,4 100,0 
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Total 239 100,0 100,0  

Release time to design/ redesign my courses 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 119 49,8 49,8 49,8 

Yes 120 50,2 50,2 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Direct assistance from IT staff 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 149 62,3 62,3 62,3 

Yes 90 37,7 37,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Having other colleagues also apply such methods 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 206 86,2 86,2 86,2 

Yes 33 13,8 13,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

(Re)training 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 192 80,3 80,3 80,3 

Yes 47 19,7 19,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Clear evidence that student would benefit 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 78 32,6 32,6 32,6 

Yes 161 67,4 67,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Pie Chart 
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α/α 
4.8 In your opinion what was the most positive outcome (if any) of this abrupt 

switch to fully online learning during COVID-19 and what was the biggest 

challenge that you encountered during this switch? 

1 
+ students stayed tuned and in touch with studies / - lack of interaction and meaningful discussions 

2 
+: no need to move to the office so more time for work, -: teaching loneliness; talking to a screen 

3 
a chance to continue teaching even by distance. 

4 
a) Improvement of learning material and redesign the courses 

5 
 b) To keep an active rolle for the students during the lecture and to save the interaction with the teacher 

6 

Absolutely none! After applying online learning on several different classes before COVID, the conclusion 
is the same: it does not work COVID crisis doesn't change this conclusion. If I may avoid using it, it is much 
better. 

7 
All students had the opportunity to learn 

8 
An opportunity to find out the New Technologies. 

9 
Being forced to be more synthetic and timed: straight to the point. The challenge was to keep everyone 
focused on the course without enough usual interactivity tricks or tools. 

10 
Better view of material from students than the regular projector 

11 
Biggest challenge: coping with the initially few responses from students and working towards improving 
interaction with them (which actually got better as the semester advanced) 

12 
biggest challenge: keep a reasonable pathway for all students. I have lost a lot of students, not sure that 
they have all understood, ... I prefer face-to-face interactions 



[225] 
 

13 
biggest challenge: keep in touch with the students and have reponse from them 

14 
Challenge - very time-intensive preparing and running courses Positive - save time commuting 

15 
Challenge : inequality. Some of my students didn't had acces to a computer, and couldn't follow the class 

16 
Challenge : remote evaluation of students invites cheating. Positive : not really. 

17 
change teaching methodologies 

18 
Clear evidence that student have benefit 

19 
Concerning students it was more convenient for introvert students to collaborate.For teachers it was a good 
chance for enhancing their ICT skills in designing and fulfill an online lesson. 

20 
Continuation of the educational process - Not clear evidence of student benefit 

21 
Create a huge database of open-access online courses 

22 
Creating video from my slides and training exercises 

23 
Despite the situation we kept in touch with our students and there was no courses loss 

24 
e-learning is possible and give advantages 

25 
e-learning was the only alternative during COVID-19. Clearly, it is inferior to live learning 

26 
efficiency of teaching and ease of access to resources (for the student). hard work for teacher. 

27 
Every teaching staff member was obliged to organise the remaining part of the academic year on line, 
including exams. This is an experience that would not have been reached otherwise! 

28 
Everything went smoothly 

29 
Familiarization with the on-line teaching technology 

30 
Flexibility  was the main advantage, difficult to understand if the student follow was the main problem 

31 

forced to learn how to use online platforms, and with some time to do so ; but very challenging to learn in a 
limited time, and to teach with such limited interactions with students : face to face is essential, online can 
only be a complement 

32 

Great difficulties in real-time teaching demanding scientific issues (e.g. mathematics, fluid dynamics, etc) 
and computational techniques or solving exercises by e-learning at the scheduled time, even by using all 
the available digital tools (e-boards, digital pencils, preformed presentations, graphical environments, etc), 
as the entire procedure was extremely slower and much more difficult in practice. As a result, less 
information was induced to the students than in the real class environment, let alone all kinds of 
unexpected technical problems that had to be solved in real time too!. 

33 
Have sufficient interaction will ALL the students (not just the good ones) 

34 
help to move on using new teaching practices 

35 
Helped me organize better my course. 

36 
I became familiar with e-teaching. The challenge was to become familiar with the required software in a 
matter of days. 
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37 

I believe the most positive aspect of the online experience for students was the flexibility it gave students to 
work from their home at a time that was best for them.  The biggest challange was the inability to 
collaborate simultaneously on the art projects that were develped for the class.  Unfortunately online 
learning does not allow for simultaneous collaborative art work other than perhaps an online artist platform 
but this is limited to specific tool and material use. 

38 
I can see no positive outcome from online learning. Had to do it as an inevitable way to teach my courses, 
but would not in any way support it under other (normal) ciscumstances. 

39 
I do not waste time driving (I used to drive more than 3 hours a day to go and return form the university). 
The biggest challenge was to turn all my work on line 

40 
I had more time to work. 

41 
I had to re-evaluate my teaching material 

42 
I spent more time on my transparencies. The challenge to motivate students is high. 

43 
I understood that for some students learning alone in front of a machine was very difficult. 

44 
ICT for learning can work 

45 
incentive to write notes but it is very challenging and difficult to make interactions 

46 
Increased participation of students. 

47 

It became clear that, at least in humanities, there is no need for either academic staff or students to spend 
huge amounts of money and time in order to travel, find accomodation etc. when they study far from their 
place of residence. I was happy to see this e-switch happening, but I wish it had been spontaneous rather 
than a result of a health crisis. It is sad that people wait for bad circumstances in order to apply beneficial 
means. 

48 
It introduced e-learning tools by "force majeure" to the majority of professors, and hopefully the best of 
these tools will keep being used to modernize teaching methods, even after COVID-19. 

49 
it was a new thing for all of us 

50 
It was a way to complete the semester. However, it is doubtful that students are able to focus and interact 
with the teacher as effectively as they would do in class 

51 
Just the ability to do classes that otherwise it would be impossible to do 

52 
Keeping teaching alive. 

53 
Lose no time; interaction with the students, lab sessions 

54 
Loved it, realized that a whole new world is waiting for us; students loved it too, they could wake up five 
minutes before the lecture and still attend 

55 

Main advantage: eases reuse of existing online material and decreases time wasted in giving standard 
lectures (i.e., it made it easier to just ask students to go and read a chapter and do only Q/A sessions after 
they read). 

56 
Maintain student interest in the course. 

57 
More attendants than in the class, difficulty to load heavy files 

58 
More interactions between professor & students and between students as well. 

59 
More organized "pace" of the courses / Little time to change a big workload of material from face-to-face to 
e-learning. 

60 
More students participate in the courses. The  biggest challenge was the lack of face to face interaction. 
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61 
More students participated in the courses. The challenge was that in large classes the interaction element 
is lost for many students. 

62 
More students participation and more attentive audiance 

63 
Most people got to use elearning systems 

64 
Most positive outcome is the added value to my experience on Distance-learning and the biggest challenge 
is to teach students in a safe environment 

65 
Most positive outcome: better organization of the teaching  material. Biggest challenge: to get a feeling on 
whether the students understand the topic/exercise described 

66 
most positive outcome: change of educational material/ biggest challenge: to do it as soon as possible 
without books in the internet 

67 

most positive outcome: feel comforted about my research on MOOCs (e-presence, epistemic maturity, 
media literacy competences) biggest challenge: convince hierarchies, colleagues and trade unions; lack of 
recognition of how time-consuming and TECH-heavy elearning is 

68 
Most positive outcome: The use of new technologies both from professors and students. The biggest 
challenge: How to do descent exams 

69 
most positive: classes were able to continue instead of being cancelled 

70 
Much more stress for having to cope with possible technical problems. 

71 
New teaching options. The biggest challenge is the evaluation of the students. 

72 
No advantage at all 

73 
No any positive outcome.  Patience as I had to speak in front of a screen without being able to see my 
audience 

74 
No other choice during the confinement, at least it allowed the teaching to keep going. 

75 
no outcome, biggest challenge = assessment 

76 
no poditive outcome, only an overload of work 

77 
No positive outcome 

78 

No positive outcome. The biggest challenge was to teach without classical feedback (their mood, etc) or 
interaction like the possibility to ask question to specific people according to the engagement. During the 
lab, possibility to speak at the board for everybody at some points to list the difficulties and explain 
answers. 

79 
No real positive outcome. The biggest challenge has been to keep students focussed during live sessions. 

80 
No specific outcome. Only constraint and more time dedicated to prepare courses, evaluations and analyse 
them and the practice. So less time for research... 

81 
none 

82 
None 

83 
NONE 

84 
None at all. I don t know if my students understand. 

85 
not any 

86 
Not clear yet. 
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87 
Students with health problems had the lesson at home / personal contact was lost 

88 
Participation of students was practically easier but communication was in reality less effective. 

89 
Posiive: increased participation of students to ectures. Negative: Impossible to substitute practical bench 
work. 

90 
Positive outcome: acceptance from academic community.   Challege: the lack of direct interaction 

91 
Positive outcome: find alternative ways to communicate 

92 
Positive outcome: Higher participation     Biggest chalenge: To improve educational material in order to be 
easily understood, especially when I had to use or to show technical equipment 

93 
positive outcome: lecture recording, challenge: extra time needed 

94 

Positive outcome: students learned to use their institutional email accounts, and be responsible, answering 
timely. Biggest challenge: to move a blended class to a fully online class in a week, without any support 
from IT. 

95 

Positive outcome: The number of attendees increased (it was more convenient for students to attend e-
lectures than physically coming to class). Biggest challenge: I had to restructure/reformat my material from 
physical to e-delivery in just a couple of days. 

96 
Positive, the possibility of students to attend the course and fulfill the teaching hours of the semester. 
Negative, the inability to control what they really do during the lessons and the low interaction. 

97 
Positive: exposure to new tools; Negative: lack of visual cues on student attendance and attention 

98 
positive: flexible schedule, challenge: mehtodology change in teaching 

99 
Positive: lower barrier for students to comment/ask questions via chat, Challenge: maintain some 
interaction without seeing the students 

100 
POSITIVE: More students joining the online lectures. CHALLENGE: Not being in the classroom. 

101 
Positive: No time spent in transit.  Negative: Loss of the ability to truly interact face-to-face with the 
students. 

102 
Positive: Some students were more actively involved in the learning process due to the use of ICT. 
Challenge: Increase of working hours due to written commentary of students' texts and opinions 

103 

Possitive outcome: The most possitive I think it was the recognition of the need to use the electronic 
platforms and facilities provided by our University (mostly E-class, University mail adreeses) from student 
part. Biggest challenge: To switch our teaching communication (profs to students, students to profs) to a 
non-sentimental mode. 

104 
Readiness of students to change attitude in attending lectures. Challenge was to find an appropriate 
software for exams. 

105 
Reorganisation of my work and teaching 

106 
Students did not miss the semester 

107 
Students seemed to enjoy more online learning 

108 
That the course could be taught. That the project of online teaching would finally be successful. 

109 

The advantage was that the semester was not lost - a necessity but of value. The main drawback is that w/ 
zoom on large classes it is impossible to have the bidirectional interaction w/ the students, and therefore I 
do not see their faces to have feedback on whether they understand what I present. To them it is useful 
that they have the lecture afterwards, however, at the expense of the interaction at the lecture hall. 

110 
The biggest challenge was and still is to save the semester 

111 

The biggest challenges are yet to come. There will be structural changes that Universities will face, as the 
range of tools they choose to implement (ie Zoom, Teams, Facebook, Moodle etc) or build (see surf.nl) will 
reflect the political sentiment of the pedagogical culture. Either centralized (through infrastructural building) 
or decentralized (through adoption of various platforms with business models not catered specifically to the 
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educational online needs and pursuing their own agenda), surveillance-content moderation-and the 
economy of e learning will all be great challenges for the years to come. 

112 
The capacity of the entire University system to switch in a week to distance-learning and remote 
everything. 

113 
The change in perception among the general population about the efficiency of online learning 

114 

The educator is not the main problem in this country's educational system. The main problem is the big 
number of non-qualified students enrolling in demanding educational programmes without being prepared 
to do so. 

115 
The fact that students continued to have access to some form of learning. 

116 
The fast adaptation to new methodologies. On the other hand these methods fall short from a fully 
functional distance learning activity. 

117 
Thé involvement if learners was great even if lacking access and it skillls 

118 
The most positive is that we continued the courses. But, in general, the experience was not positive.   E-
learning cannot substitute real face-to-face learning. 

119 

The most positive outcome is the  students' willingness to overcome confinement difficulties and share our 
struggle, in order to reach the end of this term as best as we could. The biggest challenge is how to ensure 
that written exams (i. e. for larger groups of students) will be organized in such a manner as to avoid 
cheating 

120 

The most positive outcome is the discovery that face to face interaction is crucial and will not be replaced 
by any online tool existing yet.  The biggest challenge was to maintain contact with students who had no 
internet connection (20% of them) 

121 

The most positive outcome was an increased ACTIVE participation of students to teaching/learning: some 
students did write study material (under my supervision) that they shared with other students. This did not 
happen before, when courses were just face to face, in presence. 

122 

The most positive outcome was that if forced the Greek education system to modernise some aspects of 
teaching almost overnight (E.g. even the most conservative professors started an e-class platform). The 
biggest challenge was that because of the speed of the change, the technical, admin and legal framework 
was always a step behind (so teachers had to fly a half-blind) 

123 
The most positive outcome was that students who didn't attend the lectures came in. The biggest challenge 
was to involve students in the online course. 

124 
The most positive outcome was that we were kept in touch with our students. The biggest challenge for me 
was to be able to maintain a high level of teaching staying all day long at home! 

125 
the most positive outcome was the fact that the number of students who participated in the courses was 
increased and the biggest challenge was lack of fruitful interaction 

126 
The most positive outcome was the increased number of participants to my course from 40 to more than 80 

127 
The need to adopt solutions that we wished to have many years now. 

128 
The online tools like Discord that enable to be in personal contact with student longer tant during classical 
course 

129 

The only positive outcome for students is that we were able to continue teaching and not stop altogether. 
Other than that the students expressed clearly their opinion: they petitioned and threatened to remove their 
tuition, to keep face to face teaching because they felt online was not good value for money.  Another 
positive outcome was that the university organized seminars to share good practices, which they never do 
normally. So we finally got some teaching training! 

130 
The speed of our university to deploy new efficient tools to facilitate online learning. 

131 
The use of extra exercises that proved necessary in order to check students for their skills 

132 

The very switch to fully online learning was a positive outcome in itself. I hadn't had the time and/or the 
inclination to do that before the COVID-19 outbreak. The electronic tools had been there all along, but I just 
hadn't used them. There was definitely a challenge in learning those tools and sorting out stuff - including 
my institutional e-mail! 

133 
The wider ICT utilization and proof of value 
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134 
there is a strong lack of feedback 

135 
There is not any benefit 

136 
time saving 

137 
To be forced to try new teaching methods 

138 
to find the most appropriate tools to insure teaching continuation 

139 
To get on-line courses ready in one weekend... 

140 
To have feedback from the students was not easy. 

141 
To keep my students active during the covid-19 period 

142 
Total conversion of cource material to be provided online 

143 
We discovered new possibilities 

144 
we had to give it a try 

145 
We learned and applied new teaching technologies, which could be supplementary to face-to-face teaching 

146 
Wide use of ICT among students and teachers 

147 
Acquisition of distance learning skills / interaction and participation 

148 
Reliable assessment of students (distance - online examinations) 

149 
Better time management and larger / higher quality student participation. 

150 

The biggest challenge related to the completely unknown for me space of distance - online education. The 
biggest gain is my basic acquaintance and my hope that in the future I can use online education, when 
there is a need. 

151 

As can be seen from my answer to 4.6, I still prefer face-to-face teaching, which in my opinion cannot and 
should not be replaced. The biggest challenge (or rather problem) I faced in this transition was the lack of 
direct contact / response with my students. I do not think we should confuse "online learning" with "live 
learning". 

   

α/α 
4.9 You reached the end of the questionnaire. Please feel free to share any 
comments, thoughts or concerns that were not covered in the aforementioned 
questions.  

1 

As I teach in IT (networking and security), I faced the issue of building/transforming labs, all to virtual solutions 
that must feet on each student machine (not as powerfull as mine). I would have like that my University has 
invested in cloud tools and real cobrowsing tools to help students fixing their labs. 

2 Concerns not covered: privacy and security. 

3 Congratulations for your incentive to study the effects of this transition 

4 COVID sucks 
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5 
COVID-19 makes students and teachers to collaborate in a different way and forces people illiterate in ICT to 
improve their skills. 

6 

E learning (in the form of on line courses) is just a surrogate for real education. We used it during pandemic but 
after that, real universities shall abandon this practice. Face to face education cannot be replaced 

7 
e-courses cannot replace live cources - they can only be used as complementary means 

8 E-learning cannot  replace face to face teaching! 

9 
E-learning doesn't support livelly discussion; it offers rather an one-way passive learning to the students. The 
teaching person is like a performer. 

10 
E-learning is healpful only to keep students on track of learning processes, during coronavirous crisis. Face-to-
face learning and teachers are irreplaceable. 

11 e-learning should be supplementary to live learning; this is the best approach 

12 

E-learning was a necessity to save the semester. University education is much more than content delivery. I fear 
that w/ e-learning there may be a process automation to deliver content and certify results, which in my opinion 
will be catastrophic to university-level education as we know it. The term "catastrophic" may seem too harsh, and 
after all many universities offer full on-line programs already, however, at times of socialization through social 
media, even the few students who interact with the professor during and after class, and more importantly, the 
many students who interact w/ each-other inside and out of the classroom, offer a very important dimension to 
learning (which in the past has been measured and has been found to be quite substantial), and this may be lost. 

13 
E-learning would continue to play important rore in education also after the corona virous 

14 
Face to face teaching and communication can't be replaced, but e-learning can help in many cases 

15 
Face to face teaching provides a basis of interactive communication that cannot be replaced by e-learning. 

16 Face-to Face is the only way to build real briges with your students 

17 face-to-face teaching is very important to the quality of teaching. 

18 
Hoping that we return to the situation before Covid-19, online-teaching was a very useful experience. 

19 

I blended teaching could be interesting, we need more time to prepare all materials, more teaching assistants to 
set up the class environment and less administrative work. Blended teaching might not be developed for 
optimizing the working forces 

20 

I felt that the questions (before the last page) are biased towards the use of e-learning Exemple question 4.2: my 
answer for "after covid" would have been : "none" if possible. But I was forced to answer something... 

21 

I hope this e-learning business will not turn into a weapon against learning in general, by foul government policies 
who value ideological economics above everyone and everything. 

22 

I think in this particular situation where everyone had to adapot very quickly to unforseen teaching methods 
caused a great deal of concern among educators as to the future of face-to-face teaching. 

23 
I was a bit annoyed of the off cameras of students when I had a lecture .there is no any real interaction 

24 
In applied mathematic sciences the face-to-face teaching is very crucial and cannot fully replaced by ICT 

25 

In some courses there were more students present in the online lectures, but it is doubtable whether they were 
actually attending. The learning outcomes will be seen in the exams 

26 
It was a nice (structured and thoughtful) questionnaire.  Good luck with your research and your studies! 

27 

many communication tools have performance problems when the number of students increases, for us Zoom was 
the best communication tool, and Moodle is our LMS 

28 No comments 



[232] 
 

29 

No reference to emotional distress of the students; in my Institution, the students' GPA will not fall due to this 
semester's grades;  less interaction between faculty and students 

30 
Not everybody has the ability to focus on an online course. It is difficult for a student to acquire the feeling of 
being in a University through online courses. 

31 

On line learning is often available at the learner's convenience. However, this flexibility in times may establish the 
abolishment of the usual scheduling of the daily activities with working times getting intermingled with leisure and 
sleep times. There is a risk that any hour of the day and night be finally considered working time and work 
activities gradually expand at the expense of the other activities and interactions that are important in a person's 
life 

32 

Online teaching has been great to help us not interrupt teaching during the pandemic. I am sure it will be used 
more often in the future. For instance some of the lectures can be delivered on line in the future. 

33 Perfect!!!! 

34 

Real answer to 4.2 is "none" but this was not covered by the proposed answer. Also, I have to say that teaching 
in a classroom and e-Teaching are two really different activities. I missed real contact and feeling with the student 
to help them to be better, more curious. For instance, in the classroom I very often see someone (amongst the 
100 students) which looks like "lost/not happy/trying to understand/asking his neighbor" so I can ask him what's 
the matter and ask other student if someone wants to answer his question or reformulate myself. This was not 
possible in e-teaching since 1) I do not see the student (not all at a time like in a room) 2) their engagement is 
really different and feedback is less obvious. 

35 Some questions were not clear 

36 

Studies in humanities and other theoretical fields must become fully distance-oriented. We need money and time. 
Local societies should not think they will exploit students and teachers for ever. 

37 
Thank you for questioning, I hope that this incredible experience will change higher education (at least) 

38 

The curse of this process of quickly and massively moving to online course could be the cut in the number of 
open positions since a professor could teach many more students online. 

39 

The experience of fully web learning was not positive for the students as well. The only advantage was that the 
nobody needed to get out of the house, but the limited (absent) interaction with the students was an obstacle for 
efficient  teaching and learning 

40 
The face to face procedure in learning / education is the most important factor and should not be replaced by on 
line courses 

41 

The only good aspect of e-learning for a classical degree is to develop video for student having difficulty to listen 
a teacher in a room: perhaps I will keep some short videos for fundamental aspects... BUT the main content 
cannot be transmitted "on-line". 

42 

There are no questions comparing the online to the in person teaching! and this is the most important issue! 
elearning is by far inferior to in person teaching. The difference is huge and in all the aspects of teaching, 
evaluation and training. Even the issue of exams is a huge problem with no way of ensuring the reliability in 
checking the id of the students.  I think the questionnaire was somehow biased towards the superiority of e-
learning assuming that the adoption was good and productive and something that needs to stay... while this is not 
the case by far. 

43 
There is a great need for developing a free, open course platform more easy to use than the existing ones. 

44 
there is no reason to replace face-to-face teaching with distance learning except distance matters. It's like 
watching theatre on tv i.e. soulless 

45 There is no way that face to face teaching can be subsituted with e-learning 

46 
There is this big issue about the future of higher education with the emergence of so many online options. 

47 

Too complicated and time consuming for the whole training but should be thought of very specific pieces of 
training interesting few students in order to move towards more specialization in training. 

48 Too early to see if ICT for learning actually worked (need to wait for exams to see). 
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49 Very interesting! Good luck! 

50 void. 

51 Well designed questionnaire, wish you all the best with this research 

52 why in english? 

53 

You are too partial in your questions. Particularly question 3.2 and 4.2.  

54 
Thank you for the honor of including me in your research questionnaire. 
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Appendix F: Questionnaire’s Results Part 2 

 
 

 

1.2 What is your age? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 30 or less 7 2,9 2,9 2,9 

31-40 18 7,5 7,5 10,5 

41-50 89 37,2 37,2 47,7 

51 or plus 125 52,3 52,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 40 or less 25 10,5 10,5 10,5 

41-50 89 37,2 37,2 47,7 

51 or plus 125 52,3 52,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

 

1.8  Country 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid France 50 20,9 20,9 20,9 

Germany 1 ,4 ,4 21,3 

Greece 181 75,7 75,7 97,1 

Hong Kong 1 ,4 ,4 97,5 

Malta 1 ,4 ,4 97,9 

México 1 ,4 ,4 98,3 

Netherlands 1 ,4 ,4 98,7 

UK 2 ,8 ,8 99,6 

USA 1 ,4 ,4 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Country 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid France 50 20,9 21,6 21,6 

Greece 181 75,7 78,4 100,0 

Total 231 96,7 100,0  

Missing System 8 3,3   

Total 239 100,0   

 

 

 

Area 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Humanities-Social Sciences 100 41,8 41,8 41,8 

Engineering - Information - 

Computer Sciences 

75 31,4 31,4 73,2 

Other 64 26,8 26,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

 

Country * Age Crosstabulation 

 

Age 

Total 40 or less 41-50 51 or plus 

Country France Count 12 19 19 50 

% within Country 24.0% 38.0% 38.0% 100.0% 

% within Age 54.5% 22.1% 15.4% 21.6% 

% of Total 5.2% 8.2% 8.2% 21.6% 

Greece Count 10 67 104 181 

% within Country 5.5% 37.0% 57.5% 100.0% 

% within Age 45.5% 77.9% 84.6% 78.4% 

% of Total 4.3% 29.0% 45.0% 78.4% 

Total Count 22 86 123 231 

% within Country 9.5% 37.2% 53.2% 100.0% 

% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 9.5% 37.2% 53.2% 100.0% 

 

Country * Rank Crosstabulation 

 Rank Total 
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Senior professor 

(full professor, 

associate 

professor) 

Junior professor 

(assistant 

professor, 

lecturer) 

Researcher-

Other 

Country France Count 36 9 5 50 

% within Country 72.0% 18.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

% within Rank 24.3% 13.8% 27.8% 21.6% 

% of Total 15.6% 3.9% 2.2% 21.6% 

Greece Count 112 56 13 181 

% within Country 61.9% 30.9% 7.2% 100.0% 

% within Rank 75.7% 86.2% 72.2% 78.4% 

% of Total 48.5% 24.2% 5.6% 78.4% 

Total Count 148 65 18 231 

% within Country 64.1% 28.1% 7.8% 100.0% 

% within Rank 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 64.1% 28.1% 7.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Country * Area Crosstabulation 

 

Area 

Total 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences Other 

Country France Count 4 41 5 50 

% within Country 8.0% 82.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

% within Area 4.3% 55.4% 7.9% 21.6% 

% of Total 1.7% 17.7% 2.2% 21.6% 

Greece Count 90 33 58 181 

% within Country 49.7% 18.2% 32.0% 100.0% 

% within Area 95.7% 44.6% 92.1% 78.4% 

% of Total 39.0% 14.3% 25.1% 78.4% 

Total Count 94 74 63 231 

% within Country 40.7% 32.0% 27.3% 100.0% 

% within Area 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 40.7% 32.0% 27.3% 100.0% 

 

Area * Age Crosstabulation 

 

Age 

Total 40 or less 41-50 51 or plus 

Area Humanities-Social Sciences Count 7 40 53 100 
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% within Area 7.0% 40.0% 53.0% 100.0% 

% within Age 28.0% 44.9% 42.4% 41.8% 

% of Total 2.9% 16.7% 22.2% 41.8% 

Engineering - Information - 

Computer Sciences 

Count 13 28 34 75 

% within Area 17.3% 37.3% 45.3% 100.0% 

% within Age 52.0% 31.5% 27.2% 31.4% 

% of Total 5.4% 11.7% 14.2% 31.4% 

Other Sciences Count 5 21 38 64 

% within Area 7.8% 32.8% 59.4% 100.0% 

% within Age 20.0% 23.6% 30.4% 26.8% 

% of Total 2.1% 8.8% 15.9% 26.8% 

Total Count 25 89 125 239 

% within Area 10.5% 37.2% 52.3% 100.0% 

% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 10.5% 37.2% 52.3% 100.0% 

 

 

Area * Rank Crosstabulation 

 

Rank 

Total 

Senior professor 

(full professor, 

associate 

professor) 

Junior professor 

(assistant 

professor, 

lecturer) 

Researcher-

Other 

Area Humanities-Social Sciences Count 54 37 9 100 

% within Area 54.0% 37.0% 9.0% 100.0% 

% within Rank 35.5% 55.2% 45.0% 41.8% 

% of Total 22.6% 15.5% 3.8% 41.8% 

Engineering - Information - 

Computer Sciences 

Count 54 12 9 75 

% within Area 72.0% 16.0% 12.0% 100.0% 

% within Rank 35.5% 17.9% 45.0% 31.4% 

% of Total 22.6% 5.0% 3.8% 31.4% 

Other Sciences Count 44 18 2 64 

% within Area 68.8% 28.1% 3.1% 100.0% 

% within Rank 28.9% 26.9% 10.0% 26.8% 

% of Total 18.4% 7.5% 0.8% 26.8% 

Total Count 152 67 20 239 

% within Area 63.6% 28.0% 8.4% 100.0% 

% within Rank 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 63.6% 28.0% 8.4% 100.0% 
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2.3.2 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer faculty formal training in e-

learning tools and techniques? 

 

Change 2.3.2 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 52 21,8 21,8 21,8 

No change 182 76,2 76,2 97,9 

Yes to No 5 2,1 2,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 2.3.2 No to Yes 6 44 50 

No change 40 136 176 

Yes to No 4 1 5 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 12,903a 2 ,002 ,002   

Likelihood Ratio 10,984 2 ,004 ,005   

Fisher's Exact Test 10,687   ,003   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

7,608b 1 ,006 ,007 ,004 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,08. 

b. The standardized statistic is -2,758. 
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Crosstab 

Count   

 

Area 

Total 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences Other 

Change 2.3.2 No to Yes 21 13 18 52 

No change 79 57 46 182 

Yes to No 0 5 0 5 

Total 100 75 64 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 13,088a 4 ,011 ,009   

Likelihood Ratio 13,695 4 ,008 ,010   

Fisher's Exact Test 10,148   ,022   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

,523b 1 ,470 ,480 ,263 ,054 

N of Valid Cases 239      

a. 3 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,34. 

b. The standardized statistic is -,723. 

 

 

2.3.3 Did/ Does your institution/ department offer central service for elearning 

support (either technical or instructional)? 

 

Change 2.3.3 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 39 16,3 16,3 16,3 

No change 185 77,4 77,4 93,7 

Yes to No 15 6,3 6,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  
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Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 2.3.3 No to Yes 3 35 38 

No change 45 134 179 

Yes to No 2 12 14 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-

Square 

5,972a 2 ,050 ,051 
  

Likelihood Ratio 7,002 2 ,030 ,053   

Fisher's Exact 

Test 

6,074 
  

,044 
  

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

2,087b 1 ,149 ,169 ,100 ,049 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,03. 

b. The standardized statistic is -1,445. 

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Area 

Total 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences Other 

Change 2.3.3 No to Yes 19 8 12 39 

No change 70 64 51 185 

Yes to No 11 3 1 15 

Total 100 75 64 239 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 
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Pearson Chi-Square 9,941a 4 ,041 ,039   

Likelihood Ratio 10,540 4 ,032 ,041   

Fisher's Exact Test 9,414   ,047   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

1,273b 1 ,259 ,269 ,149 ,036 

N of Valid Cases 239      

a. 2 cells (22,2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,02. 

b. The standardized statistic is -1,128. 

 

 

2.4.1 Which of the following did/ does your institution/ department provide to you? 

Reliable access to Wi-Fi 

Change 2.4.1 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 2 ,8 ,8 ,8 

No change 214 89,5 90,3 91,1 

Yes to No 21 8,8 8,9 100,0 

Total 237 99,2 100,0  

Missing System 2 ,8   

Total 239 100,0   

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 2.4.1 No to Yes 0 2 2 

No change 39 167 206 

Yes to No 9 12 21 

Total 48 181 229 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 7,120a 2 ,028 ,057   

Likelihood Ratio 6,554 2 ,038 ,045   

Fisher's Exact Test 6,160   ,036   
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Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

7,062b 1 ,008 ,011 ,011 ,008 

N of Valid Cases 229      

a. 3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,42. 

b. The standardized statistic is -2,657. 

 

 
 

2.4.4 Which of the following did/ does your institution/ department provide to you? 

Web conferencing technologies (e.g., Zoom, Webex) 

 

Change 2.4.4 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 124 51,9 52,3 52,3 

No change 113 47,3 47,7 100,0 

Total 237 99,2 100,0  

Missing System 2 ,8   

Total 239 100,0   

 

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Area 

Total 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences Other 

Change 2.4.4 No to Yes 34 45 45 124 

No change 65 29 19 113 

Total 99 74 64 237 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probabilit

y 

Pearson Chi-Square 23,269a 2 ,000 ,000   

Likelihood Ratio 23,723 2 ,000 ,000   

Fisher's Exact Test 23,418   ,000   
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Linear-by-Linear Association 21,730b 1 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 237      

a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30,51. 

b. The standardized statistic is -4,662. 

 

3.3.3 Have you introduced blended mode courses? 

 

Change 3.3.3 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 23 9,6 9,6 9,6 

No change 181 75,7 75,7 85,4 

Yes to No 35 14,6 14,6 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Area 

Total 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences Other 

Change 3.3.3 No to Yes 4 8 11 23 

No change 75 57 49 181 

Yes to No 21 10 4 35 

Total 100 75 64 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 13,115a 4 ,011 ,010   

Likelihood Ratio 13,849 4 ,008 ,009   

Fisher's Exact Test 13,207   ,009   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

12,878b 1 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 239      

a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6,16. 

b. The standardized statistic is -3,589. 
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3.3.4 Have you introduced fully online synchronous courses? 

 

Change 3.3.4 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 159 66,5 66,5 66,5 

No change 80 33,5 33,5 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 3.3.4 No to Yes 25 129 154 

No change 25 52 77 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 7,977a 1 ,005 ,007 ,005  

Continuity Correctionb 7,048 1 ,008    

Likelihood Ratio 7,660 1 ,006 ,007 ,005  

Fisher's Exact Test    ,007 ,005  

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

7,942c 1 ,005 ,007 ,005 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16,67. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

c. The standardized statistic is -2,818. 
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3.4.3 Have you introduced Video recording of lectures in the various types of 

programmes you teach? 

 

Change 3.4.3 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 47 19,7 19,7 19,7 

No change 185 77,4 77,4 97,1 

Yes to No 7 2,9 2,9 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 3.4.3 No to Yes 19 25 44 

No change 31 150 181 

Yes to No 0 6 6 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 15,869a 2 ,000 ,001   

Likelihood Ratio 15,404 2 ,000 ,001   

Fisher's Exact Test 13,754   ,001   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

15,579b 1 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,30. 

b. The standardized statistic is 3,947. 
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3.4.4 Have you introduced Online discussion tools (e.g. Twitter) in the various 

types of programmes you teach? 

 

Change 3.4.4 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 37 15,5 15,5 15,5 

No change 200 83,7 83,7 99,2 

Yes to No 2 ,8 ,8 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 3.4.4 No to Yes 20 17 37 

No change 30 162 192 

Yes to No 0 2 2 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-sided) Exact Sig. (2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 27,570a 2 ,000 ,000   

Likelihood Ratio 23,864 2 ,000 ,000   

Fisher's Exact Test 23,253   ,000   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

26,893b 1 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,43. 

b. The standardized statistic is 5,186. 
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Area 

Total 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences Other 

Change 3.4.4 No to Yes 8 21 8 37 

No change 92 54 54 200 

Yes to No 0 0 2 2 

Total 100 75 64 239 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 19,097a 4 ,001 ,000   

Likelihood Ratio 18,262 4 ,001 ,001   

Fisher's Exact Test 16,266   ,001   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

,474b 1 ,491 ,529 ,279 ,066 

N of Valid Cases 239      

a. 3 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,54. 

b. The standardized statistic is -,689. 

 

 

 

3.4.9 Have you introduced Data analysis tools in the various types of programmes 

you teach? 

 

Change 3.4.9 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No to Yes 11 4,6 4,6 4,6 

No change 224 93,7 93,7 98,3 

Yes to No 4 1,7 1,7 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 Country Total 
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France Greece 

Change 3.4.9 No to Yes 6 5 11 

No change 44 172 216 

Yes to No 0 4 4 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

 

3.7 How would you evaluate the support of your institution/ department towards 

your e-learning activities? 

 

Change 3.7 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Positive change of two levels 3 1,3 1,3 1,3 

Positive change of one level 81 33,9 33,9 35,1 

No change 150 62,8 62,8 97,9 

Negative change of one level 5 2,1 2,1 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 3.7 Positive change of two levels 1 2 3 

Positive change of one level 10 68 78 

No change 36 109 145 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 8,332a 2 ,016 ,019   

Likelihood Ratio 7,807 2 ,020 ,015   

Fisher's Exact Test 6,739   ,019   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

7,985b 1 ,005 ,010 ,007 ,006 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,87. 

b. The standardized statistic is 2,826. 
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Negative change of one level 3 2 5 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 
 

3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your courses during 

COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? * Country 

Crosstab 

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

3.8 How would you evaluate 

the participation of students 

in your courses during 

COVID-19 in comparison to 

the pre-covid era? 

Fewer students participated Count 20 15 35 

% of Total 9.1% 6.8% 15.9% 

The same amount of 

students participated 

Count 19 68 87 

% of Total 8.6% 30.9% 39.5% 

More students participated Count 6 92 98 

% of Total 2.7% 41.8% 44.5% 

Total Count 45 175 220 

% of Total 20.5% 79.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 41.429a 2 .000 .000  

Likelihood Ratio 38.648 2 .000 .000  

Fisher's Exact Test 38.112   .000  

Linear-by-Linear Association 38.471b 1 .000 .000 .000 

N of Valid Cases 220     

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 9,026a 3 ,029 ,029   

Likelihood Ratio 8,522 3 ,036 ,035   

Fisher's Exact Test 9,131   ,020   

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

5,665b 1 ,017 ,018 ,011 ,007 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 4 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,65. 

b. The standardized statistic is -2,380. 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .000 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.16. 

b. The standardized statistic is 6.203. 

 

 
 

 

 

3.8 How would you evaluate the participation of students in your courses during 

COVID-19 in comparison to the pre-covid era? * Area 
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Crosstab 

 

Area 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - 

Computer 

Sciences 

3.8 How would you evaluate 

the participation of students 

in your courses during 

COVID-19 in comparison to 

the pre-covid era? 

Fewer students participated Count 8 22 

% of Total 3.6% 9.8% 

The same amount of students 

participated 

Count 35 29 

% of Total 15.6% 12.9% 

More students participated Count 52 20 

% of Total 23.1% 8.9% 

Total Count 95 71 

% of Total 42.2% 31.6% 

 

Crosstab 

 

Area 

Total Other 

3.8 How would you evaluate the 

participation of students in your 

courses during COVID-19 in 

comparison to the pre-covid era? 

Fewer students participated Count 5 35 

% of Total 2.2% 15.6% 

The same amount of students 

participated 

Count 25 89 

% of Total 11.1% 39.6% 

More students participated Count 29 101 

% of Total 12.9% 44.9% 

Total Count 59 225 

% of Total 26.2% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 22.916a 4 .000 .000  

Likelihood Ratio 22.007 4 .000 .000  

Fisher's Exact Test 21.410   .000  

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.154b 1 .283 .306 .155 

N of Valid Cases 225     

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  
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Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .025 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.18. 

b. The standardized statistic is -1.074. 

 

 

 

3.9.2 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course to fully 

online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [To reform your methodology and 

material] * Country 

 

 

Crosstab 

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

3.9 Which were the biggest 

challenges to turn a “face-to-

face” course to fully online 

No Count 5 48 53 

% of Total 2.2% 20.8% 22.9% 

To some extent Count 24 90 114 
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form after the COVID- 19 

outbreak? [To reform your 

methodology and material] 

% of Total 10.4% 39.0% 49.4% 

To a great extent Count 21 43 64 

% of Total 9.1% 18.6% 27.7% 

Total Count 50 181 231 

% of Total 21.6% 78.4% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.389a 2 .009 .008  

Likelihood Ratio 9.873 2 .007 .008  

Fisher's Exact Test 9.476   .008  

Linear-by-Linear Association 9.349b 1 .002 .002 .001 

N of Valid Cases 231     

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .001 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.47. 

b. The standardized statistic is -3.058. 
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3.9.3 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course to fully 

online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [The additional hours you had to 

devote per week to support your online courses (meetings)] * Country 

 

 

Crosstab 

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

3.9 Which were the biggest 

challenges to turn a “face-to-

face” course to fully online 

form after the COVID- 19 

outbreak? [The additional 

hours you had to devote per 

week to support your online 

courses (meetings)] 

No Count 3 46 49 

% of Total 1.3% 19.9% 21.2% 

To some extent Count 16 80 96 

% of Total 6.9% 34.6% 41.6% 

To a great extent Count 31 55 86 

% of Total 

13.4% 23.8% 37.2% 

Total Count 50 181 231 

% of Total 21.6% 78.4% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 
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 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 18.881a 2 .000 .000  

Likelihood Ratio 19.825 2 .000 .000  

Fisher's Exact Test 18.920   .000  

Linear-by-Linear Association 18.178b 1 .000 .000 .000 

N of Valid Cases 231     

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .000 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.61. 

b. The standardized statistic is -4.264. 
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3.9.3 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course to fully 

online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [The additional hours you had to 

devote per week to support your online courses (meetings)] * Area 

Crosstab 

 

Area 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - Information - 

Computer Sciences 

3.9 Which were the biggest 

challenges to turn a “face-to-

face” course to fully online 

form after the COVID- 19 

outbreak? [The additional 

hours you had to devote per 

week to support your online 

courses (meetings)] 

No Count 26 5 

% of Total 10.9% 2.1% 

To some extent Count 40 37 

% of Total 16.7% 15.5% 

To a great extent Count 34 33 

% of Total 

14.2% 13.8% 

Total Count 100 75 

% of Total 41.8% 31.4% 

 

Crosstab 

 

Area 

Total Other 

3.9 Which were the biggest 

challenges to turn a “face-to-face” 

course to fully online form after the 

COVID- 19 outbreak? [The 

additional hours you had to devote 

per week to support your online 

courses (meetings)] 

No Count 19 50 

% of Total 7.9% 20.9% 

To some extent Count 23 100 

% of Total 9.6% 41.8% 

To a great extent Count 22 89 

% of Total 9.2% 37.2% 

Total Count 64 239 

% of Total 26.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 13.832a 4 .008 .008  

Likelihood Ratio 16.065 4 .003 .003  

Fisher's Exact Test 15.521   .004  

Linear-by-Linear Association .009b 1 .926 .958 .484 

N of Valid Cases 239     
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .042 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.39. 

b. The standardized statistic is .093. 

 

 
 

3.9.4 Which were the biggest challenges to turn a “face-to-face” course to fully 

online form after the COVID- 19 outbreak? [To remove some material/part or 

“deteriorate” your class in any sense, in order to facilitate the fully online mode] * 

Country 

Crosstab 

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

3.9 Which were the biggest No Count 17 87 104 
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challenges to turn a “face-to-

face” course to fully online 

form after the COVID- 19 

outbreak? [To remove some 

material/part or “deteriorate” 

your class in any sense, in 

order to facilitate the fully 

online mode] 

% of Total 7.4% 37.7% 45.0% 

To some extent Count 18 68 86 

% of Total 7.8% 29.4% 37.2% 

To a great extent Count 15 26 41 

% of Total 

6.5% 11.3% 17.7% 

Total Count 50 181 231 

% of Total 21.6% 78.4% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 7.144a 2 .028 .027  

Likelihood Ratio 6.611 2 .037 .039  

Fisher's Exact Test 6.714   .035  

Linear-by-Linear Association 6.219b 1 .013 .014 .009 

N of Valid Cases 231     

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .004 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.87. 

b. The standardized statistic is -2.494. 
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4.5 Did/ Do you think that special (re)training of teaching staff is needed for 

elearning (either technical or instructional)? 

 

Change 4.5 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Positive change of two levels 4 1,7 1,7 1,7 

Positive change of one level 38 15,9 15,9 17,6 

No change 170 71,1 71,1 88,7 

Negative change of one level 27 11,3 11,3 100,0 

Total 239 100,0 100,0  

 

 

Crosstab 

Count   

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

Change 4.5 Positive change of two levels 3 1 4 

Positive change of one level 11 25 36 
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No change 33 132 165 

Negative change of one level 3 23 26 

Total 50 181 231 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6 What kind of learning environment did/ do you prefer to work in?     [After 

COVID-19] * Country 

Crosstab 

 

Country 

Total France Greece 

4.6 What kind of 

learning environment did/ do 

you prefer to work in?     

[After COVID-19] 

Face-to-face Count 28 68 96 

% of Total 12.1% 29.4% 41.6% 

Blended Count 19 77 96 

% of Total 8.2% 33.3% 41.6% 

Online Count 0 28 28 

% of Total 0.0% 12.1% 12.1% 

No preference Count 3 8 11 

% of Total 1.3% 3.5% 4.8% 

Total Count 50 181 231 

% of Total 21.6% 78.4% 100.0% 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Point 

Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 10,229a 3 ,017 ,017   

Likelihood Ratio 8,795 3 ,032 ,033   

Fisher's Exact Test 8,804   ,024   

Linear-by-Linear Association 7,824b 1 ,005 ,006 ,004 ,002 

N of Valid Cases 231      

a. 2 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,87. 

b. The standardized statistic is 2,797. 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11.337a 3 .010 .010  

Likelihood Ratio 17.029 3 .001 .001  

Fisher's Exact Test 13.995   .002  

Linear-by-Linear Association 5.361b 1 .021 .021 .011 

N of Valid Cases 231     

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .005 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.38. 

b. The standardized statistic is 2.315. 
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4.7 Select the key factors (up to 3) that would motivate you to further intergrate 

ICT in your teaching activities. 

 

Tenure decisions and other professional advancement * Age 

Crosstab 

 

Age 

40 or less 41-50 51 or plus 

Tenure decisions and other 

professional advancement 

No Count 15 76 104 

% within Tenure decisions 

and other professional 

advancement 

7.7% 39.0% 53.3% 

% within Age 60.0% 85.4% 83.2% 

% of Total 6.3% 31.8% 43.5% 

Yes Count 10 13 21 

% within Tenure decisions 

and other professional 

advancement 

22.7% 29.5% 47.7% 

% within Age 40.0% 14.6% 16.8% 

% of Total 4.2% 5.4% 8.8% 

Total Count 25 89 125 

% within Tenure decisions 

and other professional 

advancement 

10.5% 37.2% 52.3% 

% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 10.5% 37.2% 52.3% 

 

 

 

 



[263] 
 

Crosstab 

 Total 

Tenure decisions and other professional 

advancement 

No Count 195 

% within Tenure decisions and other 

professional advancement 
100.0% 

% within Age 81.6% 

% of Total 81.6% 

Yes Count 44 

% within Tenure decisions and other 

professional advancement 
100.0% 

% within Age 18.4% 

% of Total 18.4% 

Total Count 239 

% within Tenure decisions and other 

professional advancement 
100.0% 

% within Age 100.0% 

% of Total 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 8.831a 2 .012 .013  

Likelihood Ratio 7.428 2 .024 .026  

Fisher's Exact Test 7.677   .021  

Linear-by-Linear Association 5.398b 1 .020 .023 .016 

N of Valid Cases 239     
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .006 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.60. 

b. The standardized statistic is -2.323. 

 

Release time to design/ redesign my courses * Area 

Crosstab 

 

Area 

Humanities-

Social Sciences 

Engineering - 

Information - Computer 

Sciences 

Release time to design/ 

redesign my courses 

No Count 48 31 

% within Release time to 

design/ redesign my courses 
40.3% 26.1% 

% within Area 48.0% 41.3% 

% of Total 20.1% 13.0% 

Yes Count 52 44 

% within Release time to 

design/ redesign my courses 
43.3% 36.7% 

% within Area 52.0% 58.7% 

% of Total 21.8% 18.4% 

Total Count 100 75 
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% within Release time to 

design/ redesign my courses 
41.8% 31.4% 

% within Area 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 41.8% 31.4% 

 

Crosstab 

 

Area 

Total Other 

Release time to design/ redesign 

my courses 

No Count 40 119 

% within Release time to design/ 

redesign my courses 
33.6% 100.0% 

% within Area 62.5% 49.8% 

% of Total 16.7% 49.8% 

Yes Count 24 120 

% within Release time to design/ 

redesign my courses 
20.0% 100.0% 

% within Area 37.5% 50.2% 

% of Total 10.0% 50.2% 

Total Count 64 239 

% within Release time to design/ 

redesign my courses 
26.8% 100.0% 

% within Area 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 26.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) Exact Sig. (1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.409a 2 .041 .042  
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Likelihood Ratio 6.463 2 .039 .041  

Fisher's Exact Test 6.385   .042  

Linear-by-Linear Association 2.474b 1 .116 .132 .068 

N of Valid Cases 239     

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Point Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square  

Likelihood Ratio  

Fisher's Exact Test  

Linear-by-Linear Association .018 

N of Valid Cases  

 

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.87. 

b. The standardized statistic is -1.573. 
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Appendix G: Summary of the dissertation in Greek 
 

 

 

1. Εισαγωγή 

 

Τα τελευταία χρόνια, η ραγδαία ανάπτυξη της τεχνολογίας έχει εισβάλει σε κάθε 

τομέα της ζωής μας και έχει επιφέρει μεγάλες αλλαγές ακόμα και στον τρόπο με τον 

οποίο μαθαίνουμε. Η εισαγωγή των Τεχνολογιών Πληροφορίας και Επικοινωνίας 

(ΤΠΕ) στην Εκπαίδευση έχει ως αποτέλεσμα την χρήση νέων μεθόδων διδασκαλίας και 

την αλλαγή της παραδοσιακής (δια ζώσης) μεθόδου. Ιδιαίτερο ενδιαφέρον παρουσιάζει 

το γεγονός ότι η χρήση των ΤΠΕ και της ηλεκτρονικής μάθησης (e-learning) 

υιοθετείται όλο και περισσότερο από τα Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα σε όλο τον 

κόσμο. Στις μέρες μας, η ξαφνική εμφάνιση του Κορωνοϊού έχει ως αποτέλεσμα πολλά 

πανεπιστήμια να μεταφέρουν και να συνεχίζουν τα μαθήματα τους διαδικτυακά 

προσπαθώντας με τον τρόπο αυτό να εμποδίσουν την εξάπλωση του ιού (Hodges et al., 

2020). 

 

 

2. Μεθοδολογία Έρευνας 

 

Η παρούσα έρευνα στοχεύει να εξετάσει το e-learning στην Τριτοβάθμια 

Εκπαίδευση πριν και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. Πιο συγκεκριμένα, η έρευνα 

επικεντρώνεται στη θέση που κατέχει το e-learning στα Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά 

Ιδρύματα καθώς και στις αντιλήψεις των καθηγητών Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης στο 

θέμα του e-learning πριν και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. Ακόμη, ο ερευνητής 

στοχεύει στη διερεύνηση των πιθανών διαφορών που εντοπίζονται ανά ηλικία, βαθμό 

και γνωστικό αντικείμενο των καθηγητών. Δεδομένου ότι η ομάδα-στόχος είναι 

καθηγητές Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης στην Ελλάδα και τη Γαλλία, ο ερευνητής 
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προσπαθεί να διερευνήσει και τις πιθανές διαφορές που εντοπίζονται ανά χώρα. 

Συνεπώς, ο ερευνητής προσπαθεί να διερευνήσει: 

 τη θέση του e-learning στα Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα πριν και μετά την 

εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού 

 την εμπειρία των καθηγητών Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης στο e-learning πριν και 

μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού, καθώς και τις νέες προκλήσεις που αυτοί 

κλήθηκαν να αντιμετωπίσουν μετά την εξάπλωση της πανδημίας 

 την άποψη των καθηγητών Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης για το e-learning πριν 

και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού 

«Οι έρευνες για το e-learning στην Ανώτατη Εκπαίδευση συνήθως διεξάγονταν σε 

εθνικό επίπεδο ή σε επίπεδο τάξης και επικεντρωνόταν σε νομικά, τεχνικά και 

διδακτικά θέματα» (Gaebel et al., 2014, σ.13). Η καινοτομία της έρευνας αυτής έγκειται 

στο γεγονός της χρήσης για πρώτη φορά ενός ερωτηματολογίου όπου μέσω αυτού θα 

αξιολογηθεί το e-learning στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση πριν και μετά την εξάπλωση 

του Κορωνοϊού με δείγμα καθηγητές Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης στην Ελλάδα και τη 

Γαλλία. 

Στην παρούσα έρευνα ο όρος e-learning περιλαμβάνει όλους τους τύπους/ μορφές 

μάθησης που περιέχουν ως ένα βαθμό τη χρήση των ΤΠΕ με σκοπό να υποστηρίξουν 

τη μάθηση, τη διδασκαλία ή και τα δύο, μέσα σε διαφορετικά πλαίσια 

(συμπεριλαμβανομένων της δια ζώσης μάθησης (face-to-face learning), της 

διαδικτυακής μάθησης (online learning) και της μικτής μάθησης (blended learning)).  

Ο ερευνητής επέλεξε την ποσοτική μέθοδο συλλογής δεδομένων. Πιο συγκεκριμένα, 

χρησιμοποίησε ένα διαδικτυακό ερωτηματολόγιο. Το ερωτηματολόγιο κατασκευάστηκε 

παράλληλα με τη βιβλιογραφική επισκόπηση και συγγραφή της εργασίας (από 

01/02/2020 έως 18/05/2020). Η διαδικτυακή έρευνα διήρκησε τέσσερις εβδομάδες, από 

19/05/2020 έως 15/06/2020. Τελικά, συγκεντρώθηκαν 239 ερωτηματολόγια. Η 

επεξεργασία των δεδομένων έγινε με την καταχώρηση των ερωτηματολογίων στο 

SPSS. Οι  δύο τελευταίες, ανοιχτού τύπου, ερωτήσεις εξαιρέθηκαν από τη στατιστική 

επεξεργασία και αναλύθηκαν με ποιοτικό τρόπο, ενώ η απάντηση τους ήταν 

προαιρετική στο ερωτηματολόγιο. 
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3. Θεωρητικό πλαίσιο  

 

Με βάση τη βιβλιογραφική έρευνα, γίνεται προσπάθεια να γίνει πιο κατανοητή η 

έννοια του e-learning. Αρχικά, γίνεται αναφορά σε κομβικά σημεία στην ιστορική 

εξέλιξη της ηλεκτρονικής μάθησης και στον αντίκτυπο που έχει η εξάπλωση του 

Κορωνοϊού. Επιπλέον,  παρουσιάζονται οι διάφορες μορφές/ τύποι του e-learning στην 

Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση καθώς και τα εργαλεία που χρησιμοποιούνται κατά τη 

διδακτική αυτή μέθοδο. Τέλος, γίνεται αναφορά στα πλεονεκτήματα και τα 

μειονεκτήματα της ηλεκτρονικής μάθησης, όπως αυτά εμφανίζονται στη βιβλιογραφία 

και παρουσιάζονται τα αποτελέσματα προηγούμενων ερευνών πάνω στο e-learning 

στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση. 

 

3.1 Ορισμός E-Learning 

Οι μελετητές ισχυρίζονται ότι είναι δύσκολο να συγκλίνουν στο να βρεθεί ένας 

κοινά αποδεκτός ορισμός για τον όρο ηλεκτρονική μάθηση (Arkorful & Abaidoo, 

2015). Οι Holmes και Gardner (2006) πιστεύουν ότι είναι τόσοι οι ορισμοί για την 

ηλεκτρονική μάθηση όσα και τα επιστημονικά άρθρα που έχουν γραφεί γι' αυτό το 

θέμα.  Ενδεικτικά αναφέρονται οι παρακάτω ορισμοί: 

 Ο Horton (2006) ορίζει ως e-learning «…τη χρήση τεχνολογιών πληροφορικής 

και ηλεκτρονικών υπολογιστών για τη δημιουργία μαθησιακών εμπειριών» 

(σ.1). 

 Σύμφωνα με τους Clark και Mayer (2016) το e-learning ορίζεται ως 

«…εκπαίδευση μέσω μιας ψηφιακής συσκευής που έχει σχεδιαστεί για να 

υποστηρίξει την μάθηση» (σ.35). 

Το 2012 πραγματοποιήθηκε ένα ερευνητικό έργο με σκοπό να υπάρξει συμφωνία 

ενός ενιαίου ορισμού για το e-learning. Ο ορισμός στον οποίο κατέληξε η ομάδα των 

εμπειρογνωμόνων είναι: « Το e-learning είναι μια προσέγγιση στη διδασκαλία και στη 

μάθηση, που αντιπροσωπεύει το σύνολο ή μέρος του εκπαιδευτικού μοντέλου που 

εφαρμόζεται, που βασίζεται στη χρήση των ηλεκτρονικών μέσων και συσκευών ως 

εργαλεία για τη βελτίωση στην πρόσβαση της εκπαίδευσης, την επικοινωνία και την 
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αλληλεπίδραση και που διευκολύνει την υιοθέτηση νέων τρόπων κατανόησης και 

ανάπτυξης της μάθησης» (Sangra et al., 2012, σ.152). 

 

3.2 Ιστορική αναδρομή του E-Learning – Εξάπλωση του Κορονοϊού 

«Στην ιστορία του e-learning, είναι σημαντικό να σημειωθεί ότι δεν υπάρχει μια 

ενιαία εξελικτική γραμμή» (Nicholson, 2007, σ.1). Το e-learning δεν αποτελεί ένα νέο 

φαινόμενο στο χώρο της εκπαίδευσης. Θα μπορούσε να υποστηριχθεί ότι οι ιστορικές 

ρίζες του βρίσκονται στην περίοδο που αρχίζει η διδασκαλία μέσω αλληλογραφίας και 

οι βασικές αρχές του εμφανίζονται κατά το 19ο αιώνα (Horton, 2001). Μέσα από την 

εξέλιξη της τεχνολογίας εξελίσσεται και η ηλεκτρονική μάθηση. Στις μέρες μας, η 

εισαγωγή των ΤΠΕ και η εξάπλωση του Διαδικτύου έχουν ενισχύσει σημαντικά την 

χρήση του e-learning ως διδακτική μέθοδο.  

Κομβικό σημείο στην ιστορία και την εξέλιξη του e-learning πιθανόν θα αποτελέσει 

η εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού/ Covid-19. Εξαιτίας της εμφάνισης του Κορωνοϊού, πολλά 

Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα ζήτησαν από το διδακτικό προσωπικό τους να 

μεταφέρουν και να συνεχίσουν τα μαθήματα τους διαδικτυακά, προσπαθώντας με αυτό 

τον τρόπο να εμποδίσουν την εξάπλωση του ιού. Ο αριθμός των πανεπιστημίων που 

επιλέγει το e-learning και τα διαδικτυακά μαθήματα αυξάνεται συνεχώς (Hodges et al., 

2020). 

 

3.3 Μορφές E-Learning 

Σύμφωνα με τους Wagner et al. (2008) υπάρχουν τέσσερα χαρακτηριστικά - 

κριτήρια που καθορίζουν τη μορφή και τη διάσταση του e-learning και τον τρόπο που 

αυτό υλοποιείται. 

 Mε βάση το κριτήριο της συγχρονικότητας  

Η ηλεκτρονική μάθηση μπορεί να είναι σύγχρονη (synchronous e-learning) ή 

ασύγχρονη (asynchronous e-learning). Η σύγχρονη ηλεκτρονική μάθηση διεξάγεται σε 
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πραγματικό χρόνο ενώ η ασύγχρονη διεξάγεται σε ευέλικτο χρόνο (Wagner et al., 

2008). 

 Με βάση το κριτήριο του χώρου/ τοποθεσίας 

Οι εκπαιδευόμενοι ή και ο εκπαιδευτής μπορεί να βρίσκονται στον ίδιο χώρο (όπως 

συμβαίνει στη δια ζώσης διδασκαλία) ή να βρίσκονται σε διαφορετικούς χώρους (όπως 

συμβαίνει στην εξ’ αποστάσεως εκπαίδευση) (Gunasekaran et al., 2002, όπως 

αναφέρεται στο Wagner et al., 2008). 

 Με βάση το κριτήριο της ανεξαρτησίας  

Η ηλεκτρονική μάθηση μπορεί να διαφέρει ως προς το βαθμό της συνεργασίας που 

απαιτείται. Κάποια μαθήματα μπορεί να είναι είτε ατομικά και ανεξάρτητα είτε να 

απαιτούν συνεργασία και να έχουν στοιχεία της ομαδικής μάθησης (Jack and Curt, 

2001, όπως αναφέρεται στο Wagner et al., 2008). 

 Με βάση το κριτήριο του τρόπου λειτουργίας  

Η πρόσβαση σε ορισμένα μαθήματα μπορεί να είναι αποκλειστικά ηλεκτρονική (με 

ή χωρίς καθοδηγητή) ενώ σε άλλα μαθήματα μπορεί να είναι μεικτή με συνδυασμό 

ηλεκτρονικού μαθήματος και παράδοσης στην αίθουσα διδασκαλίας (Jack and Curt, 

2001, όπως αναφέρεται στο Wagner et al., 2008). 

 

3.4 Εργαλεία E-Learning 

Στις μέρες μας υπάρχει μια πληθώρα εργαλείων που μπορούν να χρησιμοποιηθούν 

στην ηλεκτρονική μάθηση και τα οποία είναι διαθέσιμα στην Ανώτατη Εκπαίδευση 

(Aljawarneh, 2020). Τα Συστήματα Διαχείρισης Μάθησης (LMS) χρησιμοποιούνται 

ευρέως στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση (Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). Τα 

Συστήματα Διαχείρισης Μάθησης που χρησιμοποιούνται πιο συχνά είναι το Blackboard  

και το Moodle (Aljawarneh, 2020). 

Ακόμη, η εμφάνιση του Web 2.0 και των Web 2.0 εργαλείων συντέλεσε στην 

επιπλέον βελτίωση της ποιότητας της διδασκαλίας και της μάθησης στην Τριτοβάθμια 

Εκπαίδευση (Ahmed et al., 2016). Υπάρχουν διάφορα είδη Web 2.0 εργαλείων (Bower, 
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2015) τα οποία οι καθηγητές χρησιμοποιούν κατά τη διδασκαλία τους (Mijares at al., 

2017).  

 

3.5 Πλεονεκτήματα και Μειονεκτήματα του E-Learning 

Το e-learning ως μέθοδος εκπαίδευσης στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση παρουσιάζει 

μια σειρά από σημαντικά πλεονεκτήματα αλλά και κάποια μειονεκτήματα. Στη 

συνέχεια, αναφέρονται συνοπτικά τα πλεονεκτήματα του e-learning, όπως αναφέρονται 

στη βιβλιογραφία (Al-Azawei et al., 2016. Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010. Arkorful & 

Abaidoo, 2015. Bichsel, 2013. Klein & Ware, 2003. Wentling et al., 2000. Zhang et al., 

2004): 

 Ευελιξία σε σχέση με το χώρο και το χρόνο μάθησης και διδασκαλίας, εύκολη 

πρόσβαση σε πληροφορίες 

 Μάθηση με βάση τις ατομικές ανάγκες των μαθητών, ατομικός/ 

προσαρμοζόμενος ρυθμός μάθησης και μαθητοκεντρικό περιβάλλον 

 Αποτελεσματική επικοινωνία, αλληλεπίδραση, συνεργατική  μάθηση 

 Ενίσχυση της ποιότητας διδασκαλίας, αποτελεσματική διδασκαλία και μάθηση 

 Διάδραση/ αλληλεπίδραση, ευκολία στο διαμοιρασμό των δεδομένων 

αξιολόγησης 

 Ευκολία εποπτείας/ επίβλεψης και παρακολούθηση των μαθητικών 

δραστηριοτήτων 

 Αυξημένος αριθμός εγγραφών φοιτητών 

 Μειωμένο κόστος για τους εκπαιδευτικούς οργανισμούς και τους 

εκπαιδευόμενους/ φοιτητές 

Ακολουθούν συνοπτικά τα μειονεκτήματα του e-learning, όπως αναφέρονται στη 

βιβλιογραφία (Al-Soraiey-Alqahtani, 2010. Arkorful & Abaidoo, 2015. Hameed et al., 

2008. Klein & Ware, 2003): 

 Μη επαρκής ανάπτυξη των απαραίτητων δεξιοτήτων του μαθητή  

 Αποτελεσματική εφαρμογή μόνο σε ορισμένους εκπαιδευτικούς κλάδους-τομείς  

 Έλλειψη ουσιαστικής αλληλεπίδρασης  
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 Περιορισμός του ρόλου του εκπαιδευτή ως υπεύθυνου της μαθησιακής 

διαδικασίας  

 Μη αντικειμενική αξιολόγηση 

 Προβλήματα λογοκλοπής, αντιγραφής και κατοχύρωσης των πνευματικών 

δικαιωμάτων του εκπαιδευτικού υλικού 

 Υψηλό κόστος  

 

 

4. Συμπεράσματα 

 

4.1 Το E-Learning στα Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα πριν και μετά την 

εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού 

Από τα αποτελέσματα της έρευνας συμπεραίνεται ότι τα Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά 

Ιδρύματα μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού κατέφυγαν στo e-learning και πιο 

συγκεκριμένα, κυρίως στα διαδικτυακά μαθήματα. Όπως αναμενόταν, αυτή η μεγάλη 

αύξηση των διαδικτυακών μαθημάτων καταγράφει, σε μεγάλο βαθμό, την υποχρεωτική 

μετάβαση στην ηλεκτρονική μάθηση κατά τη διάρκεια του Κορωνοϊού. Πριν την 

εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού τα περισσότερα πανεπιστήμια προσέφεραν μαθήματα μικτής 

μάθησης (blended learning). Αντίθετα, μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού, τα 

περισσότερα πανεπιστήμια προσέφεραν διαδικτυακά μαθήματα, επιβεβαιώνοντας έτσι 

και το θεωρητικό κομμάτι αυτής της έρευνας σύμφωνα με το οποίο τα πανεπιστήμια 

προκειμένου να ανταπεξέλθουν στις νέες συνθήκες και να επιτύχουν την απρόσκοπτη 

συνέχιση της μαθησιακής διαδικασίας στράφηκαν στη διαδικτυακή μάθηση (online 

learning). Ακόμη, συμπεραίνεται ότι τα πανεπιστήμια προκειμένου να ανταπεξέλθουν 

στις ανάγκες που προέκυψαν από την εντυπωσιακή αύξηση στη χρήση του e-learning 

και των διαδικτυακών μαθημάτων άρχισαν να προσφέρουν περισσότερες παροχές στο 

διδακτικό προσωπικό. 
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4.2 Η εμπειρία των καθηγητών Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης στο e-learning πριν και 

μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού – Νέες προκλήσεις 

H στροφή στο e-learning αποδεικνύεται και από την συντριπτική πλειοψηφία των 

καθηγητών που απέκτησαν περισσότερη εμπειρία/ έκθεση στο e-learning, πιο 

συγκεκριμένα στη διαδικτυακή μάθηση, μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. Ο 

σημαντικός ρόλος και η αποτελεσματικότητα των e-learning εργαλείων επιβεβαιώνεται 

από το ότι άρχισαν να χρησιμοποιούνται πολύ περισσότερο μετά την εξάπλωση του 

Κορωνοϊού αλλά και από το ότι οι περισσότεροι καθηγητές πιστεύουν ότι αυτά τα 

εργαλεία ενισχύουν σημαντικά τη μαθησιακή διδασκαλία, έπειτα από την εμπειρία τους 

κατά την διάρκεια του Κορωνοϊού.  

Το γεγονός ότι περισσότεροι καθηγητές χρειάζονται υποστήριξη (είτε τεχνική είτε 

εκπαιδευτική) στη διδακτική τους πρακτική πιθανόν αποδεικνύει ότι η ξαφνική 

εμφάνιση του Covid-19 και η απότομη-γρήγορη στροφή στο e-learning δημιούργησε 

την ανάγκη στο εκπαιδευτικό προσωπικό για περαιτέρω στήριξη γεγονός που φέρνει 

στην επιφάνεια πιθανές αδυναμίες τόσο των εκπαιδευτικών όσο και των πανεπιστημίων 

στη χρήση και εφαρμογή του e-learning. Ωστόσο, το ότι τελικά οι περισσότεροι 

καθηγητές αξιολογούν την υποστήριξη που τα πανεπιστήμια τους πρόσφεραν θετικά 

δείχνει ότι η εμφάνιση του Covid-19 έδωσε την ευκαιρία στα πανεπιστήμια να δείξουν 

ότι, παρά τις αδυναμίες τους, μπορούν να σταθούν στο ύψος των περιστάσεων και να 

ανταποκριθούν στις απαιτήσεις των εκπαιδευτικών για υποστήριξη στο e-learning 

μειώνοντας σημαντικά το ποσοστό των «δυσαρεστημένων» εκπαιδευτικών σε σχέση με 

την περίοδο πριν την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. 

Τέλος, το ότι οι καθηγητές αναγκάστηκαν να αντιμετωπίσουν σε μεγαλύτερο ή 

μικρότερο βαθμό νέες προκλήσεις δείχνει τις διαφορετικές πλευρές του e-learning, πιο 

συγκεκριμένα του online learning, σε σχέση με την παραδοσιακή μάθηση αλλά 

επιβεβαιώνει και τις νέες ανάγκες που προέκυψαν για επιπλέον στήριξη των καθηγητών 

στο e-learning. H πιο σημαντική πρόκληση που αντιμετώπισαν οι περισσότεροι 

καθηγητές ήταν να βρουν τρόπους για να αυξήσουν την αλληλεπίδραση μεταξύ αυτών 

και των μαθητών γεγονός που αναδεικνύει τον καταλυτικό ρόλο της αλληλεπίδρασης 

για την αποτελεσματική διεξαγωγή του μαθήματος στο επίκεντρο του οποίου είναι ο 

μαθητής, κάτι που είναι απαραίτητο τόσο στα e-learning μαθήματα όσο και στα  

παραδοσιακά, δια ζώσης μαθήματα. 
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4.3 Η άποψη των καθηγητών Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης για το e-learning πριν 

και μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού 

Από τα αποτελέσματα της έρευνας συμπεραίνεται ότι ενισχύθηκε η θετική στάση 

των καθηγητών απέναντι στο e-learning μετά την εκτεταμένη χρήση του που επέβαλε η 

νέα πραγματικότητα. Πολλοί περισσότεροι καθηγητές περιγράφουν ως θετική τη στάση 

τους απέναντι στην ηλεκτρονική μάθηση, αναγνωρίζουν περισσότερο τα 

πλεονεκτήματά της και προτιμούν να διδάσκουν σε μεικτό ή διαδικτυακό μαθησιακό 

περιβάλλον μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. Πιο συγκεκριμένα, οι περισσότεροι 

καθηγητές προτιμούν να διδάσκουν σε μεικτό μαθησιακό περιβάλλον μετά την 

εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού, σε αντίθεση με την προτίμηση τους να διδάσκουν σε 

παραδοσιακό μαθησιακό περιβάλλον, δια ζώσης, πριν την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού. 

Ωστόσο, οι καθηγητές που ήταν επιφυλακτικοί απέναντι στο e-learning πριν την  

εξάπλωση του Covid-19 παρέμειναν επιφυλακτικοί και μετά την εξάπλωση του Covid-

19.  

Ακόμη, οι περισσότεροι καθηγητές πιστεύουν ότι η ηλεκτρονική μάθηση απαιτεί 

κάποια έστω αρχική εκπαίδευση ή προετοιμασία και ότι υπάρχει ακόμα ανάγκη για 

ειδική (επαν)εκπαίδευση του διδακτικού προσωπικού στο e-learning αποδεικνύοντας 

ότι υπάρχουν/ έχουν ακόμα δυσκολίες. Ωστόσο, παρά τις δυσκολίες τους, οι 

περισσότεροι καθηγητές νοιώθουν έτοιμοι να διδάξουν ένα μάθημα αποκλειστικά 

διαδικτυακά κάτι που αποδεικνύει πόσο τους βοήθησε αυτή η ξαφνική έκθεση/ εμπειρία 

στη διαδικτυακή εκπαίδευση.  

 

4.4 Μεταβολές των στάσεων των εκπαιδευτικών 

Αναφορικά με τις μεταβολές των στάσεων των εκπαιδευτικών στο θέμα του e- 

learning στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση λόγω της εμφάνισης του Covid-19 

συμπεραίνεται ότι αυτές είναι ανεξάρτητες από την βαθμίδα των καθηγητών. Αντίθετα, 

παρατηρείται ότι οι μεταβολές των στάσεων των εκπαιδευτικών εξαρτώνται από την 

ηλικία τους, το γνωστικό τους αντικείμενο και τη χώρα που βρίσκονται τα 

πανεπιστήμια που αυτοί διδάσκουν. 
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4.4.1 Μεταβολές των στάσεων των εκπαιδευτικών ανά  Χώρα 

Λόγω της εμφάνισης του Covid-19, αναφορικά με τη χώρα που βρίσκονται τα 

Ανώτατα Εκπαιδευτικά Ιδρύματα που οι καθηγητές διδάσκουν, αποδεικνύεται ότι οι 

καθηγητές στα ελληνικά πανεπιστήμια ήταν πιο φιλικοί και είχαν τη δυνατότητα να 

εξοικειωθούν και να αποκτήσουν περισσότερη εμπειρία στα διαδικτυακά μαθήματα σε 

σχέση με τους καθηγητές των γαλλικών πανεπιστημίων. Από την άλλη πλευρά, οι 

καθηγητές στα γαλλικά πανεπιστήμια σε αντίθεση με τους καθηγητές των ελληνικών 

πανεπιστημίων, είχαν τη δυνατότητα να εξοικειωθούν και να αποκτήσουν περισσότερη 

εμπειρία σε κάποια e-learning εργαλεία. 

Οι καθηγητές  στα ελληνικά πανεπιστήμια είναι πιο ευχαριστημένοι από την στήριξη 

που δέχθηκαν από τα πανεπιστήμιά τους. Aπό την άλλη πλευρά, οι καθηγητές στα 

γαλλικά πανεπιστήμια πιστεύουν περισσότερο ότι υπάρχει ακόμα ανάγκη για ειδική 

(επαν)εκπαίδευση του διδακτικού προσωπικού στο e-learning. Aκόμα, παρατηρείται ότι 

οι καθηγητές στα γαλλικά πανεπιστήμια δυσκολεύτηκαν περισσότερο από τους 

καθηγητές στα ελληνικά πανεπιστήμια καθώς αντιμετώπισαν περισσότερες προκλήσεις 

στην προσπάθεια τους να ανταποκριθούν στις νέες απαιτήσεις και τα νέα δεδομένα. Οι 

περισσότερες δυσκολίες των καθηγητών των γαλλικών πανεπιστημίων πιθανόν 

επηρεάζουν και την άποψη τους καθώς η πλειοψηφία τους προτιμά το παραδοσιακό, 

δια ζώσης μαθησιακό περιβάλλον. Αντίθετα, η πλειοψηφία των καθηγητών των 

ελληνικών πανεπιστημίων προτιμούν το μεικτό μαθησιακό περιβάλλον. Επιπλέον, 

φαίνεται ότι οι δυσκολίες των καθηγητών των γαλλικών πανεπιστημίων πιθανόν να 

είχαν αντίκτυπο και στους φοιτητές στη Γαλλία  οι οποίοι είτε δεν ήταν τόσο εύκολο να 

ανταποκριθούν στο e-learning είτε δεν έμειναν τόσο ευχαριστημένοι με τον νέο τρόπο 

διδασκαλίας καθώς παρουσιάστηκε μείωση στη συμμετοχή τους στα μαθήματα κατά τη 

διάρκεια του Covid-19 σε σχέση με την Ελλάδα. 

Συνεπώς, πιθανόν να απαιτείται μεγαλύτερη προσπάθεια και οργάνωση από τα 

γαλλικά πανεπιστήμια και το διδακτικό τους προσωπικό ώστε να μπορούν να 

χρησιμοποιούν το e-learning πιο αποτελεσματικά και να καταφέρουν να ανταπεξέλθουν 

καλύτερα τόσο σε μια νέα e-learning πρόκληση όσο και στη νέα κατάσταση που 

διαμορφώνεται στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση, όπου το e-learning έχει αποκτήσει πιο 

σημαντική θέση. 
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5. Περιορισμοί 

 

Κατά τη διάρκεια της παρούσας έρευνας προέκυψαν συγκεκριμένοι περιορισμοί. 

Αρχικά, ο ερευνητής δεν είχε τόσο εύκολη πρόσβαση στους καθηγητές των γαλλικών 

πανεπιστημίων σε σχέση με την πρόσβαση στους καθηγητές των ελληνικών 

πανεπιστημίων με αποτέλεσμα να συγκεντρώσει λιγότερες απαντήσεις από αυτούς. 

Ακόμη, το γεγονός ότι υπάρχει διαφορετική σύσταση στο δείγμα των καθηγητών των 

γαλλικών πανεπιστημίων και στο αντίστοιχο δείγμα των καθηγητών των ελληνικών 

πανεπιστημίων ανά γνωστικό αντικείμενο δημιουργεί περιορισμούς και δεν μπορεί να 

οδηγήσει στην διεξαγωγή ασφαλών συμπερασμάτων ανά χώρα. Επιπλέον, έγινε 

προσπάθεια από τον ερευνητή να συμπεριληφθούν στην έρευνα καθηγητές δημόσιων 

αλλά και ιδιωτικών πανεπιστημίων και στις 2 χώρες η οποία όμως δεν ήταν επιτυχής 

λόγω περιορισμένης πρόσβασης.  

Το χρονικό διάστημα που διεξήχθη η έρευνα ήταν μεταβατικό καθώς ήταν αρκετά 

σύντομα σε σχέση με την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού με αποτέλεσμα οι καθηγητές 

πιθανόν να ήταν πολύ πιεσμένοι με την νέα κατάσταση στην οποία έπρεπε να 

ανταπεξέλθουν αλλά και να μην είχαν ολοκληρωμένη άποψη γύρω από τα ερωτήματα 

στα οποία κλήθηκαν να απαντήσουν. Ακόμη, επειδή κατά το χρονικό διάστημα 

διεξαγωγής της έρευνας οι χώρες γενικά, και τα πανεπιστήμιά τους πιο ειδικά, είναι 

πιθανόν να βρισκόταν σε διαφορετική φάση σε σχέση με το τρόπο λειτουργίας τους, 

πολλοί καθηγητές ίσως απάντησαν βάσει διαφορετικού κριτηρίου στις ερωτήσεις που 

αναφερόταν στην “μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού” κατάσταση. Πιο συγκεκριμένα, 

οι καθηγητές που εξακολουθούσαν ακόμα να διδάσκουν αποκλειστικά διαδικτυακά 

πιθανόν το “μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού” να το ερμήνευσαν ως “κατά τη 

διάρκεια του Covid-19” ενώ αυτοί που είχαν αρχίσει να διδάσκουν σταδιακά δια ζώσης 

πιθανόν το “μετά την εξάπλωση του Κορωνοϊού” να το ερμήνευσαν ως “μετά τον 

Covid-19”.  

Τέλος, ο ερευνητής, λόγω πίεσης χρόνου, εφάρμοσε μόνο ποσοτική έρευνα και δεν 

υπήρξε η δυνατότητα για συνδυασμό ποσοτικής και ουσιαστικής ποιοτικής έρευνας. 

Ωστόσο, μέσα στο ερωτηματολόγιο υπήρξαν 2 ανοικτού τύπου ερωτήσεις στις οποίες οι 



[278] 
 

καθηγητές κλήθηκαν να απαντήσουν ελεύθερα και τις οποίες ο ερευνητής ανέλυσε με 

ποιοτικό τρόπο. 

 

 

6. Προτάσεις για περεταίρω έρευνα 

 

Παρόλο που τα αποτελέσματα της έρευνας ήταν ενθαρρυντικά, υπάρχει χώρος για 

περαιτέρω έρευνα. Πιο συγκεκριμένα, μια παρόμοια έρευνα θα μπορούσε να 

περιλαμβάνει μεγαλύτερο δείγμα  καθηγητών στην περίπτωση της Γαλλίας. Ακόμα, μια 

παρόμοια έρευνα θα μπορούσε να περιλαμβάνει μεγαλύτερο δείγμα –καθηγητών και 

από τον δημόσιο και από τον ιδιωτικό τομέα εξίσου στην Ελλάδα και στην Γαλλία, 

καθώς στην παρούσα έρευνα η συντριπτική πλειοψηφία των καθηγητών προερχόταν 

από τον δημόσιο τομέα. 

Μια άλλη πρόταση περιλαμβάνει την διεξαγωγή μιας παρόμοιας έρευνας πιο μετά 

χρονικά (μετά τον Κορωνοϊό) με μεγαλύτερο δείγμα, κυρίως στη περίπτωση της 

Γαλλίας –καθηγητές Τριτοβάθμιας Εκπαίδευσης που δουλεύουν είτε στον δημόσιο είτε 

στον ιδιωτικό τομέα στην Ελλάδα και στη Γαλλία– όπου ο ερευνητής θα χρησιμοποιεί 

τόσο ποσοτικές όσο και ποιοτικές μεθόδους συλλογής δεδομένων. Επιπλέον, ειδικό 

ενδιαφέρον πρέπει να δοθεί στο θέμα των e-learning εργαλείων και της 

αποτελεσματικότητας τους, την ανάγκη των καθηγητών για υποστήριξη, την 

ουσιαστική συμμετοχή των φοιτητών στα μαθήματα κατά τη διάρκεια του Κορωνοϊού, 

τη στάση των καθηγητών απέναντι στο e-learning, τη χρηστικότητα του e-learning, 

καθώς και τις διαφορές που παρουσιάζονται ανά χώρα και ανά γνωστικό αντικείμενο. 

Τέλος, η παρούσα έρευνα αποκάλυψε ότι οι καθηγητές που συμμετείχαν θα ήθελαν 

να διερευνηθούν και κάποια θέματα που δεν καλύφθηκαν στη  συγκεκριμένη έρευνα, 

όπως, η συναισθηματική δυσφορία των μαθητών κατά τη διάρκεια αυτής της εμπειρίας, 

τα αρνητικά αποτελέσματα αυτής της εμπειρίας, οι διαδικτυακές εξετάσεις-αξιολόγηση 

κατά τη διάρκεια /μετά τον Covid-19, το ιδιωτικό απόρρητο και η ασφάλεια στο e-

learning, τα μειονεκτήματα της ηλεκτρονικής μάθησης αλλά και το μέλλον του e-

learning στην Τριτοβάθμια Εκπαίδευση. 



[279] 
 

 

 

 

 

«Δηλώνω ρητά  και ανεπιφύλακτα ότι, σύμφωνα με το άρθρο 8 του Ν. 1599/1986 και τα άρθρα 

2,4,6 παρ. 3 του Ν. 1256/1982, η παρούσα εργασία αποτελεί αποκλειστικά προϊόν προσωπικής 

εργασίας και δεν προσβάλλει κάθε μορφής πνευματικά δικαιώματα τρίτων και δεν είναι προϊόν 

μερικής ή ολικής αντιγραφής, οι πηγές δε που χρησιμοποιήθηκαν περιορίζονται στις 

βιβλιογραφικές αναφορές και μόνον.» 

 

Υπογραφή:  

 


	List of Tables and Graphs
	List of Abbreviations
	Introduction
	Chapter 1
	Theoretical Framework (A)
	Introduction
	1.1 Definition of E-Learning
	1.1.1 Different definitions of E-Learning
	1.1.2 An international project for an inclusive definition of E-Learning

	1.2 The history of E-Learning
	1.2.1 19th century- 1960
	1.2.2 1960- 1980
	1.2.3 1980-1990
	1.2.4 1990- Today

	1.3 The impact of Coronavirus (Covid-19) on education
	1.3.1 Higher Education after the Covid-19 outbreak

	1.4 Surveys on E-Learning in Higher Education
	1.4.1 The first European-level survey
	1.4.2 An EADTU study
	France
	Greece

	1.4.3 Other surveys


	Conclusion
	Chapter 2
	Theoretical Framework (B)
	Introduction
	2.1 Types of E-Learning
	2.1.2 Types of E-Learning Courses in Higher Education
	2.1.3 Online Learning
	2.1.4 Blended Learning
	2.1.5 MOOCs

	2.2 Ε-Learning Tools and Technologies in Higher Education
	2.2.1 Learning Management Systems
	Learning Management Systems in Higher Education

	2.2.2 Web 2.0 Tools - Technologies
	Commonly Used Web 2.0 Tools in Higher Education


	2.3 Advantages and Disadvantages of E-Learning in Higher Education
	2.3.1 Advantages
	2.3.2 Disadvantages


	Conclusion
	Chapter 3
	Research Design and Methodology
	Introduction
	3.1 Research Aim and Questions
	3.2 Research Methodology - The Quantitative Method of Research
	3.2.1. Questionnaire: The quantitative research instrument
	Description of the questionnaire


	3.3 Sampling Process
	3.3.1 Greece
	3.3.2 France

	3.4 Research Procedures
	3.4.1 Literature review
	3.4.2 Questionnaire Design
	3.4.3 Conducting Online Research
	3.4.4 Processing Data
	Presentation of Methodology used
	McNemar’s test & McNemar-Bowker Test
	Independence Control




	Conclusion
	Chapter 4
	Presentation of the Research Findings
	Introduction
	4.1 E-Learning in Higher Education before and after the Covid-19 outbreak
	4.1.1 About teachers and Higher Education Institutions
	4.1.2 The status of  E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions before and after the COVID-19 outbreak
	Summary

	4.1.3 Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak - New challenges
	Summary

	4.1.4 Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak
	Summary


	4.2 Changes in teachers' attitudes
	4.2.1 Age Impact
	Independence Checks
	Teachers' opinion about E- Learning in Higher Education before and after the COVID-19 outbreak.


	4.2.2 Academic Discipline Impact
	Demographic information
	Independence Checks
	The status of E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions before and after the COVID-19 outbreak.
	Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak - New challenges
	Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak

	Summary

	4.2.3 Country Impact
	Demographic information
	Independence Checks
	The status of E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions before and after the COVID-19 outbreak.
	Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak - New challenges
	Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak

	Summary



	Conclusion
	Chapter 5
	Discussion of the Findings - Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research
	Introduction
	5.1 Discussion of the Findings
	5.1.1 E-Learning in Higher Education before and after the Covid-19 outbreak
	E-Learning in Higher Education Institutions
	Higher Education teachers' experience with E-Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak - New challenges
	Higher Education teachers' opinion about E- Learning before and after the COVID-19 outbreak
	Summary

	5.1.2 Changes in teachers' attitudes
	Age Impact
	Academic Discipline Impact
	Country Impact


	5.2 Limitations
	5.3. Recommendations for further research

	Conclusion
	Concluding Remarks
	References
	APPENDIX A: Glossary
	APPENDIX B: Google Forms Questionnaire
	APPENDIX C: List of Greek HEIs
	APPENDIX D: Academic discipline of teachers
	Appendix E: Questionnaire’s Results Part 1
	Appendix F: Questionnaire’s Results Part 2
	Appendix G: Summary of the dissertation in Greek

