
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Iranian EFL Instructors’ and Students’ Experiences with Remote 

Education: Responses to COVID-19 Pandemic 

  

Behazd Aghajanzadeh Kiasi  
 

Assistant Professor, Department of English Language, Islamic Azad University, Rasht, Iran, 

Email: aghajanzadeh1970@yahoo.com 

 

Abstract 

Grounded in social learning theory, this study examined Iranian English language instructors’ and 

students’ perceptions of the contribution of Vadana-Mediated Learning Management Systems 

(VMLMS) as a remote education platform to online English language learning during the COVID-19 

pandemic. A total of 54 university EFL instructors and 164 English language students were selected 

through convenience sampling from Islamic Azad Universities (IAU) in Gilan Province, Iran. To 

investigate their perceptions of VMLMS, one common questionnaire (for both instructors and students) 

and two separate questionnaires (one for instructors and one for students) were administered. 

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the common and instructor questionnaires. 

Descriptive analyses indicated that both groups held unfavorable perceptions of VMLMS. The results 

of the MANOVA revealed statistically significant differences between instructors’ and students’ 

perceptions of VMLMS. The analysis also showed that students agreed they did not receive sufficient 

support from either instructors or the system. These findings may have implications for universities and 

educational administrators seeking to facilitate the implementation of online instruction in the Iranian 

context. 
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1. Introduction 

The COVID-19 pandemic, which began in early 2020, disrupted life across the world and 

caused significant changes in all aspects of people’s lives (UNESCO, 2020). Like other sectors, the 

pandemic interrupted and destabilized the education system in many ways. In times of crisis, the 

disruptive effects on normal instruction often compel educational systems to modify nearly all 

aspects of teaching and learning, with the most pressing concerns centered on the well-being and 

academic achievement of students during such periods of uncertainty (Cannon et al., 2021). One of 

the major measures affecting the education sector was the suspension of face-to-face instruction, 

which influenced more than 94% of the world’s student population (UNESCO, 2020). As efforts to 

combat the COVID-19 pandemic began and continued, educational institutions and teachers were 

at the forefront, working with students to ensure that their social, emotional, mental, physical, and 

academic needs were met. The absence of face-to-face lessons due to disasters and disease 

outbreaks caused students to fall behind academically or exacerbated existing learning difficulties 

(Esnard et al., 2017; Pesnell, 2020). 

The preventive measures taken to curb the spread of COVID-19 brought about a massive 

shift in the delivery of education, as institutions were compelled to transition from classroom-based 

instruction to online learning. Consequently, countries around the world suspended on-site 

teaching and learning and adopted virtual education to mitigate the pandemic’s spread. As a result, 

instructors faced the challenge of determining how to teach effectively during the crisis. They 

continued to refine and adapt their instructional methods in response to the rapidly evolving 

conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic (Angode & Ressa, 2021). 

In response to university closures, institutional leaders recognized the need for academic 

establishments to implement strategies to sustain education and provide support for students. This 

process involved revising curricula and policies to maintain instruction through e-learning 

approaches that included distance education alternatives where feasible and appropriate. Providing 

opportunities for students to continue learning through e-learning initiatives during closures posed 

significant challenges for administrators, teachers, and students alike (Elish-Piper, 2020). Given the 

prevailing circumstances, teachers and administrators were encouraged to acknowledge that 

students could not immediately adapt to online classes, which often resulted in premature 

assignment distribution (Means et al., 2020). Accordingly, deadlines for course assignments, as well 

as course and institutional policies, were reconsidered. 

In this crisis situation, as Espino-Díaz et al. (2020) argue, it was crucial to reflect thoroughly 

on student evaluation and improvement while considering the collateral effects that might lead a 

substantial number of students to repeat courses. More than ever, students understood the situation 

and engaged in meaningful learning opportunities. An example of this was the action plan 

implemented by the Islamic Azad University (IAU), which relaxed certain academic requirements 

and adopted flexible evaluation criteria, as well as adjustments to content and methodological 

approaches for online instruction. 
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1.1. Measures Taken by IAU in the COVID-19 Pandemic 

Regarding the condition of education in Iran, the country joined the rest of the world in 

struggling with the outbreak of COVID-19 as a global crisis. Social distancing and quarantine 

measures were mandated by the Iranian National Center for COVID-19 Control. As part of these 

measures, educational institutions across the country were closed and sought to implement remote 

methods of instruction. Consequently, education in Iran experienced a shift in learning strategies 

after the COVID-19 outbreak, as all formal educational activities in schools and universities were 

suspended. The transition from a face-to-face delivery system to an e-learning mode of education 

occurred at all levels, ranging from primary and secondary schools to higher education. 

At the height of the COVID-19 pandemic in the country, the Islamic Azad University (IAU), 

like many other higher education institutions in Iran, conducted many of its classes through a 

learning management system (LMS) to provide virtual education services, facilitate students’ access 

to learning, and connect professors and students online. IAU employed the Vadana system as its 

LMS to deliver online education. On the Vadana website, users can select their province and city of 

study and access virtual tutorials related to their university. The system allows students to receive 

online training in their field of study at any time and from any location. Vadana offers high speed, 

strong security, compatibility with internet browsers and mobile devices, user-friendly design, 

password recovery options, and separation of academic units by city and province. Despite the 

challenges posed by COVID-19, the pandemic accelerated the development of Iran’s virtual 

education infrastructure. Vadana, as the main educational platform, provided instruction through 

Adobe Connect integration, which, according to Adobe (https://helpx.adobe.com/adobe-

connect/using/sharing-content-meeting.html), is a software suite for remote training, web 

conferencing, presentations through PDFs and PowerPoint files, desktop sharing, file exchange, 

whiteboard collaboration, and management of interactive audio-visual communication. 

 

2. Theoretical Framework 

In the 1950s, computer designers began to consider the development of learning 

management systems (LMSs) as both plausible and essential for educational purposes (Watson & 

Watson, 2012). Over time, advancements in technology and related tools supported the structure 

of online learning, particularly in the early stages of its emergence in the 1990s (Kehrwald & Parker, 

2019). The LMS facilitated student learning by monitoring academic progress, providing 

continuous access to instructional content, and implementing assessments (Watson, 2020). It also 

offered a framework for synchronous instructional methods, such as video and online classes, 

allowing learners to interact with their instructors in real time through live chat (Alzahrani, 2019). 

These indicators of online participation can also be regarded as measures of behavioral 

engagement. Such educational developments led educators to believe that online-based instruction 
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is inherently interactive (Johnston et al., 2005) and that online teaching creates environments in 

which students actively engage with learning materials (Palloff & Pratt, 2013). 

The present study is grounded in Transformative Learning Theory (TLT), proposed by 

Mezirow (1978). Mezirow (1991) posits that adult learners, having lost their capacity for critical 

reflection on existing practices, seek to modify those practices to align with contemporary 

worldviews. TLT serves as a suitable framework for this study, as instructors needed to learn how 

to teach remotely and cope with the disorientation brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Phillips (2020) argues that teachers who successfully adjusted their pedagogical practices viewed 

their own learning processes as transformative. In line with TLT, he recommended further 

exploration of diverse learning tasks and practices. 

Merriam and Bierema (2014) assert that TLT emphasizes the learning process through 

which individuals derive “meaning from one’s experience” (p. 84). Similarly, Eschenbacher and 

Fleming (2020) note that learners’ experiences during the COVID-19 pandemic may transform the 

education system, as teachers continually reflect on the implications of their professional learning. 

Van der Wal et al. (2019) contend that when educators interpret the challenges of an educational 

crisis as opportunities for transformative learning, this perception can lead to “turning points or 

opportunities [or] can lead to depression, broken relationships or careers” (p. 147). Therefore, it 

was appropriate to construct this study through the theoretical lens of TLT to analyze how teachers 

managed their professional learning during the COVID-19 pandemic and to explore how students 

adapted to new learning conditions under pandemic-related disruptions. 

Although several researchers (e.g., Chatterjee & Roy, 2020; Haleman & Yamat, 2021; Ilmi 

et al., 2020; Jain, 2020; Pastor, 2020; Pesnell, 2020) have examined the effects of the COVID-19 

pandemic on students’ academic performance and attitudes, limited research has addressed 

teachers’ perceptions of online language instruction (Bijeikiene et al., 2011; Richardson & Newby, 

2006). Moreover, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, no study has examined or compared 

teachers’ and students’ perceptions of online classes within the context of evaluating remote 

learning during the COVID-19 pandemic and university closures in the Iranian EFL setting. 

 

2.1. Literature Review 

The rapid expansion of information and communication technology (ICT)-supported 

education has created various opportunities for online instruction in higher education (Szeto, 

2011). Related studies have compared the effectiveness of online and face-to-face learning (Brown 

& Liedholm, 2002) and examined students’ satisfaction and learning outcomes (Brabazon, 2012; 

Gragg et al., 2008). Online education programs in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) have been 

increasing in number (Allen & Seaman, 2013), ranging from elementary school to doctoral levels 

(Mastel-Smith et al., 2015). With this growing prevalence of online programs, faculty members must 

remain up to date in their pedagogical roles and develop the specific skills required to function 

effectively in virtual learning environments in order to enhance students’ learning outcomes. 
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Carter et al. (2014) conducted a mixed-methods study in Canada to examine students’ and 

faculty members’ perceptions of strategies that promote meaningful online learning with adequate 

educational and technological support. The findings produced four major themes: the human 

connection between faculty and students, information technology (IT) support, course design 

tailored to online learning, and institutional infrastructure for supporting virtual education. In 

another study, Frazer et al. (2017) explored nursing faculty members’ perspectives on effective 

online teaching and quality indicators in an asynchronous online environment. The findings showed 

that effective online teaching involves facilitating, connecting, leading, and collaborating with 

students, all of which contribute to student success, continuous improvement, and the application 

of knowledge to real-world professional contexts. 

Ilmi et al. (2020) conducted a descriptive survey study on e-learning during the COVID-19 

outbreak. Their results revealed that the implementation of e-learning was moderately effective 

(27.74%), although several challenges emerged. They noted that while e-learning functioned 

reasonably well, further innovations were needed. 

In another study, Toquero (2020) reported that most higher education institutions in the 

Philippines were unprepared to conduct online classes because the previous instructional system 

relied on blended learning. Consequently, the sudden adoption of e-learning led to significant 

changes in students’ learning experiences. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the education 

of students with special needs was examined by Angode and Ressa (2021) in Kenya, who reported 

negative effects of school closures on the academic achievement of these students. 

Pesnell (2020) investigated the experiences of teachers in the United States during the early 

stages of the pandemic. The study found that teachers employed a variety of methods, including 

new digital tools, to deliver instruction. However, they did not receive sufficient institutional 

support or clear guidelines. The study also highlighted academic disparities resulting from limited 

Internet access, inadequate knowledge of e-learning methods, and misconceptions among students 

and parents that remote learning was optional or inconsequential. Implementing an experimental 

study comparing asynchronous and synchronous methods using the Blackboard LMS, Alzahrani 

(2019) found that nearly half of the students preferred synchronous video conferencing, while more 

than 50% preferred asynchronous sessions. 

The related literature indicates that although most universities worldwide have transitioned 

to online learning, and the impacts of this shift are likely to be far-reaching, with the possibility that 

online learning becomes the new norm, the fact that this transition was power-coercive and 

unplanned is concerning, even if it was the only viable option for continuing educational provision 

(Watson, 2020). However, experts in educational technology and online instruction argue that the 

implementation of online instruction presents several limitations and challenges. Most notably, the 

lack of meaningful interaction between instructors and students constitutes a significant challenge 

for online education (Eschenbacher & Fleming, 2020). Another major obstacle is the need for 

instructors to develop and prepare appropriate materials for online instruction, which places 
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considerable demands on their time and expertise (Means et al., 2020). Moreover, delays in 

providing feedback and responding to students’ questions can lead to misunderstanding and 

frustration. As Pesnell (2020) notes, many instructors lack the necessary skills and experience to 

implement online instruction effectively, and insufficient interaction in online courses often fails to 

meet students’ authentic learning needs. 

Despite these challenges, related studies have confirmed that online instruction remains a 

robust and effective approach to teaching and learning from the perspectives of many teachers and 

students (Phillips, 2020). Moreover, several scholars in language education have emphasized that 

the use of the Internet and online tools enhances EFL students’ autonomy and facilitates their 

learning (Pastor, 2020). 

As the COVID-19 pandemic had a global impact on educational practices, numerous remote 

learning approaches were adopted as instructional delivery shifted in response to the crisis. These 

changes required access to technological tools and reliable Internet connectivity, which presented 

serious challenges for both teachers and students across the country. Limited or unstable Internet 

access, the lack of appropriate digital devices, difficulties in using electronic media, and the need to 

adapt to multimodal instructional formats involving print, audio, and video technologies were 

among their primary academic concerns. Additionally, adapting to synchronous online learning 

environments, where learners were expected to collaborate and receive support remotely from 

teachers and peers, proved demanding. 

Therefore, it is essential to understand how instructors and students adapted their teaching 

and learning practices to mitigate the impact of the pandemic on education. Effective alignment 

between instructional approaches and learner characteristics has been proposed as a key strategy 

for enhancing student satisfaction, which in turn determines the success or failure of an e-learning 

process (Ortega-Maldonado et al., 2017). Accordingly, the present study aims to provide insights 

into language instructors’ and students’ perspectives on the implementation of the non-optional 

shift from face-to-face to online instruction in language-teaching courses in Iran during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Specifically, this study seeks to explore and compare instructors’ and 

students’ experiences of teaching and learning in this context. The overall purpose is to develop an 

understanding of online teaching and learning practices by addressing the following research 

questions: 

1. Do the instructors and students evaluate the VMLMS differently? 

2. What is the instructors’ evaluation of VMLMS? 

3. What is the students’ evaluation of VMLMS? 
 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants  

This research employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, in which the 

quantitative phase informed the qualitative phase as the data collection process progressed. The 
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participants included 54 male and female English language instructors, aged 26 to 55, who were 

teaching English at various branches of the Islamic Azad University (IAU) in Gilan Province, Iran. 

The sample was selected through a convenience sampling technique. Their academic 

specializations included Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL), English Language and 

Literature, and Linguistics. Another group of participants comprised 164 male and female 

university students, aged 19 to 32, who were selected from the instructors’ classes in the same 

universities in Gilan Province. 

 

3.2. Materials and Instruments 

To obtain the instructors’ and students’ perceptions of the VMLMS, one common 

questionnaire was developed based on related studies, as described in Section 3.3. For this purpose, 

a 45-item questionnaire containing five constructs, effective communication (nine items), 

scaffolding (eight items), instructional efficacy (13 items), technological efficacy (seven items), and 

student assessment (eight items), was employed. To specifically investigate instructors’ perceptions 

of online classes, an additional 10-item survey addressing training and support as a sixth construct 

was administered to examine the assistance they received for conducting online classes. To explore 

students’ specific perceptions of online classes, a questionnaire developed by Kulal and Nayak 

(2020) was used. This instrument consisted of three components, impact, comfort, and instructor 

support, each represented by three items. All questionnaires employed a five-point Likert scale with 

the options: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree. Exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) had previously been conducted by the original developers to establish the construct 

validity of the instruments.  

 

3.3. Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis 

Based on the detailed descriptions provided by DiPietro (2010), 17 survey items were 

developed to represent two constructs of teaching practices: effective communication (nine items) 

and scaffolding (eight items). By adopting and modifying Bandura’s (2006) Teacher Self-Efficacy 

Scale, 13 items were created to assess instructional efficacy. In addition, seven items related to 

technological efficacy were adapted from Wang et al. (2004). The construct of student assessment, 

comprising eight items, was designed to examine assessment practices in online classes. The items 

for this construct were compiled from the literature and informed by instructors’ professional 

experiences. 

With regard to the construct of training and support, 10 items were adopted from Black et 

al. (2009). These items addressed content and language knowledge, technology-related skills, online 

classroom management and communication with students, structuring instructional content, 

accommodating diverse learning styles, and evaluating high-quality resources for online teaching. 

All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and 
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strongly disagree. Additionally, instructors were asked to indicate their priorities for receiving 

training and support by ranking each category as low, average, or high priority. 

To ensure the content validity of the instrument, the draft questionnaire was reviewed by five 

faculty members with research expertise in Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) and 

online learning. The study employed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify the possible 

underlying structure of interrelated variables (Child, 2006), determine the number of common 

factors, and assess the strength of the relationship between each factor and its corresponding 

observed variables (Field, 2013). Data gathered from 54 respondents were analyzed using EFA, 

which is based on the common factor model; a factor loading represents the extent to which a 

variable contributes to a given factor (Pallant, 2016). Due to the small sample size, EFA was 

performed separately for each construct. Using eigenvalues greater than one as the criterion 

(Hayton et al., 2004), a one-factor solution was extracted for each construct, and items with factor 

loadings below .45 were removed. Subsequently, internal reliability tests were conducted for the 

retained items. The final version of the questionnaire was developed based on the expert feedback 

received. 

To administer the questionnaires to instructors, the researcher contacted the English 

language departments of participating universities to obtain instructors’ contact information and 

invite them to participate in the study. After contacting 63 instructors and explaining the research 

objectives and significance, 54 agreed to participate. Their email addresses and WhatsApp numbers 

were collected, and the questionnaires were distributed electronically. For student participation, 

instructors were asked to forward the questionnaire to their students and encourage participation. 

In total, 164 students completed the questionnaire and submitted their responses directly to the 

researcher via WhatsApp and email. 

All participants completed the questionnaires voluntarily and anonymously within one week. 

The collected data were subsequently coded, recorded, and analyzed using descriptive and 

inferential statistics in SPSS (Version 24). 

 

4. Results 

The reliability estimates were carried out for each construct of the common questionnaire 

(Table 1). 

Table 1 

 Internal Reliability for Questionnaire Items 

Constructs  Number of items Internal reliability 

Communicating effectively (CE) 9 .87 

Scaffolding (S) 8 .78 

Instructional efficacy (IE) 13 .81 

Technological efficacy (TE) 7 .79 

Student assessment (SA) 8 .83 
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All construct items had acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s alpha > .6). Communicating 

effectively (CE), Scaffolding (S), Instructional self-efficacy (IE), Technological self-efficacy (TE), 

Student assessment (SA), and Training and support (TS) enjoyed acceptable reliability estimates 

of .87, .78, .81, .79, .83, and .86, respectively.  

Furthermore, the reliability of the instructors’ questionnaire was also estimated. As Table 2 

displays, the reliability achieved for the questionnaire was .86 showing that the questionnaire was 

highly reliable for conducting the study. 

 

Table 2  

Internal Reliability for Instructors’ Questionnaire Items 

 

 

 

4.1. Exploratory Factory Analysis (EFA) 

To ensure that an appropriate sample size was obtained for the current research for FA, 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sampling adequacy and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity were 

calculated. Based on KMO sampling adequacy, a measure over 0.5 is barely acceptable, and values 

between .8 and .9 are great and values above .9 are superb (Kaiser, cited in Pallant, 2016). In the 

present research questionnaire, the KMO sampling adequacy test statistic for all 55 variables was 

0.838, which was large enough for further analysis and higher than the threshold value of 0.5 as 

shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

 SPSS Output for KMO and Bartlett’s Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .838 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 4134.770 

df 1120 

Sig. .000 

As shown in Table 3, Bartlett’s test of sphericity yielded a value of 4134.770. Therefore, in 

the present study, the test results confirmed that the included variables possessed satisfactory 

characteristics for conducting factor analysis. 

Tables 4 through 9 present the results of the exploratory factor analyses (EFA) conducted 

on the common and instructor questionnaires. Based on the factor analysis of the first construct, 

Effective Communication, after the exclusion of Item 8, the remaining eight variables successfully 

formed the construct as originally intended. Consequently, Item 8 (“Vadana-mediated classes are 

more interactive than traditional courses”) was removed from the total set of variables. The 

variance explained by the retained items improved following the application of principal 

components analysis (PCA) (see Table 4). 

 

Constructs  Number of items Internal reliability 

Training and support (TS) 10 .86 
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Table 4 

EFA on Effective Communication 

Effective Communication: In VMLMS, …       factors Communality   

1 2  

1) instructors and students communicate frequently for students’ 

engagement. 

.936  .83 

2) instructors’ communication with students make them feel connected to 

instructors like face-to-face teaching. 

 .635 .74 

3) instructors ask and expect suitable student communication. .917  .72 

4) instructors ease students’ application of practical communication. .785  .78 

5) instructors set guiding principles for communication and interaction.  .616 .67 

6) VMLMS classes are easily accessible to students. .642 .301 .59 

7) VMLMS classes are time-efficient. .906 .092 .87 

8)  VMLMS classes are more interactive than traditional courses. -.005 -.140 .22 

 9) Multimedia can be used in VMLMS.     .892 .288                   .76 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization 

Rotation converged in 10 iterations. 

 

Based on the PCA with varimax rotation, Table 5, the variables intended to form the 

Scaffolding construct had high loading factors for all variables except variable seven which was 

excluded from the construct and the total survey instrument.  

 

Table 5 

EFA on Scaffolding 

Scaffolding: In VMLMS …. factors Communality 

   1 2  

1) instructors adapt the course to facilitate students’ adaptation. .724  .74 

2 instructors develop a structured environment.  .608 .71 

3 instructors use the course tools to adapt course structure. 524  .61 

4) instructors use various strategies to teach the course content. .613  .53 

5) VMLMS provides equal opportunities for learners to learn English. 421. .536 .67 

6) VMLMS promotes collaboration among students. .312 .601 .64 

7) Expansive feedback can be provided for students in VMLMS classes. .3.11 .084 .35 

8) Students will be more autonomous in VMLMS classes.  .591 .178 .70 

 

The PCA with varimax rotation showed that the variables intended to form the construct of 

Instructional efficacy experienced different factor high loadings. However, items six and seven 

failed to load highly resulting in their removal from the construct (Table 6). 
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Table 6   

EFA on Instructional Efficacy 

Instructional efficacy: In VMLMS, … factors Communality 

1 2    

1) instructors are able to have students on task on challenging assignments. .820 .177 .77 

2) instructors encourage students to share resources.  .707 .68 

3) instructors use diverse practices according to students’ needs. .126 .788 .66 

4) VMLMS classes are easy to be used. .624  .53 

5) VMLMS classes enhance students’ motivation. .511  .46 

6) VMLMS classes are based on learner-centered approaches to teaching. .011 .042 .14 

7) VMLMS classes are like the traditional face-to-face classes. .329 .252 .31 

8) VMLMS classes help students during COVID-19 outbreaks. .663  .53 

9) VMLMS classes are educationally effective during COVID-19 outbreaks.  .772 .59 

10) updated materials can be used. .793 .064 .63 

11) various types of materials can be used. .684 186 .59 

12) shared materials during the e-learning can be learned.  .922 .84 

13) authentic materials are used.  .793  .621 

 

The PCA with varimax rotation (Table 7) showed that the variables intended to form the 

construct of Technological efficacy indicated different factor loadings and communalities 

supporting the construct. However, the third variable failed to support the construct with a low 

factor loading of .233 and a communality of .21. Thus, it was excluded from the survey items.  

 

Table 7  

 EFA on technological Efficacy 

Technological efficacy: In VMLMS, …        factors                 Communality 

1 2  

1) instructors are able to teach related language content by proper 

technology. 

.620 .177 .63 

2) students receive technological help when they have difficulty with 

the class  

 .751 .62 

3) students join in technology-related projects to ease their learning. .233  .21 

4) instructors assign and grade technology-related projects. .624 .073 .57 

5) students gain support individually by adapting resources and 

support. 

.511 .120 .51 

6) VMLMS promotes instructors’ computer competence. .860  .72 

7) VMLMS promotes students’ computer competence. .781 .430 .65 

 

According to Table 8, the varimax rotation indicated that variables of the Student assessment 

construct loaded differently with different communalities that supported the construct. However, 

the third and fourth variables showed low factor loadings of .42 and .36, respectively. They were 

removed from the survey items.   
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Table 8  

 EFA on Student Assessment 

Student assessment:  In VMLMS, … factors Communality 

1 2    

1) instructors use various assessment forms to measure student progress. .551 .223 .51 

2) instructors create lessons with formative assessment and opportunities for 

student response. 

 .611 .64 

3) students have to attend the online classes to pass the semester. .421  .35 

4) students have to participate in online classes to pass the semester. .361 .043 .29 

5) both formative and summative assessment types are the criteria for students’  

passing and failing. 

.612 .187 .61 

6) the formative assessment is the criteria for students’ passing and failing.  .560 .61 

7) the summative assessment is the criteria for students’ passing and failing. .663 .332 .59 

8) the assessments and tests have been effectively used during the COVID-19.  .550 .52 

 

Based on the PCA with varimax rotation, the variables intended to form the Training and 

support (Table 9) construct loaded with different factor loadings supporting the construct. The 

third and fifth variables, however, revealed a low factor loading and communality of .33/ .35 and 

33/37, respectively. These variables were removed from the survey instrument. 

 

Table 9   

EFA on Training and Support 

Training and support:  VMLMS provides training and support on...                 factors                Communality 

1 2  

1) content specific knowledge. .539  .57 

2) technology-related skills. .613 .231 .60 

3) online classroom management. .331  .35 

4 effective online communication with students. .521 .033 .51 

5) organizing contents for instruction. .339 .187 .37 

6) strategies for providing diverse learning styles. .530  .60 

7) finding and evaluating qualified resources for classes. .663 .434 .57 

8) content/language-based technology integration. .550  .56 

9) integrating technologies into online course. .821  .71 

10) technical issues (e.g., network, software, hardware).      66.3                                            .64 

 

Based on the results analyzed and interpreted above, the EFA employed on the survey 

instrument excluded 8 items and produced six constructs with 47 items out of the initial 55 items.  

 

4.2. The Responses to the Constructs of the Instruments 

To answer the first question, the participants’ responses to the constructs of the instruments, 

namely communicating effectively (CE), scaffolding (S), instructional efficacy (IE), technological 



 

 

 

Aghajanzadeh Kiasi / Iranian EFL Instructors’ and Students’ Experiences…                                                                     187                                                                                                                                      

efficacy (TE), student assessment (SA) were analyzed by estimating the means and standard 

deviation of the responses (See Table 10 & Figure 1). 

Table 10 

The Means and the Standard Deviations of the Responses to the Survey Instrument 

 

As shown in Table 10, the means were reported to be 2.79, 3.57, 2.44, 3.98, and 2.14 for 

instructors and 2.25, 2.32, 2.12, 2.31, and 2.45 for students in CE, S, IE, TE, and SA items 

components of the questionnaire. Instructors and students have the similar view about the VMLMS 

in terms of CE, IE, and SA. However, they have different views about S and TE. The instructors 

have more positive views about the mentioned constructs. Figure 1 graphically shows the results.  

Figure 1  

The Participants’ Responces to Survey Instrument Itmes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To further examine the first research question, differences between instructors’ and    

students’ views regarding the survey constructs were analyzed using a multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA). MANOVA, an extension of analysis of variance (ANOVA), is used to 

compare groups across multiple related dependent variables (Pallant, 2016). To determine whether 

statistically significant differences existed between instructors’ and students’ perceptions across the 

five constructs—Communicative Effectiveness (CE), Scaffolding (S), Instructional Efficacy (IE), 

Technological Efficacy (TE), and Student Assessment (SA)—multivariate tests of significance were 

conducted. In this study, Wilks’ Lambda was used to assess multivariate significance, and Box’s Test 

was employed to verify the assumption of homogeneity (see Table 11). 

 

 

 

 

standard Deviation Mean  
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Table 11  

Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices a 

Box’s M 9.854 

F 1.124 

df1 5 

df2 12457416 

Sig. .243 

a. Design: Intercept+ RESPONDENTS 

 

The output box of Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices showed the status of 

homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices. It reported a sig. value of larger than .001 (.24), 

indicating that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was not violated. It also showed that the 

observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables were equal across the groups. 

Table 12 

Multivariate Tests of Significance 

a. Exact statistic 

b. design: intercept + Respondents 

 

As shown in Table 12, a Wilks’ Lambda value of .875, with a significance value of .016 was 

obtained. This is less than .01; therefore, there is a statistically significant difference between the 

instructors and the students in terms of their overall view of the survey instrument. In order to know 

that the variances of each variable were equal across groups, the Levene's test of equality of error 

variances was calculated (Table 13). 

Table 13  

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances 

 F df1 df2 Sig. 

Communicating effectively (CE) 1.672 1 109 .304 

Scaffolding (S) 1.351 1 109 .294 

Instructional efficacy (IE) 2.024 1 109 .194 

Technological efficacy (TE) 1.314 1 109 .215 

Student assessment (SA) 2.084 1 109 .298 

As reported in Table 13, none of the variables recorded significant values; therefore, equal 

variances were assumed, and the assumption of homogeneity of variances was not violated. To know 

that instructors and students differed on all the dependent measures, or just some, Tests of 

Between-Subjects Effects were run (Table 14). It should be mentioned that because the researcher 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Eta Sq. 

Intercept Pillai’s Trace .938 341.8843a 5.000 368.000 .000 .938 

 Wilks' Lambda .062 341.8843a 5.000 368.000 .000 .938 

 Hotelling's Trace 15.083 341.8848a 5.000 368.000 .000 .938 

 Roy's Largest Root 15.083 341.884a 5.000 368.000 .000 .938 

Respondents Pillai’s Trace .229 2.970a 5.000 368.000 .016 .045 

 Wilks' Lambda .875 2.970a 5.000 368.000 .016 .045 

 Hotelling's Trace .278 2.970a 5.000 368.000 .016 .045 

 Roy's Largest Root .245 2.970a 5.000 368.000 .016 .045 
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was looking at a number of separate analyses here, a higher alpha level was set to reduce the chance 

of a Type 1 error (i.e., finding a significant result when there is not really one). Therefore, a 

Bonferroni adjustment was used, in which the original alpha level of .01 was divided by the number 

of analyses intend. In this case, for five dependent variables to investigate, .05 was divided by 5, 

giving a new alpha level of 0.01. Accordingly, the results will be considered significant only if the 

probability value (Sig.) is less than 0.01. 

Table 14  

Between-subjects Effects 

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected 

Model 

CE .390a 2 .390a 4.211 .031 .106 

S 152.238b 2 152.238b 7.419 .001 .164 

IE 243.074c 2 243.074c .654 .624 .41 

TE 312.143d 2 312.143d 6.374 .021 .154 

SA .412e 2 .412e .934 .540 .078 

Intercept CE 483.547 1 483.547 894.568 .000 .787 

S 962.324 1 962.324 342.587 .000 .954 

IE .591 1 .591 145.398 .000 .658 

TE 3194.214 1 3194.214 598.421 .000 .823 

SA 436.392 1 436.392 251.397 .000 .746 

Respondents CE 394.181 2 394.181 .681 .031 .106 

S 527.311 2 527.311 5.419 .001 .164 

IE .468 2 .468 .654 .624 .41 

TE 556.144 2 556.144 6.374 .021 .154 

SA .536 2 .536 .934 .540 .078 

Error CE 245.368 109 45.69    

S 342.425 109 44.36    

IE .429 109 46.23    

TE 297.329 109 45.21    

SA 413.267 109 44.89    

a. R Squared = .103 (Adjusted R Squared = .079)  

b. R Squared = .194 (Adjusted R Squared = .160)  

c. R Squared=.031 (Adjusted R Squared = -.007 

 

A one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance was performed to investigate 

instructors’ and students’ differences with regard to VMLMS. Five dependent variables of CE, S, 

IE, TE, and SA were used. The normality and homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were 

checked through preliminary assumption testing, and no serious violations were noted. There was 

a statistically significant difference between instructors and students on the combined dependent 

variables: F (5, 368)=2.97, p=.016; Wilks’ Lambda =.93; partial eta squared =.04. When the results 

for the dependent variables were considered separately, there were two differences to reach 

statistical significance, using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .01. The instructors’ views of 

scaffolding and technological efficacy were significantly different for students, F (2, 109)=5.41,      

p=.001, partial eta squared=.03 and technological efficacy: F (2, 109)=6.37, p=.021, partial eta 
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squared = .03, respectively. An inspection of the mean scores indicated that instructors reported 

slightly higher levels of scaffolding (M=24.49, SD=5.78) and technological efficacy (M=22.14, 

SD=4.92) than students (M=21.12, SD=5.12) and (M=19.32, SD=3.75) 

4.3. Training and Support (instructors’ survey) 

To answer the second question, Table 15 shows the survey results regarding the training and 

support instructors received in their online teaching. 

Table 15  

Train and Support Received by the Instructors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Generally, the instructors showed a somewhat negative attitude toward the construct of 

Training and Support. The top three types of Training and Support that the instructor actually 

received were ‘on-going instructional support’ (M=3.74, SD=.74), ‘online communication with 

students’ (M=3.16, SD=.69), and ‘technology-related skills’ (M=3.00, SD=1.05). The instructors 

did not have positive views about the other factors in training and support construct. The other 

components received very poor attention from the instructors, indicating that they were not 

satisfied with the extent of Training and Support they received during their online classes.  

Asked to rank the kind of Training and Support they felt they needed during their online 

classes, the instructors believed that the top Training and Support areas were 1) online classroom 

management, 2) structuring instructional content, and 3) language-based technology integration 

(Table 16). 
 

Table 16  

Training & Support Needed; Instructors’ Ranking 

   

Training and Support Mean SD 

Content knowledge  2.28  1.12 

Technology-related skills  3.00  1.05 

Effective communication  3.16  0.69 

Providing diverse learning styles  2.32  0.75 

Finding highly qualified resources  2.21  0.77 

Language-based technology incorporation  2.34  0.91 

Integrating technologies into online course. 2.21 0.87 

On-going Instructional support 3.74 0.74 

Training & Support Category  Ranks 

 1L 2A 3H Total 

Content knowledge  46 5 3 54 

Technology-related skills  37 10 7 54 

Effective communication  6 4 44 54 

Providing diverse learning styles  33 11 10 54 

Finding highly qualified resources  38 9 7 54 

Language-based technology incorporation  10 13 31 54 

Integrating technologies into online course. 39 7 8 54 

on-going instructional support 10 11 33 54 

Total  209 70 153 432 
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The instructors ranked content knowledge as the least priority in Training and Support 

needed. Similarly, they felt they needed the lowest amount of Training & Support in finding high-

quality resources and technology-related skills. However, the highest priority was given to effective 

communication and language-based technology integration, respectively. 

  

4.3. Students’ Perception of Online Class 

To answer the third question, the students’ survey was used to ask them about comfortability, 

support from instructor and the impact of online classes on their studying. The internal reliability 

tests were conducted for each variable based on the items and factors (Table 17).  

Table 17 

 Reliability Estimates of the Factors and the Variables 

 

Table 17 shows that the variables of impact, comfortability, and support from 

instructor factors enjoyed acceptable levels of reliability and the overall reliability of the factors, 

respectively are 0.849, 0.702, and 0.69 signaling the confirmation of the reliability for the purpose 

of the current study.  

The results in Table 18 show that students said that the online classes did not have a 

significant impact on their learning (M=2.23), did not produce enough support from the instructor 

in online classes (M=2.31), and did not replace the traditional classroom instruction in terms of 

comfortability (M=2.24). 

 

Table 18  

Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Perception 

Factors Statements Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Overall Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Impact I have a positive impression on my studies in online class 0.843  

 

0.849 

 Online classes increased my technological knowledge 0.829 

 I think online classes help me gain further knowledge 0.877 

Comfortability I feel relaxed using online learning devices 0.662  

 

0.702 

 I feel online learning is like in-class learning and feel at home in 

online class 

0.721 

 I find it hard to keep a study program of the online classes 0.725 

Support from 

Instructors 

I receive sufficient support from my instructors in online classes. 0.630  

 

0.693  My instructors inspire debate in online classes. 0.690 

 My instructors set guidelines for effective online communication 

in online classes. 

0.760 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Impact 72 1.00 4.00 2.233 0.756 

Comfortability 72 1.00 5.00 2.310 0.834 

Support from  Instructor 72 1.00 4.00 2.243 0.741 

Valid N (listwise) 72     
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5. Discussion 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate English language instructors’ and      

students’ perceptions of remote online education via VMLMS in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic. The results indicated that neither instructors nor students held positive attitudes toward 

this specific platform, either generally or within specific domains. Overall, both groups reported low 

satisfaction across all areas examined, although differences emerged in certain domains, namely 

scaffolding and technological efficacy. Furthermore, instructors rated the training and support they 

received as inadequate, while students expressed a preference for face-to-face instruction over 

VMLMS in terms of impact, comfort, and instructor support. 

The probable reason for instructors’ and students’ low and unfavorable perceptions may lie 

in the abrupt and compulsory nature of the shift to online education during the COVID-19 

pandemic. The global move to virtual learning was unplanned and coercive, and although it was the 

only viable option for continuing education, it was perceived as unwelcome and disruptive (Watson, 

2020). 

A key factor in this unanticipated transition was the extent to which instructors and students 

were willing and able to address the numerous challenges resulting from educational upheaval. 

Early in the pandemic, teachers around the world lacked the experience and knowledge required 

to adapt rapidly to distance learning, which underscored the urgent need for professional 

development and technological training (Eschenbacher & Fleming, 2020). 

Similarly, Ilmi et al. (2020) reported that the implementation of e-learning during the 

COVID-19 outbreak was only 27.74% effective, emphasizing that substantial innovation was 

needed for online instruction to function effectively. This finding aligns with the current study’s 

results, which may be attributed to the lack of preparedness among higher education institutions 

and universities to adopt online systems. According to Toquero (2020), the abrupt transition from 

a long-established traditional education system to e-learning caused major changes in both teaching 

and learning practices as a result of the pandemic. 

Another explanation for the current findings is that online instruction placed substantial 

demands on instructors, representing a major barrier to successful implementation. As Alzahrani 

(2019) notes, many instructors lack the necessary skills and expertise to conduct online instruction 

effectively. In this regard, experts in educational technology have cautioned that online instruction 

may impose limitations and challenges on teaching and learning processes. Vonderwell (2013), for 

instance, warns that the lack of interaction between instructors and students, as observed in this 

study, constitutes a considerable challenge in online environments. Similarly, Pastor (2020) argues 

that insufficient interaction, the failure to address students’ real needs, and delays in providing 

feedback may lead to misinterpretation, frustration, and stress for both instructors and learners. 

Consistent with the present findings, Alzahrani (2019) also found that students preferred on-

site asynchronous presentations, such as video conferencing with Blackboard technology, over 

synchronous video conferencing. He attributed these results to factors influencing student 



 

 

 

Aghajanzadeh Kiasi / Iranian EFL Instructors’ and Students’ Experiences…                                                                     193                                                                                                                                      

performance, including teaching quality, instructional content, pedagogical style, and instructor 

confidence. An online environment led by competent instructors who can effectively manage LMS 

resources can enhance students’ knowledge, experiences, and learning outcomes. Nevertheless, 

technical difficulties can negatively affect performance and discourage students, leading them to 

perceive LMS platforms as obstacles to interaction with instructors (Pesnell, 2020). 

Integrating an LMS into a variety of instructional activities can motivate student learning 

(Pesnell, 2020) and offer flexibility to both instructors and students (Kehrwald & Parker, 2019). As 

confirmed in the present study, the development and implementation of efficient LMS platforms 

are crucial for sustaining education during emergencies. Such systems provide flexibility, allowing 

learners to engage in group discussions, monitor their grades and progress, participate in online 

assessments, and maintain access to course materials (Watson, 2020). 

 

6. Conclusion 

The prolonged shift to online instruction during the COVID-19–induced crisis marked the 

first time in history that education systems worldwide simultaneously transitioned to virtual 

learning. This extended period created opportunities to examine instructors’ teaching practices and 

students’ learning outcomes in online environments compared to traditional classroom settings. As 

Williamson et al. (2020) note, the pandemic made it possible to evaluate how instructors adapted 

their teaching practices, how students adjusted their learning processes, and how both groups coped 

with challenges relative to conventional instruction. The current study found that the quality of 

education was disrupted during the pandemic, and students were not fully engaged in the learning 

process (AlShlowiy et al., 2021). Although the study did not aim to identify the advantages of online 

education, some positive outcomes were reported. For instance, students demonstrated increased 

independence as self-directed learners (He, 2020) and developed greater interest in and awareness 

of virtual learning skills (Kite et al., 2020). 

The study highlighted the situation of Iranian EFL instructors and students during the 

pandemic, revealing their limited familiarity with virtual tools and insufficient preparation to utilize 

related technologies during the educational lockdown (Hakami, 2020). Despite having access to 

VMLMS technologies for an extended period, both instructors and students continued to face 

persistent Internet connectivity issues. Participants reported frustration when unable to conduct or 

follow their teaching and learning activities effectively (Watermeyer et al., 2020). Technologies are 

not only functional tools but also socially and culturally embedded systems. Therefore, the 

integration of educational technologies requires not just adoption but also institutional support and 

methodological flexibility to enhance students’ engagement and vision in higher education. 

With regard to overall perceptions of online classes, instructors expressed mixed opinions 

influenced by their personal and professional backgrounds, while students generally viewed online 

classes negatively. Instructors’ Internet self-efficacy and beliefs about web-based learning emerged 
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as critical factors shaping their attitudes toward VMLMS. Previous research has long examined 

online teaching through the lens of social media–based platforms; however, the distinctive aspect 

of the present study lies in its focus on online instruction during an emergency context triggered by 

the pandemic. 

Although further investigation is needed to gain a deeper understanding of the variables 

influencing Iranian EFL learners’ engagement in online classes during this period, the findings of 

the current study may provide educational administrators with insights into the effects of forced 

immersion in online instruction. This experience could foster greater awareness among both 

instructors and learners of the importance of becoming technologically adaptive and resilient. 

The findings of this study have several implications. First, they offer valuable insight into how 

instructors respond and adapt to crises, even during regional or temporary closures. The results can 

raise instructors’ awareness of the challenges inherent in distance education and provide guidance 

for navigating similar future situations. The study also contributes to understanding the integration 

of technology into English language teaching and distance education. The information gathered 

can enhance awareness of instructors’ preparedness for remote instruction and serve as a valuable 

resource for future teacher education programs and professional development initiatives. 

Moreover, the findings revealed the difficulties that caused students to feel disengaged and 

disconnected from both peers and instructors in online learning environments. Understanding 

instructors’ experiences and concerns when teaching online can inform the development of 

practical strategies and pedagogical designs that make online courses more interactive, supportive, 

and effective in meeting students’ learning needs. 

Another important implication concerns the orientation of Iranian EFL instruction. As 

Fathi-Vajargah and Khoshnoodifar (2013) argue, Iran’s educational curriculum needs to be more 

internationalized. Online education should be capable of maintaining course quality regardless of 

duration or delivery mode, whether under normal or emergency conditions. The COVID-19 

pandemic clearly demonstrated that instructors require substantial institutional support and 

ongoing professional learning opportunities to manage the challenges of teaching during major 

disruptions (Eschenbacher & Fleming, 2020). 

The study’s findings also offer concepts applicable to future research. Scholars may compare 

these results with those from other contexts to propose strategies and policies aimed at improving 

the quality of higher education. Further studies are needed to explore the pandemic’s effects on 

school-level learners, focusing on their instructional experiences and learning outcomes during the 

crisis. The researcher faced certain limitations, particularly concerning the number of participants, 

as pandemic restrictions constrained access to respondents and limited the survey’s reach. 

Investigating online instruction in an EFL context and its response to COVID-19 remains 

essential for identifying ongoing challenges, obstacles, and possible solutions. Moreover, 

understanding how instructors use the complex dilemmas of the pandemic to reflect on and reshape 

their professional learning experiences can inform future teacher education and policy 
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development. Equally important is exploring students’ perspectives on this abrupt transition to 

online learning. Their experiences can help assess the continuing professional learning needs of 

both students and instructors in the post-pandemic era. 
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Questionnaires 

Teachers’ survey 

Section one: Teaching practice 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements using the scale below: 

1 – Strongly disagree (SD) 

2 – Disagree (D) 

3 – Neutral (N) 

4 – Agree (A) 

5 – Strongly agree (SA) 

1. Gender:          Female   Male 

2. Age range:         25–30          31–35           36-40                41- 45    +46 

3. Major:        Teaching               Translation               Literature 

4. Degree:              BA                    MA 

 

1. Effective Communication SA A N D SD 

1) I communicate with my students regularly in order to engage them.      

2) My online communication practices make students feel as connected to me as they would be to 

a face-to-face teacher. 

     

3) I self-monitor my communications to avoid miscommunication with my students.      

4) I model expectations for appropriate student communication.      

5) I facilitate students’ use of constructive communication.      

6) I set guidelines for communication and interaction.      

2. Scaffolding SA A N D SD 

1) I adapt the course to accommodate students’ self-pacing.      

2) I create an organized environment.      

3) I outline expectations to foster student responsibility.      

4) I use the course tools to adapt course structure.      

5) I use multiple forms of assessment to evaluate student progress.      

6) I use multiple teaching strategies to introduce and teach the content knowledge.      

3. Instructional self-efficacy SA A N D SD 

1) I feel confident that I can keep students on task on difficult assignments.      

2) I feel confident that I can increase students’ retention of the language.      

3) I feel confident that I can motivate students who show low interest in language learning.      

4) I encourage students to share resources.      

5) I use different practices based on student needs.      

4. Technological self-efficacy SA A N D SD 

1) I feel confident that I can successfully teach relevant language content using appropriate 

technology. 

     

2) I feel confident that I can help students when they have difficulty with the computer.      

3) I feel confident that I can motivate my students to participate in technology-based projects to 

support language acquisition. 

     

4) I feel confident about assigning and grading technology-based projects.      

5) I tailor resources and support for l student individually.      
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Section two: Training and support 

Using the scale below, how would you rate the support and training you receive? 

1 – None (N) 

2 – Below Average (BA) 

3 – Average (A) 

4 – Above Average (AA) 

5 – Excellent (E) 

1) Professional development on content/language specific knowledge N BA A AA E 

2) Professional development on technology-based skills      

3) Professional development on online classroom management      

4) Professional development on effective communication with online students      

5) Professional development on organizing and structuring instructional content      

6) Professional development on strategies for accommodating different learning styles      

7) Professional development on finding and evaluating quality resources for my online classes      

8) Professional development on content-/language-based technology integration      

9) Instructional support (ongoing support for incorporating technologies into your online courses)      

10) Technical support (e.g., network, software, hardware)      

Section Three:  

Please select three professional development areas you believe you need additional training in, and prioritize them (1-3) in order 

of importance, with1 being most important. 

1) Content/language-specific knowledge 

2) Technology-based skills 

3) Online classroom management 

4) Effective communication with online students 

5) Organizing and structuring instructional content 

6) Strategies for accommodating different learning styles 

7) Finding and evaluating quality resources for my online classes 

8) Language-based technology integration 

Students’ survey 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements using the scale below: 

1 – Strongly disagree (SD) 

2 – Disagree (D) 

3 – Neutral (N) 

4 – Agree (A) 

5 – Strongly agree (SA) 

 

 

Impact  SA A N D SD 

I have a positive impact on my studies due to online class.      

Online classes have increased my technological literacy.      

I feel online classes help me to gain more knowledge.      

Comfortability  SA A N D SD 

I feel comfortable using online learning tools.      

I feel learning is same in class and at home on the Internet.      

I find it hard to stick to a study schedule of the online course.      

Support from Teacher SA A N D SD 

I receive enough support and resources from my teacher.      

My teacher encourages discussion in an online class.      

My teacher sets guidelines for effective communication and 

interaction in an online class. 

     


