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Executive Summary 

Background 

This country report aims to provide lessons learned from the remote learning mode created due to the 
unpresented crisis for higher education institutions and lay out positive examples from the results of a small-
scale survey utilized by all partner universities. 

Methodology 

The data for this study were gathered from a sample of 125 students enrolled in the Faculty of Education, 
Psychology and Art, University of Latvia. An online survey was distributed to the students via Google forms 
in mid-September, and students were asked to fill it in until mid-October 2021. Data were analyzed from 
mid-October till early November 2021. 

Key Findings 

• Even though the students’ responses for their self-assessment of their digital skills were high, they 
sought to acquire more digital skills during the remote learning mode.    

• Even though the students take formal research classes/modules, they require more training and 
an in-depth understanding of research methodologies.   

• The students dedicate less time to research methodologies outside the formal research training. 

Key Recommendations 

• Students’ methodology skills should be improved, mainly by providing informal research training, 
lessons.  

• • Students should form informal research groups where they discuss their issues with their research 
methodologies.  

• More research-related materials and activities should be created for students to support their 
research competencies. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The country report is part of the intellectual output 2 (IO2), “Strategies and practices regarding online 
teaching at the local level” aiming to provide comparable evidence-based local data from partner 
universities on different challenges faced during online teaching. The challenges were posed by COVID-
19, when it was necessary to ensure a fully remote learning process, created during an unprecedented 
crisis. The decisions made during the pandemic on the provision of the study process were affected by it. 
To learn from this crisis and to find out how to overcome such situations more successfully in the future. It 
is necessary both draw the lessons from the crisis and be aware of the positive examples provided by 
solutions employed.  

1.2 Objectives 

The objectives of the research are:  

• O1: to identify the challenges students faced during remote learning  

• O2: to map the digital skills students from social field have  

• O3: to evaluate how research classes/specific learning modules help students understand and 

engage into the research process  

•  O4: to identify what specific research behaviors students already master and in what areas they 

need additional help  

2 Methodology 

2.1 Research Questions 

The research questions to be answered by this research report are:  

1. How do the students relate to the remote learning process that they were exposed to 
during the last academic year?  

2. What is the level of digital skills bachelor students report having?  

3. How did exposure to formal and informal research classes/modules contributed to their 
knowledge and attitudes toward research process?  

4. What specific research behaviors students feel competent engaging in?  

2.2 Instruments 

The final instrument used was generated using the previous experience of partner universities, but also 
previous measurements used for assessing research competencies (Swank & Lambie, 2016; Visser-
Wijnveen, van der Rijst, & van Driel, 2016). The questionnaire was originally written in English, amended 
by partners and then translated into local languages for better use by partner countries (see Appendix 1). 
The dimensions that were included in the final version focused on:  

• ●  General perception regarding remote learning (14 items) – general students’ perception 
regarding remote learning. Sample items included evaluation of specific activities during remote 
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learning compared to in-person learning and evaluation of remote learning process (e.g. The 
study process organised in this way facilitates learning; It creates a higher workload)  

• ●  Self-evaluation of digital skills (16 items) – student’s self-evaluation of their digital skills in the 
area of computer usage, using a five point Likert scale (1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree)  

• ●  Formal research classes/modules (26 items) – identifying of any specific research 
class/research module included in their learning plan and rating the learning experience during 
that class/module.  

• ●  Informal research class/module (4 items) – identifying any other individual learning activity, 
outside the learning plan at home university (e.g. webinars, presentations, (intensive) 
summer/winter schools) that they took during the academic year  

• ●  Level of research competencies (32 item) – self-evaluation of their confidence in performing 
specific research behaviors in the area of Qualitative/Quantitative Research Processes, Research 
Ethics, Dissemination of Research/Scholarly Writing, and Research Inquiry/Literature Review  

• ●  Experience of last-year students (6 items) – starting from the assumption that the last- year 
students are more involved in research though their bachelor thesis we evaluated their particular 
experience in relation to carrying a research in their field  

• ●  Demographics included gender, year of study, university and field of study  

2.3 Sample 

A descriptive survey design with convenience sampling was used. The sample group in the study 
consisted of 125 students studying at the Faculty of Education, Psychology and Art in the University of 
Latvia. All 125 students’ study location was based in Riga. Of the students that responded to the 
questionnaire, 115 female (92%), 9 male (7.2%), and 1 prefers not to say (0.8%), whose mean age was 
28.7 within the range of 19-55. Students’ field of study were education (n=107,85.6%), psychology 
(n=5,4%), art (n=5, 4%), and sports (n=8,6.4%).  

Among students, whose study field was education enrolled in the following study programs: primary 
school teacher (n=40, 32%), pre-school teacher (n=38,30.4%), Latvian language and literature teacher 
(n=5,4%), special education teacher (n=4, 3.2%), teacher training (n=3, 2.4%), design and technology 
teacher (n=3,2.4%), math teacher (n=3,2.4%),computer teacher (n=2,1.6%),English and Latvian language 
teacher (n=2, 1.6%),Russian language and literature teacher (n=2,1.6%), English language and computer 
teacher (n=1,0.8),German and English language teacher (n=1, 0.8%), Latvian language teacher 
(n=1,0.8%), science teacher (n=1, 0.8%) and sports teacher (=1, 0.8%).Among students, whose study 
field was psychology enrolled in the following study program: social pedagogue (n=3,2.4%) and history 
and social sciences (n=2, 1.6%).Among students, whose study field was art enrolled in the following study 
program: graphic design (n=5,4%), Among students, whose study field was sports enrolled in the 
following study programs: Sports technology and public health (n=6, 4.8%), sport coach (n=2,1.6%).   

Students’ study field were vocational education (n=36,27.8%), and bachelor’s degree (or equivalent) 
(n=89, 72.2%). Students course levels were 1st course (n=49, 39.2%), 2nd course (n=34,27.2%), 3rd 
course (n=26, 20.8%) and 4th course (n=16,12.8%). Table 1 below illustrates the overview of students’ 
demographics.  

Table 1. Overview of Students’ Demographics 

Demographics Item Numbers % 

 

(1) Gender  

Male 9  92% 

Female 115 7.2.% 

Prefer not to answer 1 0.25% 

(2) Age  19 yrs. old-55 yrs. old 125 28.7% 

   

(3) Mode of Study  

Full time 55 44% 

Part time 70 56% 
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(4) Place of Study  Riga 125 100% 

 

(5) Field of Study  

  

Education 107 85.6% 

Psychology 5 4% 

Art 5 4% 

Sports 8 6.4% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(6) Study Program  

Primary school teacher 40 32% 

Pre-school teacher 38 30.4% 

Sports technology and public 

health 

6 4.8% 

                   Graphics design  5 4% 

Latvian Language & Literature 

teacher 

5 4% 

Special education teacher  4 3.2% 

Teacher  3 2.4% 

Design and technology teacher  3 2.4% 

Math teacher  3 2.4% 

Social pedagogue  3 2.4% 

computer teacher  2 1.6% 

Sports coach 2 1.6% 

English & Latvian language 

teacher 

2 1.6% 

Russian language and literature 

teacher 

2 1.6% 

History & Social Science 2 0.8% 

English language & Computer 

teacher  

1 0.8% 

 German & English language 

teacher  

1 0.8% 

Latvian language teacher  1 0.8% 

Science teacher  1 0.8% 

Sports teacher 1 0.8% 

 

(7) Study Level   

Vocational education 36 27.8 % 

Bachelor's degree (or equivalent) 89 72.2% 

 

(8)  Study Course  

1.Course 49 39.2% 

2. Course 34 27.2% 

3. Course 25 20% 

4.Course 17 13.6% 

                                                                                                                  Source: generated by the authors 
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2.4 Data Collection 

The research team decided to use the online survey platform called Google forms. The lead researcher 
sent the link of the survey to all students at the Faculty of Education, Psychology and Art via e-mail. One 
reminder was sent to all students at early-October.  

2.5 Data Analysis 

IBM SPSS Statistics 25.0 software was used to analyze the data. Results are presented in tabular and 
graph format. The upper bound of margin of error in the analysis is set as.05. 

2.6 Limitations 

• As there were small number of respondents from one faculty in a university in Latvia in 
the survey, the results cannot be generalisable and does not represent the remote learning 
situation in Latvia. However, the results provided insightful information about how students 
coped with their studies during the remote learning process and how they dealt with their 
formal/informal research class/modules.  

• The translated items caused misunderstandings among students and therefore, it affected 
some of the results of the survey.  
 

3 Results 

3.1 General perception regarding remote learning 

The students were asked to indicate their agreement (1-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree) to the 
statements related to their general perception of the remote learning process during the last academic 
year (2020-2021). Table 2 illustrates the results of students’ perception of their remote learning 
experience as percentages. In Table 3, the results are presented as means with standard deviations. The 
results from Table 2 and 3 were compared with the six sociodemographic characteristics of the students 
(see Table 4, gender; Table 5, age; Table 6, study mode; Table 7, study field; Table 8, study level; Table 
9, study course). 

Table 2. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) (percentages)  

                  Item Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree  Partially 

agree 

Agree  Strongly 

agree  

The study process organised in this way 
facilitates learning 

4% 13.6 % 25% 27.2% 29.6% 

It creates a higher workload 16,8% 31.2% 27.2% 19.2% 5.6% 

It is a good solution in a crisis situation, 
but training should fully return to face-to 
face after the end of the pandemic 

12% 20% 33.6% 18.4% 16% 

It creates alienation from the study 
process 

19.2% 24% 25.6% 20.8% 10.4% 

It creates emotional burden 24% 29,6% 20.8% 14.4% 11.2% 

It hinders to see the whole study process 18.4% 39.2% 23.2% 12% 7.2% 

                                                                                                          Source: generated by the authors                                                                                       
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Table 3.The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) (means)  

                     Item  N Mean Std. Deviation 

The study process organised in this way 
facilitates learning 

125 3,6480 1,15881 

It creates a higher workload 125 2,6560 1,13666 

It is a good solution in a crisis situation, but 
training should fully return to face-to face after 
the end of the pandemic 

125 3,0640 1,22963 

It creates alienation from the study process 125 2,7920 1,26552 

It creates emotional burden 125 2,5920 1,30196 

It hinders to see the whole study process 125 2,5040 1,14035 

                                                                                                                                 Source: generated by the authors                                                                                       

Students’ average responses to all statements in Table 3 was ‘partially agree’ (mean=2.87, S.D.=,70).  
In response to the statement, "the study process organized in remote learning facilitates learning", 
students' average answer was 'agree' (mean =3.64, S.D.=1.1). Students’ average answer to the 
statement, “the study process organized in remote learning creates a higher workload” was “partially 
agree’ (mean=2.65, S.D.= 1.1).Concerning the students’ average answer to the statement “the study 
process organized in remote learning is a good solution in a crisis situation, but training should fully return 
to face-to-face after the end of the pandemic” was ‘partially agree’ (mean=3.06, S.D.=1.2). In response to 
the statement, “the study process organized in remote learning creates alienation from the study 
process”, students’ average answer was ‘partially agree’ (mean=2.79, S.D.=1.2). The following 
statement’s average answer was ‘partially agree’ (mean=2.59, S.D.=1.3), “the study process organized in 
remote learning creates emotional burden”. As to students’ average answer to the statement, “the study 
process organized in remote learning hinders to see the whole study process” was ‘partially agree’ 
(mean=2.50, S.D.=1.1). 
 
Table 4. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) by gender 

Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Male 9 2,8519 ,80985 
Between 
groups 

,215 2 ,107 ,213 ,809 

Female 115 2,8739 ,70351 
Within 
groups 

61,669 122 ,505   

Prefer not 
to say 

1 3,3333  Total 61,884 124    

Total 125 2,8760 ,70644       

 N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, 
 df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ general perception of remote learning with their gender. As a result of the variance analysis, it 
was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ general perception of remote 
learning and their gender. It was determined that the students’ gender does not show any effect on their 
general perceptions of remote learning. 
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Table 5. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) by age 

                 

N:Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square,  
df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ general perception of remote learning with their age. As a result of the variance analysis, it was 
concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ general perception of remote learning 
and their age. It was determined that the students’ age does not show any effect on their general 
perceptions of remote learning.  

Table 6. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) by study mode 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Full Time 

Attendance 
55 2,3192 ,29246 2,084 123 ,039 

Part Time 

Attendance 
70 2,2127 ,27656 2,070 112,917 ,041 

Total 
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  
 F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors                                                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ general perception of remote learning with their 
study mode. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference 
between students’ general perception of remote learning and their study mode. It was determined that the 
students’ study mode does not show any effect on their general perceptions of remote learning. 
 
Table 7. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) by study field 

Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Education 107 2,8551 ,71524 Between 
groups 

1,166 3 ,389 ,774 ,511 

Psychology 5 2,9667 ,84492 Within 
groups 

60,718 121 ,502 
  

Art 5 3,3333 ,47140 Total 
61,884 124 

   

Sport 8 2,8125 ,62639 
   

   

Total 125 2,8760 ,70644 
   

   

 N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square,  
 df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors   
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Age Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

19-28 yrs. 71 2,9202 ,73239 
Between 

groups 
,745 3 ,248 ,491 ,689 

29-37 yrs. 32 2,8698 ,68879 
Within 

groups 
61,139 121 ,505 

  

38-46 yrs. 12 2,6528 ,78964 
Total 

61,884 124 
   

47-55 yrs.  10 2,8500 ,47434    
   

Total 125 2,8760 ,70644    
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The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ general perception of remote learning with their study field. As a result of the variance analysis, 
it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ general perception of remote 
learning and their study field. It was determined that the students’ study field does not affect their general 
perceptions of remote learning. 
 

Table 8. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) by study level 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Bachelor’s Degree 

(or equivalent) 
89 2,8483 ,65455 -,687 123 ,493 

Vocational 

Education 
36 2,9444 ,82712 -,623 53,610 ,536 

Total  
125      

 N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  
 F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors                                                                                                                                                             
                                                                                                                 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ general perception of remote learning with their 
study level. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference 
between students’ general perception of remote learning and their study level. It was determined that the 
students’ study level does not show any effect on their general perceptions of remote learning.  
 

Table 9. The distribution of students’ general perception of remote learning (N =125) by study course 

Group N     M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

1. course  49 3,1156 ,73614 Between 
groups 

5,741 3 1,914 4,124 ,008 

2. course  34 2,7353 ,66555 Within 
groups 

56,143 121 ,464   

3. course  26 2,5833 ,62937 Total 
61,884 124    

4. course  16 2,9167 ,61162 
   

   

Total  125 2,8760 ,70644 
   

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom,              
MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors, Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ general perception of remote learning with their study level. As a result of the variance analysis, 
it was concluded that there is a significant difference between variances. As the variances have a 
homogeneous distribution, Tukey's test for Post-Hoc analysis was used to determine the direction of 
significance. 
 

   Table 9.1 Tukey’s Test for Post-Hoc Analysis  

 course  course  
 
Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 

1. course  

2. course  ,38035 ,15204 ,065 -,0157 ,7764 

3. course  ,53231* ,16527 ,009 ,1018 ,9629 

4. course  ,19898 ,19613 ,741 -,3120 ,7099 

 1. course  -,38035 ,15204 ,065 -,7764 ,0157 
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2. course  3. course  ,15196 ,17746 ,827 -,3103 ,6143 

4. course  -,18137 ,20651 ,816 -,7193 ,3566 

 

3. course  

1. course  -,53231* ,16527 ,009 -,9629 -,1018 

2. course  -,15196 ,17746 ,827 -,6143 ,3103 

4. course  -,33333 ,21644 ,417 -,8972 ,2305 

 

4. course  

1. course  -,19898 ,19613 ,741 -,7099 ,3120 

2. course  ,18137 ,20651 ,816 -,3566 ,7193 

3. course  ,33333 ,21644 ,417 -,2305 ,8972 

                                                                                                                                Source: generated by the authors 

As shown in Table 9, when the students’ general perception of remote learning was compared according 
to study courses, it was found that 1st course group has the highest score (X=3,1156). It was concluded 
that the students at the 1st course group have higher general perception to remote learning than the 3rd 
course group. 

Students were asked to respond (1=less than before, 2=just like it was before, 3=more than before) to 
what extent the activities mentioned in Table 9 are necessary during the remote learning process 
compared to in-person learning. Table 10 illustrates the results as percentages and Table 11 presents the 
results are as means with standard deviations. Results from Table 10 and 11 were compared with the six 
sociodemographic characteristics of the students (see Table 12, gender; Table 13, age; Table 14, study 
mode; Table 15, study field; Table 16, study level; Table 17, study course). 

Table 10. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) (percentages) 

                
                             Item Less than 

before 

 Just like it was 
before the start of 
the remote study 
process 

    

    More than before 

Read the materials send by teacher   3.2% 64% 32.8% 

Look for various additional information 
(different from what the teacher 
recommended) 

2.4% 67.2% 30.4% 

Prepare independent works in the form 
of reports, essays, or other written work 

3.2% 76.8% 20% 

Prepare group works in the form of 
reports, essays, or other written work 

3.2% 74.4% 22.4% 

Acquire digital competencies 3.2% 42.4% 54.4% 

Prepare presentations 1.6 % 70.4% 28% 

Develop practical work 4.8% 72% 23.3% 

Communicate with other group members 7.2% 64% 28.8% 

Contact Lectures  4% 69.6% 24.4% 

                                                                                                                                                           Source: generated by the authors 
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Table 11. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) 

                                                                                                                                                          Source: generated by the authors 

                                                                                                      

Students’ average responses to all statements in Table 11 was ‘just like it was before the start of the 
remote learning process’ (mean=2.25, S.D.=,28). In response to the statement, "read the materials sent 
by teacher”, students' average answer is 'just like it was before the start of the remote learning process' 
(mean =2,29 S.D.=,52). Students’ average response to the statement, “look for various additional 
information (different from what the teacher recommended)” was ‘just like it was before the start of the 
remote learning process’ (mean=2.28, S.D.=,50). Concerning the students’ average answer to the 
statement “prepare independent works in the form of reports, essays, or other written work” was ‘just like 
it was before the start of the remote learning process’ (mean=2.16, S.D.=,45). In response to the 
statement, “prepare group works in the form of reports, essays, or other written work”, students’ average 
answer was ‘just like it was before the start of the remote learning process’ (mean=2.19, S.D.=,47). The 
following statement’s average answer was ‘more than before the start of the remote learning process’ 
(mean=2.51, S.D.=,56), “acquire digital competencies”. As to students’ average answer to the statement, 
“Prepare presentations” was ‘just like it was before the start of the remote learning process’ (mean=2.26, 
S.D.=,47). Students’ average answer to the following statements, develop practical work’ (mean=2.18, 
S.D.=49), “communicate with other group members” (mean=2.21, S.D.=,56), and “contact lecturers” 
(mean=2.22, S.D.=,50) were ‘just like it was before the start of the remote learning process’.  
 

 Table 12. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) by gender 

Group N    M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Male  
9 2,1111 ,35573 

Between 
groups 

,295 2 ,148 1,811 ,168 

Female 
115 2,2686 ,28000 

Within groups 
9,950 122 ,082   

Prefer not to 
say  

1 2,5556 . 
Total 

10,246 124    

Total  
125 2,2596 ,28745       

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom,      

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95% One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ perception of their remote learning experience with their in-person learning by gender. As a 
result of the variance analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ 

                                  Item 
N Mean Std. Deviation 

Read the materials send by teacher   125 2,2960 ,52400 

Look for various additional information 

(different from what the teacher 

recommended) 

125 2,2800 ,50161 

Prepare independent works in the form of 

reports, essays, or other written work 
125 2,1680 ,45323 

Prepare group works in the form of reports, 

essays, or other written work 
125 2,1920 ,47000 

Acquire digital competencies 125 2,5120 ,56248 

Prepare presentations 125 2,2640 ,47763 

Develop practical work 125 2,1840 ,49813 

Communicate with other group members 125 2,2160 ,56202 

Contact lecturers 125 2,2240 ,50584 
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perceptions of their remote learning process and their gender. It was determined that the students’ 
gender does not show any effect on their perceptions.  
 

Table 13. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) by age 

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 
MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 
 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ perception of their remote learning experience with their in-person learning by age. As a result 
of the variance analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ 
perceptions of their remote learning process and their age. It was determined that the students’ age does 
not show any effect on their perceptions.  
 

Table 14. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) by study mode 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Full Time 

Attendance 
55 2,3192 ,29246 2,084 123 ,039 

Part Time 

Attendance 
70 2,2127 ,27656 2,070 112,917 ,041 

Total 
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  
F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 
 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ perception of their remote learning experience 
with their in-person learning by study mode. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there 
is a significant difference between students’ perceptions of their remote learning process and their study 
mode. It was determined that full-time students consider that study activities organised during the remote 
learning process are more necessary when compared with the part-time students.  
 

Table 15. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) by study field 

Group N      M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Education 
107 2,2513 ,28729 

Between 
groups 

,172 3 ,057 ,689 ,560 

Psychology 
5 2,1778 ,23040 

Within groups 
10,073 121 ,083   

Art 
5 2,3778 ,35660 

Total 
10,246 124    

Sport 
8 2,3472 ,29360    

   

Total 
125 2,2596 ,28745    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 

 

Age Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

19-28 yrs. 71 2,2754 ,28100 
Between 

groups 
,210 3 ,070 ,845 ,472 

29-37 yrs. 32 2,2049 ,30930 
Within groups 

10,035 121 ,083   

38-46 yrs. 12 2,3426 ,32639 
Total 

10,246 124    

47-55 yrs. 10 2,2222 ,20286       

Total 125 2,2596 ,28745    
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The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ perception of their remote learning experience with their in-person learning by study field. As a 
result of the variance analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ 
perceptions of their remote learning process and their study field. It was determined that the students’ 
study does not show any effect on their perceptions.  
 

Table 16. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) by study level 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Bachelor’s Degree (or 

equivalent) 
89 2,3096 ,28842 3,171 123 ,002 

Vocational Education 
36 2,1358 ,24790 3,382 74,890 ,001 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  
F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 
 

T-test analysis is conducted to compare the students’ general perception of the remote learning 
experience with their in-person learning by study level. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded 
that there is a significant difference between variances. It was determined that the bachelor’s students 
reckon that study activities organised during the remote learning process are more necessary than the 
face-to-face learning process compared with the vocational education students. 
 
Table 17. The comparison of students’ remote learning with their in-person learning (N=125) by study course  

Group N    M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

1. Course  
49 2,2880 ,33250 

Between 
groups 

,550 3 ,183 2,286 ,082 

2. Course  
34 2,1993 ,23495 

Within groups 
9,696 121 ,080   

3. Course  
26 2,2009 ,24549 

Total 
10,246 124    

4. Course  
16 2,3958 ,26595    

   

Total  
125 2,2596 ,28745    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 
MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 
 

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the students’ perception of their remote learning 
experience with their in-person learning by study course. As a result of the variance analysis, it was 
concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ perceptions of their remote learning 
process and their study course. It was determined that the students’ study does not show any effect on 
their  perceptions.  
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3.2 Digital skills 

The students were asked to indicate their agreement (1-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree) to the 
statements related to their self-assessment of digital skills. Table 18 below, illustrates the distribution of 
students’ self-assessment of their digital skills as percentages and in Table 19, the results are presented 
as means with standard deviations. The results from Table 18 and 19 were compared with the six 
sociodemographic characteristics of the students (see Table 20, gender; Table 21, age; Table 22, study 
mode; Table 23, study field; Table 24, study level; Table 25, study course).  

Table 18. The Distribution of students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) (percentages)  

Item Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree  Partially 
agree  

agree Strongly 
agree 

I know how to manage online files 
(download, save, upload)   

0.8% 3.2% 9.6% 34.4% 52% 

 I know how to use shortcut keys  3.2% 13.6% 26.4% 31.2% 25% 

I know how to open a new tab in 
my browser  

 

1.6% 

 

2.4% 

 

8% 

 

32.5% 

 

52.8% 

I know how to complete online 
forms  

 

1.6% 

 

2.4% 

 

13.6% 

 

34.4% 

 

48% 

I know how to adjust privacy 
settings 

 

1.6% 

 

10.4% 

 

29.6% 

 

28% 

 

30.4% 

I know how to connect to a WIFI 
network 

 

0 

 

2.4% 

 

5.6% 

 

32% 

 

60% 

I know how to connect to an 
online platform (Zoom, MsTeams, 
Google classroom etc) 

 

0 

 

4% 

 

11.2% 

 

34.4% 

 

50.4% 

I can easily find the information I 
need on a website  

0.8% 4.8% 21.6% 38.4% 34.4% 

I can easily navigate through the 
tools included in different online 
platforms (Zoom, MsTeams, 
Google classroom etc) 

 

0.8% 

 

8% 

 

20% 

 

36.8% 

 

34.4% 

I know which information I should 
and shouldn’t share online 

0 6.4% 14.4% 36.8% 42.4% 

I know when I should and 
shouldn’t share information online 

1.6% 2.4% 16.8% 35.2% 44% 

I am careful about my comments 
and behaviours while I am online  

1.6% 0.8% 13.6% 32% 52% 

I know how to create a video  5.6% 10.4% 22.4% 25.6% 36% 

I know how to create a infographic 14.4% 19.2% 32% 17.6% 16.8% 

I know how to design a website 13.6% 18.4% 32% 20.8% 15.2% 

I feel confident putting content I 
have created online 

3.2% 12% 27.2% 34.4% 23.2% 

                                                                                                                                                           Source: generated by the authors 
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Table 19. The Distribution of students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) (means)  

                                Item  N Mean Std. Deviation 

I know how to manage online files (download, save, upload)   125 4,3360 ,84189 

I know how to use shortcut keys 125 3,6240 1,10471 

I know how to open a new tab in my browser 125 4,3520 ,85436 

I know how to complete online forms 125 4,2480 ,89493 

I know how to adjust privacy settings 125 3,7520 1,05231 

I know how to connect to a WIFI network 125 4,4960 ,71419 

I know how to connect to an online platform (Zoom, MsTeams, 

Google classroom etc) 

125 4,3120 ,82712 

I can easily find the information I need on a website 125 4,0080 ,91136 

I can easily navigate through the tools included in different 

online platforms (Zoom, MsTeams, Google) 

125 3,9600 ,97053 

I know which information I should and shouldn’t share online 125 4,1520 ,89853 

I know when I should and shouldn’t share information online 125 4,1760 ,90753 

I am careful about my comments and behaviours while I am 

online 

125 4,3200 ,85760 

I know how to create a video 125 3,7600 1,20750 

I know how to create an infographic 125 3,0320 1,27593 

I know how to design a website 125 3,0560 1,24631 

I feel confident putting content I have created online 125 3,6240 1,06759 

                                                                                                                                         Source: generated by the authors 

 
 
Students’ average responses to all statements in Table 19 is ‘agree’ (mean=3.95, S.D.=,72). 52% of the 
students responded that they are careful about their comments and behaviours while they are online.  
 

Table 20. The Distribution of students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) by gender 

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 
MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their digital skills with experience with their gender. As a result of the variance 
analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ self-assessed digital 
skills with their gender. It was determined that students’ gender does not show any effect on their self-
assessed digital skills. 
 
 
 
  
 
 

Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Male  
9 4,0972 ,84843 

Between 
groups 

,683 2 ,342 ,640 ,529 

Female 
115 3,9332 ,72186 

Within 
groups 

65,163 122 ,534   

Prefer not to 
say  

1 4,6250 . 
Total 

65,846 124    

Total  
125 3,9505 ,72871       
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Table 21. The Distribution of students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) by age 

 N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square,  
 df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 
 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 

students’ self-assessment of their digital skills with experience with their age. As a result of the variance 

analysis, it was concluded that there is a significant difference between students’ self-assessed digital 

skills with their age. As the variances have homogeneous distribution, Tukey's test, one of the Post-Hoc 

tests, has been used to determine the direction of significance. 

 

  Table 21.1: Tukey test analysis  

Age  Age Mean 

Difference  

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

19-28 yrs. 

29-37 ,35979 ,14933 ,081 -,0292 ,7488 

38-46 ,51929 ,21890 ,088 -,0510 1,0895 

47-55 ,58283 ,23689 ,071 -,0343 1,1999 

29-37 yrs. 

19-28 -,35979 ,14933 ,081 -,7488 ,0292 

38-46 ,15951 ,23740 ,908 -,4590 ,7780 

47-55 ,22305 ,25408 ,816 -,4389 ,8850 

38-46 yrs. 

19-28 -,51929 ,21890 ,088 -1,0895 ,0510 

29-37 -,15951 ,23740 ,908 -,7780 ,4590 

47-55 ,06354 ,30029 ,997 -,7188 ,8458 

47-55 yrs. 

19-28 -,58283 ,23689 ,071 -1,1999 ,0343 

29-37 -,22305 ,25408 ,816 -,8850 ,4389 

38-46 -,06354 ,30029 ,997 -,8458 ,7188 

                                                                                                                                                      Source: generated by the authors 

 

 

As shown in Table 21, students in 18-28 years old age group have the highest self-assessed digital skills 

(X= 4,1391) than other age groups.  

 

 

 

 

Age Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

19-28 yrs. 71 4,1391 ,57440 
Between 
groups 

6,330 3 2,110 4,290 ,006 

29-37 yrs. 32 3,7793 ,82152 
Within 
groups 

59,516 121 ,492   

38-46 yrs. 12 3,6198 ,96253 
Total 

65,846 124    

47-55 yrs. 10 3,5563 ,76798       

Total 125 3,9505 ,72871    
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Table 22. The Distribution of students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) by study mode 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Full Time Attendance 
55 2,9619 ,89127 ,284 123 ,777 

Part Time Attendance 
70 2,9138 ,97491 ,287 120,151 ,774 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  
F: Frequency, p: Significance Level. Source: generated by the authors 
 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their digital skills with experience with their study mode. As a result of the T-
test analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ self-assessed 
digital skills with their study mode. It was determined that the students’ study mode does not show any 
effect on their self-assessed digital skills.   
 

Table 23. The Distribution of students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) by study field  

Group N      M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

 

Education 
107 3,9474 ,72345 Between 

groups 

,970 3 ,323 ,603 ,614 

Psychology 
5 3,7375 1,08559 Within groups 64,876 121 ,536   

Art 
5 3,7875 ,72967 Total 65,846 124    

Sport 
8 4,2266 ,60406    

   

Total 
125 3,9505 ,72871    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors, Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their digital skills with experience with their study field. As a result of the 
variance analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ self-assessed 
digital skills with their study field. It was determined that the students’ study does not show any effect on 
their self-assessed digital skills.   
 

Table 24. Students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) by study level 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Bachelor’s Degree (or 

equivalent) 
89 4,0358 ,65163 2,086 123 ,039 

Vocational Education 
36 3,7396 ,86570 1,852 51,799 ,070 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  
F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ self-assessment of their digital skills with 
experience with their study level. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is a 
significant difference between students’ self-assessed digital skills with their study level. It was 
determined that the bachelor students have higher self-assessed digital skills than vocational education 
students. 
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Table 25. Students’ self-assessment of their digital skills (N=125) by study course 

Group N      M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

1. Course 
49 3,7602 ,77690 

Between 
groups 

6,012 3 2,004 4,053 ,009 

2. Course 
34 4,0478 ,73260 

Within groups 
59,834 121 ,494   

3. Course 
26 4,3053 ,42180 

Total 
65,846 124    

4. Course 
16 3,7500 ,76171    

   

Total 
125 3,9505 ,72871    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%.One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their digital skills with their study. As a result of the variance analysis, it was 
concluded that there is a significant difference between variances. As the variances do not have a 
homogeneous distribution (p<0.05), Tamhane's T2 test, one of the Post-Hoc tests, was used to determine 
the direction of significance. 
 

Table 25.1 Tamhane’s T2 Test Analysis  

 

Study Course  

 
Study 

Course 

 

Mean  

 

Std. Error 

 

Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

      1. Course 

 

 

2. Course  -,28759 ,16764 ,434 -,7408 ,1656 

3. Course  -,54508* ,13842 ,001 -,9194 -,1707 

4. Course  ,01020 ,22041 1,000 -,6172 ,6377 

 

2. Course  

1. Course  ,28759 ,16764 ,434 -,1656 ,7408 

3. Course  -,25749 ,15043 ,442 -,6682 ,1532 

4. Course  ,29779 ,22814 ,742 -,3471 ,9427 

 

3. Course 

 

1. Course  ,54508* ,13842 ,001 ,1707 ,9194 

2. Course  ,25749 ,15043 ,442 -,1532 ,6682 

4. Course  ,55529 ,20762 ,083 -,0481 1,1587 

 

4. Course  

1. Course  -,01020 ,22041 1,000 -,6377 ,6172 

2. Course  -,29779 ,22814 ,742 -,9427 ,3471 

3. Course  -,55529 ,20762 ,083 -1,1587 ,0481 
                                                                             Source: generated by the authors 

 

As shown in Table 25, when the students’ self-assessment of their digital skills is compared with their 

study course, it is seen that 3rd course group has the highest score (X=4.3053). This is followed by the 

students in the 2nd course group (X=4,0478), the 1st course group (X=3,7602) and the 4th course group 

(X=3,7500). Tamhane's T2 Test, one of the Post-Hoc tests, is used to test the source of the difference, 

since the variances of the groups are heterogeneously distributed with 95% confidence. The direction of 

the difference is found as (1st course) -(3rd course). It is concluded that the students in the 3rd course 

group have higher digital skills than the students in the 1st course group. 
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3.3 Formal research class/modules 

The students were asked to respond a specific research class they have taken during the last academic 
year (2020-2021) or about any specific research content/module covered in any other class in the 
previous academic year, when studying online. The answers of students are illustrated in Figure 1.      
Next, the students were asked to indicate whether they have completed such a class/module in the 
previous academic year. The responses of students are presented in Figure 2.  

 

   Figure 1. The Distribution to students’ Answers on Formal Research Class/Modules  

 

 22.4% of the student responded that they have attended research in education.  

 

0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00%

Research in education
Did not state anything

Do not have such a class
Have no experience due to being 1st year

Primary school teacher program
All courses/ Whole program

Not sure
Pre-school teacher training

Social emotional learning/teaching
Psychology

Basics of a teacher's professional activity
Computer science

Methodology
Teaching/Learning

Education/Pedagogy
Sport, technology, and public health

Study work II
Praxes research methods

Socio-pedagogical research methodology
Managements of educational institution

Mathematical logic, Basics of programming
Special education

Computer science & English
Physics methodology

Basketball
Graphics design

Latvian language in preschool
Introduction to sociology

Project management
Art history, Computer software design…

Sports
LU open mind

Social sciences
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Figure 2. The Distribution to Students’ Answers on Formal Research Modules/Contents 

Only 9% of the students responded that they studied research methodology (methods, design etc.) in their 
formal research class/modules.  

Table 23 below, illustrates students’ perception of their formal research class/modules. Results from 
Table 23 were compared with the six sociodemographic characteristics of the students (see Table 24, 
gender; Table 25, age; Table 26, study mode; Table 27, study field; Table 28, study level; Table 29, study 
course).  

 

 

 

0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00% 30.00%

Did not state anything

Not sure

Research methodology (methods, design etc.)

Do not have such a class

Did not understand the question

Research in education

Have no experience due to being 1st year

Literature Review

Whole program

Education

Primary school teacher programme

Remote learning

Course work

Psychology

Research

Study work II

Anatomy

Child pedagogy

Classroom organisation

Questionnaire

Data analyses

Qualitative analyses

Computer science

Sports

Sports science

Sports couch

Internet

Socio-pedagogical research methodology

Languages

Project management

Teacher profession

Personal development

Research methods for special education
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   Table 26. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules (percentages)  

During the class/module… Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Partially 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

My understanding of the most 
important concepts used in social 
science research area has increased   

 

7.2% 

 

7.2% 

 

40.8% 

 

38.4% 

 

6.4% 

My understanding about the steps of 
the research process has increased  

6.4% 8% 36% 39.2% 10.4% 

My understanding about research 
methods has increased 

7.2% 8% 35.2% 40% 9.6% 

I feel that I am confident in using 
specific techniques for data analysis 
(eg. specific software or computer 
applications) regardless of the grades I 
received 

8.8% 20.8% 46.4% 25.6% 6.4% 

I became more interested about 
research in general 

8.8% 20.8% 43.2% 20% 7.2% 

There were sufficient opportunities to 
talk with researchers about their 
scientific research 

20.8 % 32% 29.6% 12.8% 4.8% 

I got the opportunity to hear about 
current recent developments 
in the field 

13.6% 30.4% 33.6% 15.2% 7.2% 

I was introduced to the research carried 
out by my teacher 

16% 20.8% 36% 17.6% 9.6% 

I was introduced to the research carried 
out by the institution/university  

10.4% 24.8% 34.4% 20% 10.4% 

My teacher encouraged me to look for 
alternative explanations for the 
research results   

9.6% 21.6% 37.6% 20.8% 10.4% 

Through research class (content), I 
became more enthusiastic about my 
field of study 

12.8% 17.6% 41.6% 18.4% 9.6% 

Examples between research and 
practice were given  

9.6% 20% 35.2% 25.6% 9.6% 

I learned what type of studies have 
been carried out in my field of study 

12%    11.2% 36.8% 28% 12% 

I learned how research can be used in 
my field of study 

10.4% 12.8% 32.8% 31.2% 17.8% 

I think that what I learnt will be useful in 
other classes as well 

10.4% 8.8% 32% 35.2% 13.6% 

 I think that what I learnt will be useful 
in my career, upon graduation   

9.6% 12% 31.2% 31.2% 16% 

I think that no social 
worker/sociologist/teacher...will need 
all these information for being a good 
profesionist in the field  

23.2% 26.4% 35.2% 9.6% 5.6% 

My teacher encouraged me to carry on 
my own research  

12% 21.6% 37.6% 19.2% 9.6% 

The teacher has provided course 
assignments (e.g., readings, homework, 
quizzes) on a regular basis 

8.8% 15.2% 36.8% 23.2% 16% 

The teacher has given me individual 
feedback on my performance on 
assignments 

12% 21.6% 33.6% 22.4% 10.4% 

The teacher has informed me on what 
exams will look like in this situation 

      8% 13.6% 24.8% 35.2% 18.4% 
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Examinations online were more difficult 
for me 

   23.2% 22.4% 32% 13.6% 8.8% 

Overall, the teachers carried out their 
instruction adequately 

   7.2% 11.2% 30.4% 34.4% 16.8% 

In general, I am satisfied with the 
research classes/modules taken 
remotely  

  7.2% 12.8% 33.6% 32% 14.4% 

 

   Table 27. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules(means)  

                                               Item  
During the class/module…  

N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

My understanding of the most important concepts used in 

social science research area has increased 
125 3,2960 ,95903 

My understanding about the steps of the research process has 

increased 
125 3,3920 ,99916 

My understanding about research methods has increased 
125 3,3680 1,01231 

I feel that I am confident in using specific techniques for data 
analysis (e.g., specific software or computer applications) 
regardless of the grades I received 

125 3,0800 ,99677 

I became more interested about research in general 
125 2,9680 1,03125 

There were sufficient opportunities to talk with researchers 

about their scientific research 
125 2,5040 1,11170 

I got the opportunity to hear about current recent 

developments 
125 2,7360 1,10821 

I was introduced to the research carried out by the 

institution/university 
125 2,8640 1,17325 

I was introduced to the research carried out by my teacher 
125 2,9760 1,12497 

My teacher encouraged me to look for alternative explanations 

for the research results   
125 3,0240 1,11054 

Through research class (content), I became more enthusiastic 

about my field of study 
125 2,9600 1,12451 

Examples between research and practice were given 
125 3,0800 1,09692 

I learned what type of studies have been carried out in my field 

of study 
125 3,1920 1,14085 

I learned how research can be used in my field of study 
125 3,2560 1,13524 

I think that what I learnt will be useful in other classes as well 
125 3,3520 1,12347 

I think that what I learnt will be useful in my career, upon 

graduation   
125 3,3440 1,15076 

I think that no social worker/sociologist/teacher...will need all 

these information for being a good 
125 2,4800 1,11876 

My teacher encouraged me to carry on my own research 
125 2,9440 1,13097 

The teacher has provided course assignments (e.g., readings, 

homework, quizzes) on a regular basis 
125 3,2480 1,14057 

The teacher has given me individual feedback on my 

performance on assignments 
125 3,0000 1,15004 

The teacher has informed me on what exams will look like in 

this situation 
125 3,4480 1,15323 

Examinations online were more difficult for me 
125 2,6320 1,23482 

Overall, the teachers carried out their instruction adequately 
125 3,2800 ,97219 
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In general, I am satisfied with the research classes/modules 

taken remotely 
125 3,3440 1,10062 

                                                                                                                                                                    Source: generated by the authors 

 

 Students’ average responses to all statements in Table 27 is ‘partially agree’ (mean=3.07, S.D.=,80). 

    

  Table 28. Students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules by gender 
 

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom,        

MS. Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors,  

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 

students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their gender. As a result of the variance 

analysis, it was concluded that there is a significant difference between students’ perceptions of their formal 

research class/modules with their gender (p<0,05). However, Post-Hoc tests cannot be applied for this 

analysis because at least one group has less than two data entries. 
 

Table 29. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules by age 

N: Number of Respondents, x̄: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors, 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their age. As a result of the variance 
analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ perceptions of their 
formal research class/modules with their age (p<0,05).  
 
 
 
 
 

Group N    M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Male  9 3,0324 1,09048 
Between 
groups 

4,367 2 2,184 3,465 ,034 

Female 115 3,0949 ,76882 
Within 
groups 

76,897 122 ,630   

Prefer not to 

say  
1 1,0000 . 

Total 
81,264 124    

Total  125 3,0737 ,80954       

Age Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

19-28 yrs.  71 3,1714 ,77144 
Between 

groups 
1,723 3 ,574 ,874 ,457 

29-37 yrs.  32 2,9674 ,74804 
Within groups 

79,541 121 ,657   

38-46 yrs.  12 2,9792 1,18045 
Total 

81,264 124    

47-55 yrs.  10 2,8333 ,76073       

Total 125 3,0737 ,80954    
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Table 30. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules by study mode 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Full Time Attendance 
55 3,0856 ,82001 ,146 123 ,884 

Part Time Attendance 
70 3,0643 ,80703 ,145 115,235 ,885 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  

F: Frequency, p: Significance Level.  

 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ perceptions of their formal research 
class/modules with their study mode. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is no 
significant difference between students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their 
study mode. It was determined that the students’ study mode does not show any effect on their 
perceptions.   
 

Table 31. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules by study field 

Group N    M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Education 
107 3,0693 ,82221 

Between 
groups 

,655 3 ,218 ,328 ,805 

Psychology 
5 3,3917 ,96087 

Within 
groups 

80,609 121 ,666 
  

Art 
5 2,9083 ,87668 

Total 
81,264 124 

   

Sport 
8 3,0365 ,55832    

   

Total 
125 3,0737 ,80954    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their study field. As a result of the 
variance analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ perceptions 
of their formal research class/modules with their study field. It was determined that the students’ study 
field does not show any effect on their perceptions.   
 

Table 32. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules by study level 

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Bachelor’s Degree (or 

equivalent) 
89 3,0482 ,80699 -,551 123 ,583 

Vocational Education 
36 3,1366 ,82385 -,546 63,628 ,587 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  

F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ perceptions of their formal research 
class/modules with their study level. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is no 
significant difference between students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their 
study level. It was determined that the students’ study level does not show any effect on their perceptions.   
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Table 33. Students’ perception of their formal research class/modules by study course 

Group N  M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

1. Course 
49 2,7398 ,86060 

Between 
groups 

11,493 3 3,831 6,644 ,000 

2. Course 
34 3,4240 ,78613 

Within 
groups 

69,771 121 ,577 
  

3. Course 
26 3,3221 ,57754 

Total 
81,264 124 

   

4. Course 
16 2,9479 ,60486    

   

Total 
125 3,0737 ,80954    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square,  

df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their study course. As a result of the 
variance analysis, it was concluded that there is a significant difference between students’ perceptions of 
their formal research class/modules with their study course.As the variances have a homogeneous 
distribution, Tukey's test for Post-Hoc analysis was used to determine the direction of significance. 
 

Table 33.1. Tukey’s Test for Post-Hoc Analysis 

 

Study course  

 

Study course  

 
Mean 

Difference  

 
 

Std. Error 

 

Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

1st Course  

2nd Course -,68422* ,16949 ,001 -1,1258 -,2427 

3rd Course -,58232* ,18424 ,011 -1,0623 -,1023 

4th Course -,20812 ,21865 ,777 -,7777 ,3615 

 

2nd Course  

1st Course ,68422* ,16949 ,001 ,2427 1,1258 

3rd Course ,10190 ,19783 ,955 -,4135 ,6173 

4th Course ,47610 ,23021 ,170 -,1236 1,0758 

 

3rd Course  

1st Course ,58232* ,18424 ,011 ,1023 1,0623 

2nd Course -,10190 ,19783 ,955 -,6173 ,4135 

4th Course ,37420 ,24128 ,411 -,2544 1,0028 

 

4th Course  

1st Course ,20812 ,21865 ,777 -,3615 ,7777 

2nd Course -,47610 ,23021 ,170 -1,0758 ,1236 

3rd  Course -,37420 ,24128 ,411 -1,0028 ,2544 
                                                                          Source: generated by the authors 

 

As shown in Table 33, when the students’ perceptions of their formal research class/modules with their 
study course, it is seen that 2nd course group has the highest score (X=3,4240). This is followed by the 
students in the 3rd course group (X=3,3221), the 4th course group (X=2,9479) and the 1st course group 
(X=2,7398). Tukey’s Test for Post-Hoc Analysis is used to test source of the difference, since the 
variances of the groups were heterogeneous with 95% confidence. The direction of the difference is 
found as 1st course group.  It is concluded that the participants in the 2nd course group and the 3rd course 
group have a higher effect of perceptions of the formal research class/modules compared with the 
participants in the 1st course group.  
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3.4 Informal research class/modules 

The students were asked if they have taken an informal research class/module during their last academic 
year and 14% of the students responded to the question as ‘yes’.  

 

Figure 3. Students’ attendance to research class/module during the last academic year (N=125) 

 

Figure 4. Name of the research class/module/lesson (N=125)  

14%
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Have no experience due to being 1st year
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Emotional upbringing
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Creative Pro Summits (InDesign+Type, Illustrator,…

STEM learning in primary school

What was the name of the class/module/lesson?
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The students were asked to name the informal research class/module/lesson, 6.4% of the students 
indicated that they have taken an informal research lesson on research in education.  

 

Figure 5. Content of the research class/module/lesson (N=125) 

 

Figure 6. Institution that provided the research class/module (N=125)  
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32%

1%
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3.5 Research competencies   

The students were asked to rate their agreement research competencies (1-not competent, 5-highly 
competent. Table 34 illustrates the results as percentages and Table 35 presents the results as means 
with standard deviations. The results from Table 34 and 35 were compared with the six 
sociodemographic characteristics of the students (see Table 36, gender; Table 37, age; Table 38, study 
mode; Table 39, study field; Table 40, study level; Table 41, study course).  

 Table 34. Students’ Self-assessment of their Research Competencies (percentages)                                               
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 Identify relevant theories in literature 9.6% 12% 47.2% 23.2% 8% 

Recognize gaps in knowledge about the researched 
topic 

9.6% 13.6% 39.2% 32% 5.6% 

Generate meaningful research inquiry areas 8.8% 18.4% 44% 22.4% 6.4% 

Identify frameworks from a published article 14.4% 18.4% 36.8% 25.6% 4.8% 

Construct a rationale of a study 10.4% 13.6% 43.2% 25.6% 7.2% 

 Construct quantitative research question 15.2% 14.4% 42.4% 24% 4% 

Grounding quantitative question in theory 12.8% 12.8% 44.8% 23.2% 6.4% 

Understand epistemological assumptions 20.8% 16.8% 43.2% 17.6% 1.6% 

Identify appropriate quantitative data collection 
procedures 

13.6% 16.8% 37.6% 25.6% 6.4% 

Implement quantitative data collection procedures 12.8 16.8% 39.2% 24.8% 6.4% 

Operationally defining variables 16.8% 16.8% 42.4% 20% 4% 

Select data collect instruments 16% 13.6% 46.4% 19.2% 4.8% 

Identify threats to validity in quantitative study 15.2% 17.6% 44.8% 18.4% 4% 

Use appropriate statistical techniques 18.4% 17.6% 44% 16.8% 3.2% 

Interpret quantitative results 14.4% 20.8% 41.6% 20% 3.2% 

Construct qualitative research question 13.6% 16.8% 42.4% 22.4% 4.8% 

Ground research question in the literature 14.4% 12.8 40% 29.6% 3.2% 

Paradigmatic assumptions and research goals 10.4% 12% 39.2% 28.8% 9.6% 

Identify qualitative data collection procedures 16.8% 13.6% 42.4% 22.4 4.8% 

 Implement qualitative data collection procedures 16% 14.4% 43.2% 20% 6.4% 

Address threats to trustworthiness 17.6% 17.6% 38.4% 23.2% 3.2% 

 Use appropriate analytical tools 17.6% 14.4% 44% 19.2% 4.8% 

Interpret qualitative results 17.6% 12.8% 40.8% 22.4 6.4% 

Know research ethics 11.2% 16.8% 35.2% 24.8% 12% 

Implement research ethics 12% 21.6% 39.2% 23.2% 12% 

 Know authorship processes 13.6% 14.4% 37.6% 25.6% 8.8% 

Describe implications of the results 11.2% 12% 43.2% 25.6% 8% 

Write an article/report based on my research 12.8 14.4% 44% 19.2% 9.6% 

Use appropriate reference style 9.6% 16% 42.4% 21.6% 10.4% 

Present results (oral presentation) 12% 9.6% 39.2% 28.8% 10.4% 

Compare findings with literature 10.4% 11.2% 41.6% 29.6% 7.2% 

Identify limits of own results 14.4% 15.2% 46.4% 18.4% 5.6% 
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                                                                                                                                    Source: generated by the authors 

 
 
Table 35. Students’ Self-assessment of their Research Competencies                                               

Item 
N Mean Std. Deviation 

Identify relevant theories in literature 125 3,0800 1,02862 

Recognize gaps in knowledge about the researched 

topic 
125 3,1040 1,03038 

Generate meaningful research inquiry areas 125 2,9920 1,01199 

Identify frameworks from a published article 125 2,8800 1,09692 

Construct a rationale of a study 125 3,0560 1,04961 

Construct quantitative research question 125 2,8720 1,06994 

Grounding quantitative question in theory 125 2,9760 1,06608 

Understand epistemological assumptions 125 2,6240 1,05237 

Identify appropriate quantitative data collection 

procedures 
125 2,9440 1,10937 

Implement quantitative data collection procedures 125 2,9520 1,09143 

Operationally defining variables 125 2,7760 1,07661 

Select data collect instruments 125 2,8320 1,06813 

Identify threats to validity in quantitative study 125 2,7840 1,04406 

Use appropriate statistical techniques 125 2,6880 1,05812 

Interpret quantitative results 125 2,7680 1,03282 

Construct qualitative research question 125 2,8800 1,05952 

Ground research question in the literature 125 2,9440 1,06486 

Paradigmatic assumptions and research goals 125 3,1520 1,09291 

Identify qualitative data collection procedures 125 2,8480 1,10026 

Implement qualitative data collection procedures 125 2,8640 1,10966 

Address threats to trustworthiness 125 2,7680 1,09350 

Use appropriate analytical tools 125 2,7920 1,09468 

Interpret qualitative results 125 2,8720 1,14283 

Know research ethics 125 3,0960 1,15998 

Implement research ethics 125 3,0960 1,15300 

Know authorship processes 125 3,0160 1,14289 

Describe implications of the results 125 3,0720 1,07145 

Write an article/report based on my research 125 2,9840 1,11431 

Use appropriate reference style 125 3,0720 1,08640 

Present results (oral presentation) 125 3,1600 1,12451 

Compare findings with literature 125 3,1200 1,05188 

Identify limits of own results 125 2,8560 1,06031 

 
                                                                                                                                                                  Source: generated by the authors 
 

Students’ average responses to all statements in Table 35 was ‘neutral’ (mean=2,93, S.D.=,93).  
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It can be conceded that students’ self-assessed most of the statements of research competencies as they 
are neither competent nor weakly competent in research.  
 
Table 36. Students’ self-assessment of their research competencies by gender                                              
 

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their research competencies with their gender. As a result of the variance 
analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ self-assessment of their 
research competencies with their gender. It was determined that the students’ gender does not show any 
effect on their self-assessed research competencies.  

Table 37. Students’ self-assessment of their research competencies by age                                               

 N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square,  

 df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors, 

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their research competencies with their age. As a result of the variance 
analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ self-assessment of 
their research competencies with their age. It was determined that the students’ age does not show any 
effect on their self-assessed research competencies.   
 

Table 38. Students’ self-assessment of their research competencies by study mode                                              

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Full Time 

Attendance 
55 2,9619 ,89127 ,284 123 ,777 

Part Time 

Attendance 
70 2,9138 ,97491 ,287 120,151 ,774 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  

F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors  

 

Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Male  
9 2,6111 1,19428 

Between 
groups 

2,988 2 1,494 1,727 ,182 

Female 
115 2,9723 ,90878 

Within 
groups 

105,560 122 ,865   

Prefer not 
to say  

1 1,5625 . 
Total 

108,548 124    

Total  
125 2,9350 ,93562       

Age Group N M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

19-28 yrs.  71 2,9982 ,88363 
Between 

groups 
2,729 3 ,910 1,040 ,377 

29-37 yrs.  32 2,6904 1,01772 
Within 

groups 
105,819 121 ,875   

38-46 yrs.  12 3,1172 ,96339 
Total 

108,548 124    

47-55 yrs.  10 3,0500 ,99141       

Total  125 2,9350 ,93562    
   



 33 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ self-assessment of their research competencies 

with their study mode. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant 

difference between students’ self-assessment of their research competencies with their study mode. It 

was determined that the students’ study mode does not show any effect on their self-assessed research 

competencies.   

 

Table 39. Students’ self-assessment of their research competencies by study field                                               

Group N    M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

Education 
107 2,9851 ,91874 

Between 
groups 

3,775 3 1,258 1,453 ,231 

Psychology 
5 2,9063 1,15244 

Within 
groups 

104,773 121 ,866   

Art 
5 2,9500 1,19541 

Total 
108,548 124    

Sport 
8 2,2734 ,78112    

   

Total 
125 2,9350 ,93562    

   

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors  

 

The homogeneity of variances is 95%. One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
students’ self-assessment of their research competencies with their study field. As a result of the variance 
analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant difference between students’ self-assessment of 
their research competencies with their study field. It was determined that the students’ study field does 
not show any effect on their self-assessed research competencies.  
 

Table 40. Students’ self-assessment of their research competencies by study level                                              

Group N M S.D. t df p 

Bachelor’s Degree (or 

equivalent) 
89 3,0482 ,80699 -,551 123 ,583 

Vocational Education 
36 3,1366 ,82385 -,546 63,628 ,587 

Total  
125      

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, t: T-test, df: Degree of Freedom, MS.: Mean Square,  

F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

T-test analysis was conducted to compare the students’ self-assessment of their research competencies 
with their study level. As a result of the T-test analysis, it was concluded that there is no significant 
difference between students’ self-assessment of their research competencies with their study level. It was 
determined that the students’ study level does not show any effect on their self-assessed research 
competencies.  
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Table 41. Students’ self-assessment of their research competencies by study course                                               

Group N   M S.D. S.O.V. SS df MS F p 

1. Course  
49 2,7679 ,91794 

Between 
groups 

3,321 3 1,107 1,273 ,287 

2. Course 
34 2,9972 ,87609 

Within 
groups 

105,227 121 ,870   

3. Course 
26 3,1971 ,95859 

Total 
108,548 124    

4. Course 
16 2,8887 1,04819       

Total 
125 2,9350 ,93562       

N: Number of Respondents, M: Mean, S.D.: Standard Deviation, S.O.V.: Source of Variance, SS.: Sum of Square, df: Degree of Freedom, 

MS.: Mean Square, F: Frequency, p: Significance Level, Source: generated by the authors 

 

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to compare the students’ self-assessment of their research 
competencies with their study course. As a result of the variance analysis, it was concluded that there is 
no significant difference between students’ self-assessment of their research competencies with their 
study course. It was determined that the students’ study course does not show any effect on their self-
assessed research competencies.   

Students in their last year of study who have to write and submit/defend a bachelor thesis as part of their 
final graduation exam. Of 125 students, 7 of them responded that they are final year students.  

 

Figure 7. Percentage of Final Year Students  
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Figure 8. Name of the data collection methods and the number of students (N=17) 

 

The students were asked to indicate what methodology they had employed in their theses. The most 
frequency responses from the students were survey, observation-field work, individual interviews and 
content analysis.  

 

Figure 9. Students’ confidence in pursuing methodology  
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The respondents were asked to rate their level of confidence (1-not confident at all, 5-highly confident). 
Most students’ self-confidence level at pursing methodology is at 4 level but four students indicated that 
their self-confidence level is at 5 level.  

 

 

Figure 10. carrying out empirical research  

Of 17 students, 53% carried out their empirical research in a hybrid mode. 29% in-person and 18% 
exclusively online.  

 

Figure 11. Support received by students’ supervisors 
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Students were asked to indicate how much support they received from their supervisors (1-not at all-5 a 
lot). The results displayed in Figure 11 show that most students seem to have received moderate support 
and that is followed by a lot of support and satisfactory support.  

 

 

Figure 12. Students’ confidence in carrying out another research by their own.  

The respondents were asked to rate their level of self-confidence in social research in case they will have 
to carry research on their own after graduation (1-not confident at all to 5-highly confident). The results 
demonstrate that most of the students are not fully confident in carrying out an independent research 
study after graduation.  

4 Discussion and Recommendations 
Concerning students' general perceptions of the remote learning process during the last academic year 
(2020-2021), most students seem content with the remote learning mode. For example, 31% of the students 
indicated that the remote learning process did not create a higher workload. In a similar vein, 30% of the 
students responded that such a learning process did not create any emotional burden for them. Overall, 
39% of the students think that such a learning process did not hinder seeing the whole study process.  

In connection with the students' general perceptions of remote learning, students found the activities 
organized during the remote learning as just as it was before the start of the remote learning process.  

The students' self-assessed digital skills are high (M=3,95, S.D.=,72). It can be concluded that most 
students are digitally literate and have higher digital competencies. Students in the 19-28 years old age 
group self-assessed the highest than the other three age groups (29-37,38-46, and 47-55).  

The students have taken some formal research classes/modules such as research methodology (e.g., 
methods, research design, literature review etc.). However, as inferred from the students' responses, their 
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engagement with informal research activities, including class/module/lesson, is not conclusive and 
generalizable. Most students consider their research competencies as neither competent nor weakly 
competent. Students who had to conduct and write their diploma theses during the remote learning process 
seem to have enough self-confidence to undertake independent research study with their supervisors' 
facilitation and tend to employ qualitative and quantitative methods. 

Based on the results from the research the following recommendations are made: 

• Students’ methodology skills should be improved, mainly by providing informal research training, lessons.  

• Students should form informal research groups where they discuss their issues with their research 

methodologies.  

• More research-related materials and activities should be created for students to support their research 

competencies. 
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6 Appendices 

6.1 Questionnaire 
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