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Abstract

Information and communications technology has become an important tool in education. The use of online e-learning by
members of educational communities is increasing, and this seems to be an accelerating tendency that will go on for the
coming years. So it is important to identify and address students’ preferences or their anxieties in e-learning, to offer
beneficial programs. Although Turkish educational system, especialy in universities, is also taking action paralel to this
globa trend, there is only limited research on the subject. Present study aims to fill this gap, and to identify effective
factors while highlighting their contributions on e-learning preferences of university students. The sample of the study
consist 606 university students from both government and private institutions which enables group comparisons. Results
indicate ‘reduction in training costs’ and ‘time flexibility of the programs’ are the most valued factors to prefer e-learning.
On the other hand, having courses and the exams on the internet was not found to be much favorable. With respect to
demographic variables such as age, gender, private/lgovernment university, department, and grade (the year at the
university) group differences were identified. Based on the findings, suggestions were presented.
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I.LITERATURE REVIEW

In the last century, the stunning development of
information technologies has certainly changed the way
we acquire knowledge. Networking and Internet usage
has become an important tool in education. Learning is
no longer the same as before which was limited to
lectures in the classroom. This facility commonly called
‘e-learning’, can be defined as the wuse of
telecommunication technology to deliver information for
education and training (Aixia and Wang, 2011). A
number of other terms are aso used to describe this mode
of teaching and learning. They include online learning,
virtual learning, distributed learning, network and web
based learning. Fundamentally, they al refer to
educational processes that utilize information and
communications technology. As Naidu (2006) suggests,
however, these labels refer to dightly different
educational processes and they cannot be used
synonymoudly with the term e-learning. The term e
learning comprises a lot more than online learning,
virtual learning, distributed learning, networked or web-
based learning. As the letter “e” in e-learning stands for
the word “electronic”, e-learning would incorporate all
educational activities that are carried out by individuas
or groups working online or offline, and synchronously
or asynchronously via networked or standalone
computers and other electronic devices (Naidu, 2006).

During recent years, e-learning culture is seen
as essential to the future of education and the facilitation
of life-long learning. By enabling learners to learn
anytime and anywhere, interest in it has been growing not
only for companies to train their employees but also for
academic ingtitutions to establish web-course learning
systems. Flexible access refers to access and use of
information and resources at atime, place and pacethat is
suitable and convenient to individual learners rather than
the teacher and/or the educational organization. It allows
distance learners, to be in full or part-time employment
and also be able to study at a time, place, and pace that
suited their convenience. They would not be required to
live or attend lectures in locations away from where they
may be living and working.

Information and communications technology
also enables the capture and storage of information of
various types including print, audio, and video. It affords
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a wide range of opportunities to capture, store and
distribute information and resources of al types and
formats. Along with text, pictures and illustrations, these
include multimedia-based simulations of complex
processes from al sorts of domains such as the biological
and medica sciences, agriculture, engineering and
educational practice which are not easily or cheaply
accessible in red time and settings. It ensures the
increasing access to information, as well decreasing cost.
Moreover; educational organizations see advantages in
making their programs accessible via a range of
distributed locations, including on campus, home and
other community learning or resource centers.

E-learning as an emerging new paradigm of
modern education, is not without limitations or
constraints. Lack of access to the necessary technology
infrastructure may b e counted in the first instance.
Without it there can be no e-learning. Careful selection
and matching of media attributes with learning and
teaching strategies is another critical issue (Naidu,
2006).Academicians, educationists, and teachers should
work together; and aso familiarize themselves to benefit
from it in the most efficient manner. But above al, an
introduction of a new educationa system must be
assessed first place, in the light of students’
characteristics (Bertea, 2009), (Lee, 2004). Literature
indicates many cases in which students stop their online
learning after their initial experience (Aixia and Wang,
2011). The lack of human interaction conceives a socially
isolated environment in which the students need to apply
self-disciplined schedule and strategies. What are the
atributes needed to benefit most from this type of
learning? What kind of factors will be influential on
students’ positive approach for such systems?

As existing research indicates, positive
perceptions of technology, ease of access and use of
internet, computer literacy, perceived usefulness, self-
efficacy, motivation, patience, sdf-discipline, self-
regulation are among factors affecting students’ attitudes
toward e-learning and achievement on these programs
(Bertea, 2009), (Drennan, Kennedy and Pisarski, 2005),
(Liaw, Huang and Chen, 2007), (Nogueira and Machado,
2008), (Sharma et. al., 2007), (Sun et. al., 2008).
Furthermore, some studies state the effect of national
culture for elearning preference, usability, and
satisfaction (Downey et. a. 2004), (McFeeters, 2003),
(Sanchez-Franco, Martinez-Lopez and Martin-Velicia,
2009). However; there is still minimal research with
respect to these issues (Sharma et. a., 2007).

Turkish educational system; at al levels of
education is a'so moving to a trend that supports the use
of information technologies. Especially universities,
whether government or private, are switching rapidly to
technology based systems in parallel with the worldwide
undulation. There are already severa instances of distant
learning programs or classes held on the internet. These
facilities seem to accelerate with an incredible speed in
the years ahead.
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I1.METHOD

11.1.Sample:

Undergraduate students (N = 606) from one
government (N = 248) and one private university (N =
358) in Istanbul took part in the study (251 male, 354
female; 1 did not report gender). The mean age is 20,72
years (SD = 2.21). Most of the students have computer
(88,3%) and access to internet at their home (86,8%).
Distributions based on other characteristics are presented
inTable 1.

Table 1. Distributions based on Demogr aphics

learning attitudes of students. These items consist e-
learning issues of time management, e-learning teaching
efficiency, need for advanced technical abilities, schedule
flexibility, reducing costs. The Cronbach’s alpha of the
five items was indicated as 0.749 (Bertea, 2009). The
remaining two items were added by the researches. One
of them directly asks whether the student would prefer e-
learning over classroom education, and the other asks
whether they would prefer also having exams on-line.
The cronbach’s alpha was 0.77 for seven items.

Turkish trandation of items was held in two
steps. Items were first translated into Turkish by the
researchers and afterwards re-translated into English by a
colleague who is capable of both languages. There found
no difference in regard of meaning between origina and
re-trandlated items.

All items were rated on a 6-point scae, where
1=totally disagree and 6=totally agree. Besides of the
scales indicated above; attendants’ demographic
information (i.e. age, sex, university, faculty, year,
perceived economic status, whether they have computer
and internet access at home) was collected.

I1.3.Procedure:

All participants were recruited during class.
Their course instructors distributed the questionnaires to
the students, invited them to participate on a voluntary
basis, and asked them to complete the questionnaire at
class time. It was emphasized that the participants should
not write their names or any identifying marks on the
questionnaire.

I11.RESULTS

To start with, mean scores of answers for each
of the seven statements reflecting preferences of students’
for e-learning were calculated. As can be seen in Table 2,
the two highest mean scores are in items representing the
financial gains (mean=3,67) and time flexibility
(mean=3,58). However; students were not very much in
favor of having ‘courses’ (mean=2,09) and ‘exams’
(mean=2,52)viainternet.

Table 2. Mean scoreson itemsfor e-learning
preference

Freguency %
Department
Psychology 173 28,5
Business Administration 153 25,2
Finance 111 18,3
Logistics 69 11,4
Architecture 57 9,4
Other 36 59
Missing Data 7 1,2
Total 606 100
Grade
1l.year 224 | 37,0
2.year 178 | 29,4
3.year 161 | 26,6
4.year 40 6,3
Missing Data 5 0,7
Total 606 100
Economic Status
High 107 | 17,7
Middle-High 105 | 17,3
Middle 349 | 576
Low 42 6,9
Missing Data 3 0,5
Total 606 100
Computer Use Activities
School 155 | 25,6
Socia 278 | 459
Games 52 8,6
Other 87| 144
Missing Data 34 5,6
Total 606 100

11.2.Measurement Scales:

E-learning preference was measured with
questionnaire composed of seven items. Five of the items
were adapted from the scale developed by Bertea (2009)
based on Mishra and Panda’s (2007) scale to measure e-

Itemsfor E-learning Preference Standard
Mean | Deviation

4.E-learning reduces students’ 3,67 1,54

educational costs.

3.E-learning assures schedule 3,58 1,56

flexibility.

2.Presenting courses on the 3,31 1,59

internet, thanks to awealth of
visual material makes learning
more efficient

1. E- learning offers the possibility 3,28 1,62
to efficiently manage your time.

7.1 would prefer to have exams on 2,52 1,67
the computer.

Factors Effecting E-Learning Preference: An Analysis on Turkish
University Students from Gover nment and Private Institution
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5.E-learning isalearning 2,41 1,20
environment which needs
advanced technical knowledge and
pC use.

6.1 would prefer to have courseson | 2,09 1,47
the internet, rather than in
classroom.

Independent sample t-test was used to assess
whether there is significant difference between private
and government university students on e-learning
preference. As shown in Table 3, a significant mean
difference between private and government universities
was observed (t = 4,180, p<.001); that is private
university students scored significantly higher on e
learning preference.

Table 3: elearning preference scores of private and
gover nment univer sity students

5. E-learning | 2,49 1, 2,29 1, 1,99* | 604
isalearning 19 19
environment
which needs
advanced
technical
knowledge
and pc use.

6. | would 2,21 1, 1,93 1, 2,35* | 561,
prefer to have 53 38 89
courses on
the internet,
rather thanin
classroom.

7.1 would 2,56 1,64 2,46 1,72 75 604
prefer to have
exams on the

computer.

University
Private Govern
ment t
M sd M sd Df
elearning | 312 | 0,94 | 2,78 | 1,01 | 4,180 | 604
preference *xk
***n<.001

Further analyses were conducted to compare
government and private university students for each item.
Results indicated significant group differences for all
items except one (Table 4). Students of government and
private institutions were equally valued taking exams on
the compulter, item 7.

Table 4. t-test results for government and private
university students’ e-learning preferenceitems

University

Private Government

Mean sd Mean sd d

1. E-learning 347 1, 3,02 1, 341 | 604
offersthe 61 59 *xx
possibility to
efficiently
manage your
time.

2.Presenting 3,50 1, 3,02 1, 3,71 | 604
courses on 53 62 *okk
theinternet,
thanksto a
wealth of
visual
material
makes
learning more
efficient

*p<.05; **p<.01,; ***p<.001

In order to find out whether there is a difference
between male and female students on e-learning
preferences, for each statement independent groups t-test
analyses are applied. One but for al items, the two
groups are found to be not differentiated. On item 7,
indicating ‘having exams on computer’ females
(mean=2,40) with respect to male students (mean=2,70)
arelesslikely in favor of the computer testing.

To find out any group differences with respect
to grade (year at the university)and department, one-way
ANOVA are used. Detailed results for each item can be
followed at Tables 5 and 6 respectively. The groups were
significantly differentiated for each item except 7 and 5.
Accordingly, freshman is lower in e-learning preference
scores compared to the other three student groups.
Moreover, e-learning preference increases as the
student’s grade moves up.

This result implies that students as having more
years at the university are more becoming in favor of e-
learning. With regard to department, architecture students
are more favoring having classes on the internet whereas
finance students are the least likely.

Table 5.Anova results for Grade (Year at the
university)

3. E-learning 3,78 1,4 3,29 1, 3,83 | 503,
assures 61 *okk 66
Schedule
flexibility.

4. E-learning 381
reduces 44
students’
educational
COStS.

P

3,48 1, 2,48 | 483,
65 i 17

1. 2yea | 3yea | 4yea F
year r r r
N=22 | N=17 | N=16 | N=40
4 8 0
1.E- M | 282b | 346a | 358a | 397a | 11,577
learning kkk
offersthe | S | 158 1,55 1,56 1,75
possibility | d
to
efficiently
manage
your time.
2. M | 291b | 348a | 355a | 385a | 8414
*kk
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Presenting | s 1,66 1,53 1,46 1,53 learni | s | 1,49 1, 1, 1,65 1,59 1,
courseson | d ng d 60 | 60 74
the offers
internet, the
thanksto a possi
wealth of bility
visual to
material effici
makes ently
learning mana
more ge
efficient your
3. E- M | 3,08b | 3,78a | 3,88a | 4,31a | 14,380 time.
learning okl
assures S 1,57 1,50 1,40 1,60
Schedule | d
flexibility.
4. E- M | 325b | 389a | 393a | 4,13a 9,638
'fc‘jm'”g s | 163 | 146 | 1,36 | 162 2Pe | M| 325 | 3, | 27 | 355 | 39%a | 3, | 5,
recuces 1 g sent 29 | b 69 | 431
studer_lts ng Kk
edlugggg“a cous [s| 1,40 | L, | L, | 159 | 159 | L,
eson | d 61 62 72
5. E- M 2,27 2,44 2,58 2,36 2,186 ir:thefn
learningis = o8 114 | 111 | 126 o,
alearning
- d thank
environme stoa
nt which
needs wealt
advanced hof
technical V'ISJa
knowledge
and pc miaatler
use. make
6.1 would | M | 1,86b | 2,11b | 2,19b | 3,03a | 7,507** S
prefer 10 o> 151 | 13 | 176 |earni
have d ng
Courses on more
the effici
internet, ent.
rather than
in
classroom. 3.E- | M| 355 [ 36| 30 [ 383 435a | 3, | 575
learni d 4a | 3b a c 44 | 8**
7.0would | M| 253 | 231 | 265 | 297 2,202 ng |s| 13 | 1, | 1, | 145 | 163 | 1,
assur | d 63 55 6
prﬁf;,reto s | 18 | 180 | 157 | 175 es
examson | @ Sche
the dule
computer. flexib
ility.
p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 4E | M| 369 | 38| 31 |354| 428 | 4, | 591
learni 4a | Ob 03 | 1**
ng s | 1,38 1, 1, 1,42 1,52 1,
Table 6.Anova resultsfor Department reg:c d 62 | 60 %5
Psyc | B | Fin | Log | Archi | Ot stude
holo | A | anc | igtic | tectur | he F nts®
ay N= e S e r
N=1 | 15 | N= | N=6 | N=57 | N ﬁ%‘g‘
1.. M| 317 | 33| 2,7 | 342 | 416a | 3, | 621 COStS.
E- b 1b 9% 64 | 6**
5.E- M| 2,52 2, 2, 2,60 2,46 2, 1,
learni 46 16 47 | 453
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ngis | s| 116 | 1, 1, (111 | 116 1,

learni
ng
envir
onme
nt
whic

needs

nced
techn
ica
know
ledge
and
pc
use.

on the S 1,62 1,47 1,60 1,60
internet, d
thanksto a
wealth of
visual

material
makes

learning
more

efficient

6.1 M| 191 | 2 1, | 236 | 265a | 2 2,
woul b 06 | 87 33 | 830
*

prefer
to

have

cours

3.E- M | 392 348 | 355 | 321 | 2653
learning a b *

assures
Schedule s 151 142 1,60 152

flexibility.

eson | s | 127 1, 1, 1,61 1,68 1,
the | d 39 | 49 80
intern

rather
than
in
classr
oom.

4.E- M | 371 3,71 3,69 340 | 0,480
learning
reduces
students’

educational S 1,53 1,43 1,44 1,54
costs. d

7.1 M| 2,34
woul

N

2, | 297 | 286 | 2 | 2
42 31 | 061

g

5.E- M| 254 2,35 2,35 269 | 1544
learningisa
learning
environmen

t which S 1,23 1,05 1,19 1,49
needs d
advanced
technical
knowledge
and pc use.

d s| 145
prefer | ¢
to
have
exam
son
the
comp
uter.

e

187 | 1,74 1,
86 78

D

6.lwould | M | 221 2,16 2,00 240 | 1,338

prefer to 1,41 1,48 1,43 1,88
have
Courses on
theinternet,
rather than
in
classroom.

(o V)]

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

With respect to economic status, Anova results
indicate that students from high end prefer e-learning
more than low economic status group on schedule
flexibility and gaining time factors. For the rest of the
items group differences were not significant.

Table 7.Anova results for Economic Status of
Students

7.1 would M 2,85 2,62 2,42 2,29 | 2,192

prefer to 1,68 1,68 1,66 1,70
have exams
on the
computer

[oRNV)}

High | Mid- | Mid. | Low F
N=10 | high | N=34 | N=42
7 N=10 9
1E M | 378 | 318 | 322b | 2,86 | 4,650
learning b **
offersthe [s | 161 | 146 | 165 | 1,55
possibility d
to
efficiently
manage
your time.

2.Presentin | M | 3,62 3,20 327 | 314
g courses 1,727
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*p<.05; **p<.01,;
V. DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this research was to
analyze university students’ preferences towards e-
learning with respect to various factors. Efficient usage of
time and reduced educational expenses were found to be
on top of the list as the most valued advantages of e-
learning. However, this result does not commend to fully
move away from classroom education. Still, mostly
students prefer having courses and exams in a classica
way. Additionaly; our anayses reveaed significant
group differences in many aspects as well. Some of the
assumed causes and implications are discussed below.

First of al; the comparison test displayed that
private university students are more willing to e-learning.
Actualy, there might be numerous reasons for such a
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difference. But what comes to mind is that private
universities are much better in terms of economic
conditions and advanced technologies. On the other hand,
especialy in Istanbul, private universities established in
the city are built on a narrow field which restricts the
students' aternate socialization areas (i.e. space for a
range of different clubs). Thus, students at private
university able to reach technology but not enough space
for dternate activities might more likely prefer e-
learning. Additionaly, there is difference in terms of
economic status between government and private
university students. In our sample, 43 percent of private
university students and only 23% of government
university students reported that they have enough money
to spend easily. Thus, most of the students at private
universities belong to high socio-economic class families
and for them it is not an issue possessing advanced
technology personally which facilitates e-learning.

With respect to grade; as the students reach
higher grade, they prefer e-learning more. One reason for
that maybe, the first year students need more social
support, as they are new at the university environment.
But as they get used to the system in years, they need less
for such aface-to-face interaction and socialization. Also,
Turkish youth undergo a process very difficult to enter
the university that when they gain the entrance they most
likely want to experience what a university is in real,
rather than to see what it isin virtual. A limitation of this
result is that the number of students from 4" year is much
fewer than the first year attendants that it might not be
accurate to compare their preference levels. However,
most of the 4" year students start to work at part time
jobs and it becomes somewhat difficult for them to attend
classes at the university regularly. Hence, double career
status might explain why 4" year students prefer e-
learning more.

This study which revealed some indications is
thought as a preliminary study to display e-learning
preference levels of university students and further
studies are needed to extend the limits of knowledge on
e-learning preferences. It will especially be much helpful
to examine e-learning preference in relation to other
variables to have a clearer vision on the issue.
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