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Abstract 

The Covid-19 pandemic has forced educational institutions to review their mode of teaching and 

learning. All educational institutions in Mauritius, have shifted to online learning and teaching since 

2020 and this mode is still pertaining. However, with this situation, many benefits have been observed, 

together with the challenges and one of them is the low participation level of learners during online 

classes. The study has been undertaken in two public institutions to determine the reasons why learners 

do not participate during online classes and on the other side, the challenges faced by tutors to conduct 

the online classes. At times, harnessing the power of silence is not that easy in virtual classes as tutors 

are not physically in the same room with all groups. To achieve the set objectives, a quantitative survey 

method in the form of a questionnaire was administered digitally to learners from two higher education 

institutions and their respective tutors. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed that the 

non-participation of learners and the problems they face during online sessions have three common 

underlying factors, namely anxiety, lack of technological skills and lack of engagement with tutors. 

This study also provides recommendations for better management of online sessions, interactions with 

more engaged online activities and prepare learners’ well-being in any kind of educational crisis. 

Keywords: Student engagement, Anxiety, Online Teaching and Learning, Higher Education, Covid-19 

pandemic 

Introduction and Background 

Online learning and teaching have been presented in the education sector for several years and have 

gained more popularity since the Covid 19 Pandemic in 2020. Many higher education institutions have 

shifted to online teaching and learning (OTL) to cater for the needs of their learners and teachers. The 

pandemic and resultant movement to online OTL have made academics more adept at managing and 

valuing the technology devices of the digital era, for lifelong learning, and for assisting students with 

their activities in virtual learning processes (Singh, U.G. & Gooria, V. 2021). Enrolment in online 

courses has been growing more rapidly in recent years (Seaman et al., 2018) due to an expanded 

environment that enables individual users to retain control over time, speed, location, and interactions 

with teachers and other learners. The tools of online communication have changed and the minds of 

young generations are no longer wired to engage with bullet points on a slide for their learning. In 

today’s classroom, many of us think in narrative but expect to consume interactive contents with 

inspiring interactions between learners and instructors. Understanding the difference between online 

and offline learning is critical to an educator’s skill on how to entertain learners and stir their 

excitement, especially during longer hours of online classes. Therefore, it is crucial to provide the best 

vehicles for teaching and learning especially after the crisis of Covid-19 pandemic. Hence, there are 

many challenging factors for learners to participate online as highlighted by researchers (Kara, M., 

Erdoğdu, F., & Kokoç, M., & Cagiltay, K., 2019). Online learning includes the use of internet-based 

technology in learning and the delivery of online classes to learners (Efriana, 2012). As part of online 

learning, tutors and learners conduct the learning at the same time but can be located in different places. 

They use synchronous online teaching tools such as together through platforms like Zoom, Google 

Meet, Blackboard and WhatsApp. Bolliger and Martin (2021) also designed components of online 

courses through synchronous, asynchronous and bichronous systems. According to Martin and Bolliger 

(2018), online learning is categorized into three main types of interactions which are learner to learner, 
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learner to instructor and learner to content and all the three interactions need to occur to create a 

successful learning adventure.  

Virtual classroom and readiness for Online Teaching and Learning (OTL) 

The virtual classroom is an important component which allows live interactions between the learners 

and tutors during online teaching and learning. As per Racheva (2013), a virtual classroom which is 

part of online learning, allows learners and tutors to communicate and explain ideas and has several 

advantages in terms of distance, timing and cost. According to Carey (2020), conducting an online class 

requires more than just allocating a zoom account to a tutor. The latter should be able to engage the 

learners to ensure success of the online classes. According to Muthuprasad, T, Aiswarya, S., Aditya, 

K.S & Jha G.K. (2021), several factors contributed to the readiness for online learning such as 

motivation for learning, self-directed learning, learner control, computer and internet self-efficacy and 

online communication self-efficacy. In case of online sessions, a learner needs to be motivated to attend 

the sessions, able to communicate with the tutor and also has acquired IT skills to be able to navigate 

through the online platforms. Key elements in motivating students is teacher’s support, guidance and 

feedback and they have a crucial role to play in the Self Directed Learning process but students have to 

demonstrate self-disciplined, collaboration and self-management (Gooria, V., Appavoo, P, Bhunjun U. 

& Gokhool, A.C, 2021). Online learning can be difficult for some learners and therefore, interactions 

with them in virtual classrooms need to be planned carefully and should be interactive or else learners 

will lose interest in their learning. Wahid S.S., Pedersen G.A., Ottman K., Burgess A., Gautam K., 

Martini T., Kohrt B.A. (2020) stated that learners need to adapt to the use of online platforms during 

their online courses and that tutors need to adopt an exciting style of teaching to get learners engaged 

during the online sessions. For example, as per Illieva (2019), tutors can evaluate the work of the 

learners during the online class to keep them engaged. Furthermore, Sun and Chen (2016) agreed that 

factors such as competencies required to use technology, engaging with peers in the online learning 

settings and social presences are important to online learning. To achieve successful OTL, teachers 

should have sufficient hardware, technical skills and access to the internet. Hasyim, N., Arismunandar, 

Butarbutar, R. Ramli, A.M & Malik Nur, I.D., (2024) Teachers should be well prepared during online 

teaching and provide feedback and clear instructions to the learners.  

Theoretical framework for Student Engagement  

Student engagement has three widely accepted dimensions: behavioral, cognitive and affective 

(Chapman, 2002; Fredricks, J. A., Filsecker, M., and Lawson, M. A.  2016; Mandernach, 2015). Each 

dimension has indicators (Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., and Paris, A. H. 2004), or facets (Coates, 

2007), that manifest each dimension. Behavioral engagement refers to active responses to learning 

activities and is indicated by participation, persistence, and/or positive conduct whereas cognitive 

engagement includes mental effort in learning activities and is indicated by deep learning, 

self-regulation and understanding. Affective engagement is the emotional investment in learning 

activities and is indicated by positive reactions to the learning environment, peers, and teachers as well 

as a sense of belonging. Furthermore, Bond and Bedenlier (2019) present a theoretical framework for 

engagement in online learning that combines the three dimensions of engagement and the types of 

interactions that can influence learners in the short- and long-term outcomes. The types of interactions 

are based on components present in the student’s immediate surrounding or microsystem, and are 

largely based on Moore’s three types of interactions: teachers, peers and curriculum. However, the 

authors add technology and the classroom environment as influential components because they are 

particularly important for online learning. 

Barriers to Online teaching and learning (OTL), Student Silence and Communication 

Overcoming barriers to online learning such as poor time management or lack of familiarity with 

technology can be the secret to success. Barriers to online learning commonly highlighted from 

research are poor time management, lack of motivation, lack of support, technical difficulties, cost and 

many more (Covey, C. 2024). According to Muthuprasad et al. (2021), OTL are affected by several 

elements like learners might feel isolated and not motivated, technical problems with the online 

platforms, not planning properly their sessions and tutors not properly trained. Dhull and Arora (2019) 

mentioned that if learners and tutors do not have sufficient knowledge and awareness on the use of 
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online platforms, this will result in several problems. Learners might feel isolated as stated by 

Muthuprasad et al. (2021) and their academic performance will be affected due to poor communication 

and stress. As per Karademir, A., Yaman, F and Saatçioğlu, O (2020), lack of self-discipline, unstable 

internet connection, stress and anxiety contributed to barriers to online learning. Learners were stressed 

and anxious during online sessions and therefore could not participate fully with the tutors and peers. 

Other issues with online learning were learners being less responsive online and low learners’’ 

attendance. According to Chung, E., Subramaniam, G. & Dass, L.C. (2020), learners’ low level of 

confidence affected their online learning engagement. They did not participate actively in online classes 

as they were not confident enough and at times did not attend the online classes at all. In a study by 

Roy, D., Tripathy, S., Kar, S. K., Sharma, N., Verma, S. K., and Kaushal, V. (2020), learners in a 

medical school requested to have face to face classes instead of online classes even if they had good 

internet connection and were technology savvy. Efriana (2021) found that learners could not engage in 

online learning properly due to unstable internet connection based on their geographical location. The 

author also noted that tutors are not prepared enough for online learning and do not have the 

appropriate ICT skills. Some tutors do have the required ICT skills but do not know how to conduct an 

online class. This is in line with Atmojo and Nugroho (2020), who found that tutors lacked experience 

and knowledge in conducting online sessions and this resulted in poor organisation of learning 

activities. Ying, Y.H., Siang, W.E.W. & Maslawati, M. (2021) observed that many learners do not find 

online learning too efficient since it does not provide the physical interaction with tutors or peers and 

there is no obligation to attend the online classes. Since learners have the choice to switch off their 

camera or mute their mic, the tutors may not know if the learners are really attending the online 

sessions. Kerras and Essayahi (2022), in their study conducted in Spain noted that a common issue 

concerning online learning was linked to the level of concentration of the learners. The learners had 

difficulty in concentrating for hours in front of a screen and gradually lost interest in the online classes, 

especially, the classes consist of a large number of learners where there is low level of participation. As 

per the authors, the screen acts like a barrier between the learner and the tutor and this hinders the good 

flow of communication. Student may remain silent or choose to be silent learners rather than take turns. 

The general term for students’ silence is communication apprehension (Nurjamin, A et al, 2023). Once 

communication has been affected with a learner, for example, due to poor signal or misunderstanding, 

the rest of the class will tend not to communicate with the tutor. However, communication can be 

restored if the tutor is well equipped in terms of skills and knowledge about online learning. Mogavi, 

R.H, Zhao, Y., Haq., E.U. & Ma, X. (2021) also agreed on the fact that learners fail to remain focused 

during online classes and that staring at screens for a long period of time is tiring for the eyes. Since the 

tutors are not supervising the online classes, many learners would get distracted by browsing social 

media or watching YouTube videos or even messaging their friends. Besides since learners are mostly 

at home during online classes, they would lie on their beds or have their food and these lead to the lack 

of focus from the learners. The authors also noted several problems with online learning in their study 

among their learners. Many learners stated that incentives such as participation points were missing in 

order to promote participation during online classes. Furthermore, learners claimed that tutors were not 

helpful during the online classrooms and needed more training on how to use the online platforms. This 

reduced the interaction between the tutors and the learners. On the other hand, tutors stated that online 

classes activities are too time consuming compared to face-to-face sessions as some learners are not 

participating or are not familiar with how technology works. However, in his study, Gutiérrez, R. (2016) 

observed that the rate of retention concerning learning under the online setting was higher than the 

normal classroom.  

Traditional Learning and Connectivism in the new Teaching and Learning theories 

Siemens (2005) proposed a new theory of learning, called connectivism, specific to the digital age. As 

opposed to other learning theories, connectivism emphasizes the link between the learner and various 

knowledge sources: other people, groups sharing the same interests, the internet and learning 

management systems. The new theory tries to surpass behaviourism, constructivism and 

socio-constructivism, the theory of information processing, via inclusion. Learning effectiveness shall 

thus turn into a function of the three entities and of their inter-relations, in a didactic approach centred 

on the student, the essential element being ‘the one who studies’. 
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There is always the other way of doing something, by comparing advantages and disadvantages of both 

ways. Even though technology has brought things closer and easier for everyone, the traditional way of 

doing and getting things still remains preferable for many people. Besides classroom and blackboard 

there are more differences between connectivist learning and traditional learning. Learners participating 

in connectivist learning, experience different scores, different methods and a different lifestyle 

compared to those enrolled in institutions. Learning in a traditional classroom which by some learners 

is considered beneficial because they can interact with the teacher and their classmates. This is true 

especially for learners who find it better to interact face-to-face and prefer activities and group work. 

The possibility of asking questions and receiving an immediate response from their teacher is important 

since it makes learners feel more active and develop lifelong contacts, memories and experiences that 

humanize the educational experience in a way that online learning does not. Some learners need to feel 

sure that what they do is correct and that they are going in the right direction, so they need feedback to 

keep them moving. In addition, traditional classroom learning provides learners with a fixed schedule 

and specific periods dedicated to learning. In traditional schools and classrooms so-called “brick and 

mortar” people are comfortable with classroom structure and sometimes don’t want to deviate from it. 

If you turn in a paper and have a question about grades or comments, you can usually talk to the 

teacher and analyze body language. In online learning- as we addressed in this paper as connectivism it 

is sometimes harder to gauge effective communication and you may have to wait until you get an 

answer or explanation. While many learners relish new advances in technology, others are not as 

comfortable with technology and prefer paper and pencil-based methods. For these learners, the 

familiarity and comfort of traditional schools is an advantage. Traditional classes may be a better fit for 

learners with limited resources and limited computer access. Considering that most adults have jobs to 

earn for their studies, sometimes it is difficult to find time for personal study between working hours 

and computer meetings, or have no sufficient knowledge in technology, so that learners in this situation 

prefer schedule classes first and other school activities. 

Discussions on the advantages and disadvantages of online learning opposed to traditional education 

have been based on a variety of parameters. Talebian, S. Movahed, H. & Rezvanfar, A. (2014) indicate 

that face-to-face education depends on time and place. Coincidentally, enrolment in online courses has 

been growing more rapidly in recent years (Seaman, J.E., Allen, I.E., & Seaman, J., 2018) due to an 

expanded environment that enables individual users to retain control over time, speed, location, and 

interactions with teachers and other participants. According to Kara et al., (2019), there are still factors 

challenging learners to participate in distance education properly. Simonson, M. (2019) discussed the 

equivalency theory, which helps instructors provide learners with materials equivalent to, instead of 

identical to, materials handed out in traditional classrooms. Tseng and Chu (2010) have analyzed the 

relationship between the methods of learning and the outcomes of economics courses. They found that 

the online platform is vital for better learning and, therefore, preferable to the conventional way of 

learning. McCarty, T., Brayboy, B., Datnow, A., & Hamann, E. T. (2013) have examined the 

performance of learners in microeconomics introductory classes. They found that learners in online 

classes had an average final grade slightly higher than the average class grades. Clark (2020) states that 

in the near future, use of portable devices will expand learning using virtual and augmented reality, 

which will offer a more robust studying environment. The digital age requires new concepts about how 

learning happens. The theory of connectivism argues that knowledge is spread through a network of 

connections; thus, learning consists of the ability to construct and navigate those networks (Downes, 

2020). Although connectivism focuses on where information is obtained and how learners 

communicate on the Internet, rhizomatic learning focuses on how learners access the network and seek 

knowledge as an innovative search for understanding. 

Methodology 

Two sets of questionnaires were administered to learners and tutors respectively for this study. The 

items used in designing the questionnaire were based on several previous research papers dealing with 

online teaching and learning. The questionnaire set for the learners included two parts: the demographic 

information and the measurement items, the latter including a mix of Likert scale statements, 

multiple-choice questions, closed-ended questions, as well as two open-ended questions in order to 

have more insights concerning attending online sessions. For the questionnaire concerning tutors, the 
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set of questions were divided into 3 sections: demographics, the conducting of online sessions and 

activities during online sessions. Pilot tests were conducted among 10 learners and 5 tutors before 

administering the final questionnaires and no major issues were identified. To test the reliability of the 

questionnaires, Cronbach’s alphas were calculated and found to be varying between 0.637 and 0.868 

for learners (four constructs) and 0.898 for tutors. The questionnaires were administered via Google 

Forms for both learners and tutors using convenience sampling, since the researchers were familiar 

with their target audiences, namely learners and tutors. The learners who participated in the survey 

were studying at undergraduate and postgraduate levels from two public tertiary institutions. The 

survey for tutors was conducted among tutors who lecture at undergraduate and postgraduate levels in 

either one or both of these public tertiary institutions. Both the learners and the tutors were actively 

involved in online learning and teaching using online platforms such as Zoom, Google Meet, Microsoft 

Teams, Skype and Blackboard. Consent from participants was sought before participating in the survey 

and data was collected over a period of one month. In terms of response, around 800 completed online 

questionnaires were received from learners and 30 from tutors. Data was then analysed using the IBM 

SPSS Statistics software. 

Findings and discussions 

Data testing consisted of reliability and construct validity testing to respectively test the internal 

consistency of the questionnaire and verify whether statements representing the main research 

constructs showed unidimensionality (Shaar N.A., Hasan, N.A., Mohamed, R., Sabri, M., 2013).  

 

Table 1. Results of reliability testing 

 Number of items Cronbach Alpha Coefficient 

Learners     

Participation 9 0.868 

Main Features Used 5 0.637 

Problems Encountered 7 0.743 

Reasons for Non-Participation 7 0.773 

Tutors   

Preferences and practices of tutors 20 0.898 

 

Reliability testing (Table 1) of the four constructs in the learners’ questionnaire and the single construct 

in the tutors’ questionnaire showed that all Cronbach Alphas were between 0.6 (Malhotra, 2019) and 

0.95 (Karandashev & Evans, 2019), thus confirming that both measuring instruments were internally 

consistent. 

Construct validity testing of the same five constructs, using Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Abraham and 

Barker, 2014) in SPSS, yielded p-values that were all significant at the 1% level, meaning that the 

constructs were well-defined. Additionally, sample adequacy tests via the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test gave 

statistics that were above 0.5 (Field, 2015), indicating that the data accommodated for the use of 

advanced multivariate statistical techniques like factor analysis. 
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Table 2. Results of construct validity and sample adequacy tests 

 Bartlett test of Sphericity (Validity) KMO-statistics 

 ꭓ2-statistic p-value (Sample adequacy) 

Learners    

Participation 3597.070 < 0.001 0.898 

Main Features Used 493.062 < 0.001 0.692 

Problems Encountered 1219.385 < 0.001 0.742 

Reasons for Non-Participation 2390.363 < 0.001 0.680 

Tutors    

Preferences and practices of tutors 531.116 < 0.001 0.558 

Demographics 

 

Table 3. Demographic profile of learners (n = 806) 

Variables Attributes Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 210 26.1 

 Female 596 73.9 

Age group (years) 18 – 20 58 7.2 

 21 – 30 436 54.1 

 31 – 40 217 26.9 

 41 – 50 74 9.2 

 Above 50 21 2.6 

Institution Open University of Mauritius 783 97.1 

 University of Technology, Mauritius 23 2.9 

Programme enrolled for Bachelor’s 692 85.9 

 Master’s 114 14.1 

Year of study Year 1 313 38.9 

 Year 2 189 23.5 

 Year 3 281 35.0 

 Year 4 21 2.6 

 

Table 4. Demographic profile of tutors (n = 30) 

Variables Attributes Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 21 70.0 

 Female 9 30.0 

Age group (years) 20 – 30 1 3.3 

 31 – 40 12 40.0 
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 41 – 50 10 33.3 

 51 – 60 2 6.7 

 61 – 70 5 16.7 

Highest qualification Bachelor’s 1 3.3 

 Master’s 20 66.7 

 PhD 8 26.7 

 Other 1 3.3 

University*
 Open University of Mauritius 28 93.3 

 University of Technology, Mauritius 11 36.7 

Number of years working as 

lecturer 

18 – 20 10 33.3 

21 – 30 10 33.3 

 31 – 40 3 10.0 

 41 – 50 7 33.3 

 

Exploratory factor analysis was also conducted to unveil the underlying  

·        Problems encountered by learners during online sessions 

·        Reasons for learners’ non-participation during online sessions 

·        Preferences and practices of tutors during online sessions 

In all three cases, five data assumptions for the factorability of items were duly tested and satisfied, 

namely whether 

1. Some correlation coefficients exceeded 0.3 in the correlation matrix (Zeynivandnezhad, F. Rashed, F. 

& Kanooni, A., 2019) 

2. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic for sample adequacy was greater than 0.5 (Field, 2015). 

3. Bartlett’s test of sphericity for construct validity was significant (p < 0.05). 

4. The diagonal elements of the anti-image correlation matrix were higher than 0.5 (Hauben, M. Hung, 

E. & Hsieh, W.Y., 2017)  

5. All communalities were at least 0.4 (Eaton, K., Stritzke, W. G., & Ohan, J. L., 2019). 

The extraction of factors was carried out by way of principal components analysis, with Varimax 

rotation, in SPSS. Kaiser’s (1974) criterion, as cited in Williams, B., Brown, T., & Onsman, A.  (2012), 

was initially used to extract factors with eigenvalues of at least 1. 

● Problems Encountered by Learners 

Two factors explaining 60.701% of the cumulative variance were initially extracted, but Cattell’s scree 

plot showed that there could be four factors. Thus, factor analysis was re-run with the number of factors 

to be extracted fixed at 4. The four extracted factors (Table 5) explained a cumulative variance of 

86.050%, suggesting an excellent model. 
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Table 5. Results of exploratory factor analysis (problems) 

Factors (% variance explained; 

eigenvalue) 
Problems encountered during online sessions 

Factor 

loading 

F1: Technical Issues 

(26.692%; 2.629) 

Internet Connection .904 

Online Platform not responding as per normal .822 

F2: Lack of Interaction 

(25.119%; 1.013) 

The sessions are not interactive .853 

Tutors’ inadequate skills of using the online 

platform 

.815 

F3: Lack of Technological Skills 

(17.422%; 0.787) 

Do not know how to use the features of the 

online platform 

.936 

 

F4: Anxiety 

(16.817%; 0.734) 

Feeling nervous during online sessions .959 

 

The four factors were identified as Technical Issues, Lack of Interaction, Lack of Technological Skills 

and Anxiety. Reliability analysis was then carried out for the first two factors only (since the remaining 

two factors had only one item) to ensure that they are unidimensional. The Cronbach Alpha coefficients, 

means and standard deviations are given in Table 6 below. 

  

Table 6. Summary of extracted factors (problems) 

Factors Number of items α Mean SD 

Technical Issues 2 0.755 2.86 1.05 

Lack of Interaction 2 0.662 2.94 1.11 

Lack of Technological Skills 1 - 1.88 1.08 

Anxiety 1 - 2.36 1.37 

 

It is observed that the reliability coefficients were high for Technical Issues (0.807) and moderate for 

Lack of Interaction (0.662), still showing that the factors were unidimensional. Despite all the means 

being less than 3, on a scale of 1 to 5, results showed that the major problem for learners was Lack of 

Interaction (M = 2.94, SD = 1.11), followed by Technical Issues (M = 2.86, SD = 1.05). Anxiety (M = 

2.36, SD = 1.37) was also felt during online sessions, but to a relatively lesser extent, whereas Lack of 

Technological Skills (M = 1.88, SD = 1.08) was a minor problem. 

The research focused on digital learning environments has identified various challenges for learners, 

such as technical problems, lack of community, motivation, self-regulation, self-efficacy, and social 

anxiety. 

● Reasons for Learners’ Non-Participation 

The three extracted factors (Table 7), which explained 83.512% of the cumulative variance, were 

named Anxiety, Lack of Technological Skills and Lack of Student Engagement.  
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Table 7. Results of exploratory factor analysis (non-participation) 

Factors (% variance 

explained; eigenvalue) 
Reasons for non-participation during online sessions Factor loading 

F1: Anxiety 

(35.307%; 3.041) 

I fear the reaction of my classmates if my answers are 

wrong 

.913 

I fear the reaction of the tutors if my answers are wrong .909 

 I feel embarrassed to ask questions .863 

F2: Lack of 

Technological Skills 

(26.798%; 1.721) 

I do not know how to use the microphone option .941 

I do not know how to use the chat option .936 

F3: Lack of Student 

Engagement 

(21.678%; 1.083) 

The sessions are not engaging .885 

 The tutors do not give us the opportunity to participate in 

online sessions 

.811 

 

Their Cronbach Alpha coefficients, means and standard deviations are shown in Table 8 below. 

Although both institutions have moved towards more online delivery, the findings suggest that anxiety 

may be having on students is appropriate. It showed that students always prefer to be silent and same is 

categorized as psychological aspects of language anxiety, which can be a lack of confidence. Social 

anxiety is conceptualized as an emotional disorder that may impede achievement in higher education. 

According to Giacumo & Savenye (2020), students participating in digital education are not 

anonymous to university staff or other students in the cohort being studied and this means that 

interactions within common elements of online courses such as discussion boards or other online tools 

through which students contribute responses visible to university staff and/or peers are prone to 

producing social anxiety at a level that impedes participation and hence lowers the educational 

effectiveness of these tools.  

 

Table 8. Summary of extracted factors (non-participation) 

Factors Number of items α Mean SD 

Anxiety 3 0.889 2.76 1.09 

Lack of Technological Skills 2 0.913 1.56 0.71 

Lack of Student Engagement 2 0.675 2.31 0.98 

 

The reliability coefficients were superb for Anxiety (0.889) and Lack of Technological Skills (0.913), 

but moderate for Lack of Student Engagement (0.675). Results showed that the main reason for the 

non-participation of learners during online sessions was Anxiety (M = 2.76, SD = 1.09), followed by 

Lack of Student Engagement (M = 2.31, SD = 0.98). Lack of Technological Skills (M = 1.56, SD = 0.71) 

was a relatively uncommon reason for non-participation. 

● Preferences and Practices of Tutors 

Five factors were extracted, explaining 78.714% of the cumulative variance. They were labeled as 

Effective Teaching Strategies, Motivation and Encouragement to Participate, Online Teaching and 

Learning Skills, Preference for Online/Blended Learning and Time Management. 
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Table 9. Results of exploratory factor analysis (preferences and practices) 

Factors (% variance 

explained; eigenvalue) 

Reasons for non-participation during online sessions Factor loading 

F1: Effective 

Teaching Strategies 

(32.666%; 8.790) 

I always plan my online sessions .923 

I always update my learning materials .888 

I tend to analyse the last session for improvement during 

the next session 

.886 

 I tend to use real-life examples during my sessions .756 

F2: Motivation and 

Encouragement to 

Participate 

(13.859%; 3.256) 

I always look for ways to engage learners during my online 

sessions 

.883 

I always find ways to motivate my learners during my 

online sessions 

.846 

I encourage learners to participate by chat or talking to me 

during the online sessions 

.817 

 I encourage my learners to participate in online activities 

during my sessions 

.770 

 I encourage my learners to ask questions during the 

sessions 

.768 

 My learners are often silent during the online session -.629 

F3: Online Teaching 

and Learning Skills 

(12.078%; 1.336) 

I observe that the majority of the learners attend my 

sessions 

.829 

I am able to run the online session smoothly .698 

The University has provided me with adequate training to 

conduct online sessions 

.601 

 Self-directed learning skills is more important for learners 

during online teaching 

.497 

F4: Preference for 

Online/Blended 

Learning 

(11.485%; 1.270) 

I find online sessions more interactive than face to face 

sessions 

.914 

I prefer online sessions than face to face sessions .893 

I prefer blended session than conventional face to face 

session 

.727 

I find online sessions more convenient in terms of location .624 

F5: Time 

Management 

(8.625%; 1.091) 

I normally give a small break during my online sessions .801 

I feel that my learners have self-management skills when 

they experience online learning 

.504 

 

Their Cronbach Alpha coefficients, means and standard deviations are shown in Table 10 below. 
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Table 10. Summary of extracted factors (preferences and practices) 

Factors Number of items α Mean SD 

Effective Teaching Strategies 4 0.938 4.33 0.79 

Motivation and Encouragement to Participate 6 0.802 4.13 0.78 

Online Teaching and Learning Skills 4 0.747 3.82 0.83 

Preference for Online/Blended Learning 4 0.791 3.06 0.97 

Time Management 2 0.602 3.20 1.01 

 

The reliability coefficients of the five extracted factors varied from moderate (0.602) to superb (0.938). 

The above figures show that tutors laid most emphasis on Effective Teaching Strategies (M = 4.33, SD 

= 0.79) and Motivation and Encouragement to Participate (M = 4.13, SD = 0.78). To a lesser extent, 

they also gave importance to Online Teaching and Learning Skills (M = 3.82, SD = 0.83). Time 

Management (M = 3.20, SD = 1.01) and Preference for Online/Blended Learning (M = 3.06, SD = 0.97) 

figured low in tutors’ list of priorities. 

Conclusion and Future Research 

Readiness, effective teaching and learning strategies, better management of online sessions, 

interactions with more engaged online activities to help and prepare learners’ well-being in any kind of 

educational crisis are recommended. From the outcome, anxiety, lack of technological skills and lack of 

engagement with tutors are the main reasons for the non-participation of learners. Encouraging learners 

to take more active roles in collaborative learning and teaching and use of more engagement-based 

questions/activities must be tackled diligently. It is clear that we need to empower learners to reflect 

upon their learning and from this process of metacognition, they take onus of their learning, build and 

sustain a motivation to learn. These philosophies need to be integrated into the course development 

through the learner management system. All classroom activities need to address learner’s fears about 

learning and judgment by both educators and peers. However, teaching diverse learners in different 

learning contexts is one of the major challenges and to place the importance of student engagement to 

the learning experience and build confidence in their community of learning must be addressed as 

future research.   
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