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 In this cross-sectional survey, it was aimed to analyze pre-service teachers’ comparative perceptions 

about face-to-face (F2F) and online courses. It was also intended to discover the predictors 

influencing their choice of educational modes. The sample consisted of 338 pre-service teachers, 

selected with the cluster random sampling method, studying at two universities in Turkey. Data 

were collected using a questionnaire developed by the researcher. Data regarding the sample’s 

comparative perceptions of online and F2F courses were analyzed with descriptive statistics, while 

Multinomial Logistic Regression was used to analyze the predictors influencing the sample’s 

education preference, which had three categories: online, F2F and hybrid education. Preliminary 

findings revealed that the sample preferred hybrid education more than online or F2F education. 

Further findings revealed that as participants' satisfaction with online courses increased, as did their 

autonomy and the instructional effectiveness of the online courses, students' proclivity to prefer 

online education over F2F education increased. Additionally, gender and university type influenced 

this sample’s preferences between F2F and hybrid education significantly. 
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1. Introduction 

The COVID-19 pandemic has touched our lives in all aspects, including the provision of education all around 

the world. When the pandemic started in late 2019, all education institutions were obliged to transform their 

mode of education delivery from F2F to distance education (DE). Since then, all education institutions from 

early childhood education to universities have started to provide education through distance education 

opportunities. It was the distance education opportunities that allowed these institutions to reach the students 

who otherwise could not have the chance to attend their classes in order to get a degree or gain knowledge in 

general. This fact has turned DE, online learning (OL), online courses and the concepts and theories regarding 

DE into the most researched subject of study throughout the world since the pandemic.  

The pandemic has not finished completely yet and it still continues to risk lives, so educational institutions 

still seek ways to decrease this risk while delivering education simultaneously. The Turkish Council of Higher 

Education decided upon hybrid education in the 2021/2022 education period which made it possible to offer 

both online and F2F courses at the same time. In this respect, this decision made it possible for higher education 

institutions and instructors to choose between online and F2F course offerings. 

It is essential to get a clearer understanding of DE, as it seems to be on its way to becoming an indispensable 

component of education. The hybrid education opportunity allowed the researchers to directly compare these 
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course offerings. In this respect, the purpose of this research study, was to analyze pre-service teachers’ comparative 

perceptions about F2F and online courses. It was also intended to discover the predictors influencing their 

choice of education mode. The following research questions were developed to achieve this goal: 

• What are pre-service teachers’ comparative perceptions of F2F and online courses? 

• What are the predictors influencing pre-service teachers’ preferences for online, F2F, and hybrid 

education? 

The research studies conducted since the pandemic and previous literature have managed to answer many 

questions regarding DE. These questions have included effectiveness of DE in terms of learning (Johnson & 

Palmer, 2015); students’ views and perceptions about it (Bristow et al., 2011); the problems encountered during 

DE (Kaya, 2020; Kaya, 2021a); students’ satisfaction with DE/online learning (Tratnik, Urh & Jereb, 2019); and 

students’ engagement in online courses (Kaya, 2021a); however, what makes this research unique is its attempt 

to answer more of these questions in a single study more directly. What is more, the reasons behind their 

course preferences and education mode are searched for, which might result in important findings with 

respect to course offerings. 

2. Theoretical Framework and Literature Review 

2.1. Online vs. F2F Learning 

OL can be described as “the use of the Internet to access learning materials; to interact with the content, 

instructor, and other learners; and to obtain support during the learning process in order to acquire 

knowledge, construct personal meaning, and grow from the learning experience” (Ally, 2008, p. 17). Apart 

from the place of instruction that separates learners and teachers, OL is quite similar to F2F learning. As stated 

by Paul and Jefferson (2019), OL and F2F education have many shared qualities: “Students are still required 

to attend class, learn the material, submit assignments, and complete group projects. While teachers still have 

to design curriculums, maximize instructional quality, answer class questions, motivate students to learn, and 

grade assignments” (Paul & Jefferson, 2019, p. 2). Below are some studies comparing OL and F2F learning in 

terms of some concepts and constructs. 

2.1.1. Learning Outcomes in Online vs. F2F Courses 

F2F or online, all educators’ main purpose is to teach and help students learn and the question has been “which 

delivery medium generates higher and better student performance” (Paul & Jefferson, 2019, p. 2). Previous 

research comparing the two teaching modes highlight that students learning online can be as successful as the 

ones having F2F education (Aly, 2013, 2016; Arbaugh et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2015). The studies conducted by 

Basile and D’Aquila (2002); Warren and Holloman (2005); Shifflett and Sibley (2006); Chen and Jones (2007); 

Fortune, Herman and Banister (2007); Keller, Hassell, Webber and Johnson (2009) and Dell, Low and Wilker 

(2010) concluded that DE is as successful as F2F education regarding students’ learning and their final grades. 

Some studies further suggest that the students learning online get higher marks than students having F2F 

education (Dendir 2016; Enriquez, 2010; Shachar & Neumann, 2003).  

In contrast to the studies above, the studies conducted by Dereshiwsky and Rich (2011); Nemetz et al. (2017); 

Paul and Jefferson (2019); Wagner, Garippo and Lovaas (2011) did not find any significant differences between 

F2F and online courses in terms of final grades, while some studies concluded that online students 

underperformed their F2F counterparts in terms of their overall performance and final grades (Arias, Swinton 

& Anderson, 2018; Chen, Jones & Moreland, 2010; Dendir, 2019; Johnson & Palmer, 2015; Morgan, 2015; 

Parsons-Pollard et al., 2008). 

2.1.2. Interaction in Online vs. F2F Courses 

Interaction, which can be defined as the interplays between learners and relevant educational elements, is 

categorized by Moore (1989) as “learner-learner interaction,” “learner-content interaction,” and “learner-

instructor interaction.” Previous studies conducted before the COVID-19 pandemic have demonstrated the 

positive influence of interaction on learners’ satisfaction (e.g., Alqurashi, 2019; Kuo et al., 2014; Paul et al., 2015; 

Swart et al., 2014), engagement (e.g., Bolliger & Halupa, 2018), and academic performance (e.g., Ekwunife-

Orakwue & Teng, 2014). 
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During the COVID-19 pandemic, research studies clearly demonstrated the importance of interaction. In the 

study of Meehan and Howard (2020), students noted “how they keenly missed the easy interactions with peers 

and lecturers that they enjoyed pre-Covid, and the negative impact this absence had on their learning” (p.24), 

which coincided with Mullen et al.'s (2021) study, in which students “admitted to being unaware, until 

COVID-19, of what was gained from their peers on campus in terms of the implicit or “accidental” learning 

that happens in this environment” (p. 21). Mullen et al. (2021) concluded their research by highlighting the 

shared desire for communication and connection among students and staff. According to Adnan and Anwar 

(2020), students have made it clear that they feel as if they would not be able to interact as well with their 

classmates and teachers in an online learning mode compared to a F2F class. Likewise, Otter et al. (2013) 

highlighted that students felt more disconnected when studying alone; Nartiningrum and Nugroho (2020) 

complained about less direct interactions; and Kanik (2021) found that students had negative perceptions 

about OL, and some of the reasons were reported to be disconnection from peers and teachers, a lack of help 

from their peers, and a lack of immediate feedback. 

Some studies compared online courses with F2F courses. Johnson and Palmer (2015), for example, examined 

tthe F2F and online versions of a course. The students in F2F courses were found to earn a higher GPA. As a 

result, those students preferred to take more F2F courses. Interaction was discovered to be necessary for 

success in face-to-face (F2F) courses. The convenience of online courses was highlighted as a factor influencing 

students’ decisions to take them. Jaggars (2014) investigated students’ experiences of F2F and OL as well as 

the reasons behind their preference for online courses over F2F courses. Findings revealed that students did 

not prefer to take difficult courses online as there was less interaction in online courses. Quite similarly, Platt, 

Raile, and Yu (2014) concluded that online courses offered fewer opportunities for interaction.  

2.1.3. Satisfaction in Online vs. F2F Courses 

Thong, Hong, and Tam (2006) define satisfaction, a construct derived from Expectation Confirmation Theory 

[ECT] (Oliver, 1980), as the users' intention to continue or discontinue using a service or device after using 

them. “[…] Research shows online students are more likely to quit class if they do not like the instructor, the 

format, or the feedback. Because they work independently, relying almost wholly upon self-motivation and 

self-direction, online learners may be more inclined to withdraw from class if they do not get immediate 

results” (Paul & Jefferson, 2019, p. 3). OL mainly relies on web 2.0 technological tools to enhance learning. As 

stated by Hartshorne and Ajjan (2009), this technology is expected to enhance learners’ satisfaction with online 

courses, learners’ interaction with their fellows and instructors, and thus improve their learning.  

Tratnik et al. (2019) investigated students’ satisfaction in the two versions of an English class. The findings 

indicated that students were overall more satisfied with the F2F format. Course delivery, motivation, course 

quality, students’ expectations, the perceived level of knowledge acquisition, and interaction between students 

were highlighted as the factors significantly contributing to students’ satisfaction. Lower levels of OL 

motivation were reported as the reason behind the lower level of satisfaction with OL. Al-Samarraie et al. 

(2018) suggested that students need to be satisfied with the online learning systems if we want them to keep 

using them. 

2.1.4. Autonomy in Online vs. F2F Courses 

OL is not suitable for every student. To succeed in OL contexts, students must have some learning abilities. 

The concept of autonomy, which is used interchangeably as self-directed learning capability, self-regulation, 

self-sufficiency, self-motivation, self-discipline, self-organization, is deemed a necessary capability for 

students to succeed in OL settings (Artino, 2008). Self-regulatory learning is defined by Schunk and 

Zimmerman (1994) as “the process whereby students activate and sustain cognitions that are systematically 

oriented toward the attainment of their goals” (Cited in Tsai, Shen, & Fan, 2013, p. 107). In this sense, the 

students possessing self-regulatory or self-directed learning capabilities are expected to be more privileged 

compared to the ones lacking these capabilities (Reinhold et al., 2021). Frick (2006) and Leasure et al. (2000) 

reported that self-directed learners benefited more from the online version of course delivery, so they tended 

to take online courses more. In addition, Martin et al. (2020) reported that as effort regulation increased, 

academic success increased. Because of the transition to online teaching, “a more tutor-led approach was 

adopted, which may affect students’ long-term learning as a less independent mindset is fostered” during the 

pandemic (Mullen et al., 2021, p. 19). Otter et al. (2013) highlighted that online courses necessitate more 
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autonomy when studied alone. Gaytan (2015) reported student self-discipline as the most influential variable 

influencing learner retention in online courses based on faculty perceptions. Jaggars (2014) found that students 

needed to “teach themselves” in online courses. This fact influenced their selection; more specifically, they 

preferred the courses in which they would not need an instructor online. In other words, the students wanted 

to take F2F courses in which they would not have to teach themselves.  

2.1.5. Effectiveness of the Instructional Process in Online vs. F2F Courses 

F2F or online, each course needs a plan to teach. This plan stems from a curriculum that includes (1) objectives 

to be reached, (2) content used to reach objectives, (3) methods, techniques, and materials utilized to deliver 

the content, and (4) assessment techniques conducted to measure the learning gains or success of the 

curriculum. More concretely, “the institution of education is activated by a curriculum” (Oliva, 1997, p. 22). 

The third component of a curriculum is very important as it deals with the implementation of any curriculum, 

which influences the overall outcomes. Therefore, it needs careful planning and the utmost attention. That is 

because if the online course is designed effectively and includes equivalent learning experiences [methods, 

techniques, and materials], the students will reach the course objectives (Simonson & Schlosser, 1999). Some 

studies, presented below, have compared the implementation processes of the two course offerings. 

Neuhauser (2002), who offered the same course both online and F2F, investigated course effectiveness, 

effectiveness of tasks, test grades, and final grades. No significant difference was found in final grades, 

participation grades, assignments, or test scores. However, the students taking the online format had slightly 

higher averages. The online course was found by 96% of online group to be either as effective or more effective 

in terms of learning than their F2F course. The effectiveness of individual activities (“lectures, discussions, 

pretests, student presentations, thoughts for the day, assignments, chapter posttests, and chapter reviews”) 

was also analyzed. There were no significant differences in learning as a result of the findings. Alsaaty et al. 

(2016) examined business students’ perceptions towards F2F learning versus OL in higher education. 30.2% of 

the students said that the materials used and presented in online classes were convenient, easy to understand, 

and easy to navigate, while 69.2% found online materials inconvenient. Last, one of the findings of Gaytan’s 

(2015) research showed that students complained about little instruction time, which translates into students’ 

desire to receive more instruction, including content in online courses. 

3. Methodology  

3.1. Research Model 

Cross-sectional survey design was used as the research model for this study, because data were gathered “at 

just one point in time, although the time it takes to collect all of the data may take anywhere from a day to a 

few weeks or more” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009, p.391). 

3.2. Research Sample 

The target population of this study included all pre-service teachers studying in Turkish universities who 

experienced both online and F2F courses, while the sample consisted of 338 pre-service teachers. The sample 

included students from two public universities in Turkey. They were selected with the cluster random 

sampling method as it is more effective with larger numbers of clusters which decreases the time and effort 

spent on finding representative samples for the target population (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). 

As shown in Table 1, the average age was 21.8; there were more females (65.1%) than males (34.9%); 51.2% 

were from University B, while 48.8% were from University A. The sample included more second graders 

(46.8%) than fourth (32.5%) and third graders (32.2%). In addition, pre-service teachers from various 

departments participated in this study. Among these departments, participants from the Classroom Teaching 

Department had the highest proportion (26.9%), while the Science Department had the lowest (4.7%). 
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

Variables Categories M SD f % 

Age  21.78 2.76   

University University A   165 48.8 

 University B   173 51.2 

Gender Female   220 65.1 

 Male   118 34.9 

Department Classroom Teaching   91 26.9 

 Turkish   43 12.7 

 English Language Teaching   32 10.5 

 Social Studies   28 8.3 

 Psychological Guidance   42 12.4 

 Pre-school    67 19.8 

 Science    16 4.7 

 Mathematics   19 5.6 

Grade level Second   119 35.2 

 Third   109 32.2 

 Fourth   110 32.5 

3.3. Data Collection Tools and Procedure 

Data were collected using a questionnaire developed by the researcher based on the studies of Kaya (2021b), 

Otter et al. (2013), and Platt, Raile, and Yu (2014). During the instrument development process, expert opinion 

was sought to satisfy validity, which refers to “the appropriateness, meaningfulness, correctness, and 

usefulness of the inferences a researcher makes” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009, p. 147). Based on suggestions from  

experts, the instrument was further developed. The instrument, dubbed "The Questionnaire for Comparative 

Perceptions of Online and Face-to-Face Courses," had five sub-dimensions: (1) Effectiveness of the 

instructional process; (2) interaction; (3) autonomy; (4) learning gains; and (5) satisfaction. The sub-dimensions 

included seven-point Likert scale items ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Afterwards, 

the reliability of the instrument was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to test the internal 

consistency of the items, which resulted in a value of .98. Cronbach's alpha coefficient values for the sub-

dimensions were .93 for instructional process effectiveness, .92 for interaction, .92 for autonomy, .89 for 

learning gains, and .96 for satisfaction. Nunally (1978) recommends a Cronbach's alpha of .70 or higher for 

sufficient reliability in social science instruments, so the obtained values indicate that this questionnaire has 

sufficient reliability. Taken together, this instrument was judged valid and reliable enough to measure 

participants’ comparative perceptions about the two course offerings. 

3.4. Data Analysis 

To find answers for the first research question that sought the sample’s comparative perceptions about online 

and F2F courses, data were analyzed with descriptive statistics. On the other hand, Multinomial Logistic 

Regression, which can be used when there are more than two categories (Field, 2013), was used to answer the 

second question seeking the predictors influencing the sample’s preference of education mode, which had 

three categories: online, F2F and hybrid education. Before conducting the analysis, the assumptions of 

Multinomial Logistic Regression were checked, and then it was run, as there was no assumption violation.    

3.5. Ethical  

The data collection phase began after receiving ethical approval from the "Agri İbrahim Çeçen University 

Scientific Research Ethics Committee" (decision numbered 325 in 25.11.2021). 

3.6. Limitations of the Study 

The data collection instrument was validated through expert opinions, its construct-related validity could not 

be approved through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) as the conduct of EFA yielded two factors, which might 

have resulted from the comparative items used in the instrument. Therefore, these results were not used in 

this study. However, the items used in the instrument were taken from previously validated instruments (e.g., 

Kaya, 2021b; Otter et al., 2013 and Platt, Raile & Yu, 2014). In other words, the construct-validity procedures 

used in previous research show that these items refer to the specific constructs/sub-dimensions in this 

instruments. In addition, expert opinion was sought to check its content-related validity.  Therefore, it is 
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alleged that the items used in this instrument represent the content to be assessed, so valid inferences can be 

made using this instrument.  

4. Findings 

The corresponding findings with respect to the first question, which was formulated to find out pre-service 

teachers’ comparative perceptions about online and F2F courses, are reported in Table 2.  

Table 2. Comparative Perceptions of the Pre-Service Teachers 

Sub-dimensions       M SD 

Effectiveness of the instructional process 3.64 2.04 

Interaction 3.45 2.03 

Autonomy 4.09 1.94 

Learning gains 3.99 2.02 

Satisfaction 3.85 2.28 

As seen in the table, the participants’ most positive perceptions about online courses were found in the 

autonomy sub-dimension (M=4.09, SD=2.04). It was followed by learning gains (M=3.99, SD=2.02), satisfaction 

(M =3.85, SD=2.28), Effectiveness of Instructional Process (M= 3.64, SD=2.04) and interaction (M=3.45, SD= 

2.03), respectively. 

More detailed information is presented in Table 3. Note that each sub-dimension of the instrument has 

differing numbers of items and that higher values indicate superiority of the online courses over F2F courses.  

Table 3. Comparative Perceptions of the Sample  

Sub-dimensions       Items M SD 

Effectiveness of 

instructional 

process 

Compared to face to face courses…   

1. online courses provide a better learning experience. 3.59 2.29 

2. the amount of material that is presented to students in an online course is 

greater. 
3.71 2.31 

3. online courses provide higher-quality teaching. 3.57 2.26 

4. I learn easier in online courses. 3.79 2.34 

5. the activities in online courses are more effective.  3.53 2.29 

Interaction 

6. I interact with my teachers more in online courses. 3.38 2.30 

7. I interact with other students more in online courses. 3.01 2.19 

8. I receive feedback from my teachers more when taking online courses. 3.57 2.21 

9. I am more willing to express my ideas when taking online courses. 3.82 2.34 

Autonomy 

10. I must be more self–motivated when taking online courses. 3.97 2.21 

11. I must be more willing to teach myself when taking online courses. 4.11 2.22 

12. I am more willing to spend the time on coursework when taking online 

courses. 
4.19 2.27 

13. I must spend more time reading course materials on my own when taking 

online courses.  
4.29 2.16 

14. I must be more disciplined in their studying when taking online courses. 3.89 2.25 

Learning gains 

15. I learn more in online courses. 3.78 2.28 

16. I get better grades in online courses. 4.46 2.19 

17. I gain more knowledge in online courses. 3.73 2.23 

Satisfaction 

18. I wish to take more online courses. 3.90 2.37 

19. I am willing to take more online courses. 3.83 2.35 

20. I am satisfied with online courses more. 3.85 2.36 

Starting with the effectiveness of the instructional process, the findings indicated that online courses offered a 

slightly better and/or more effective instructional process than face-to-face (F2F) courses. The highest value 

was obtained with item 4, indicating “I learn easier in online courses” (M=3.79, SD=2.34) while the lowest value, 

which is almost in between, was obtained with item 5, indicating “the activities in online courses are more 

effective” (M=3.53, SD=2.29).  

With respect to interaction, the findings revealed that the participants interacted with their teachers (M=3.38, 

SD=2.30) and other students (M=3.01, SD=2.19) in online courses less than in F2F courses. On the other hand, 
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they received feedback from their teachers slightly more when taking online courses (M=3.57, SD=2.21) and 

they were more willing to express their ideas when taking online courses (M=3.82, SD=2.34). 

Regarding autonomy, the findings indicated that the participants needed to be more autonomous when taking 

online courses with a score close to or above 4. The findings related to learning gains highlighted that although 

the participants got higher grades in online courses (M=4.46, SD=2.19), they learned less (M=3.78, SD=2.28) 

and “they gained less knowledge in online courses” (M=3.73, SD=2.23). Last of all, the findings with respect to 

satisfaction revealed that pre-service teachers were satisfied with online courses more. 

Multinomial logistic regression was run to find answers for the second research question formulated to 

analyze the predictors influencing pre-service teachers’ education preferences. The dependent variable was 

pre-service teachers’ preferences for education modes. There were three categories of the dependent variable: 

online, F2F, and hybrid education. 

Table 4. Course Preferences of the Sample  

  f % 

Education Mode 

F2F 106 31.4 

Online  111 32.8 

Hybrid 121 35.8 

The findings presented in Table 4 indicated that the participants preferred to take hybrid education more 

(f=121) than online (f=111) and F2F education (f=106). 

Multinomial logistic regression analysis showed that the likelihood ratio test of the full model versus null (the 

model with the intercept only) was statistically significant, χ2 (18) = 288.78, with Nagelkerke R2 = .65, and Cox 

and Snell R2 = .57. This result indicated that the multinomial logistic regression model was more effective than 

the null model and the model improved as a result of the predictors entered. 

Table 5. Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis of 338 Observations 

   Variables B S.E. of B Wald df P Odds ratio 

F2F vs. online 

Intercept -6.24 .93 44.85 1 .00*  

Gender .62 .49 1.63 1 .20 1.86 

University -.66 .45 2.13 1 .14 .51 

Grade level   1.22 2 .54  

2nd vs. 3rd grade .14 .53 .08 1 .78 1.16 

2nd vs. 4th grade -.78 .57 1.93 1 .16 .45 

Effectiveness of the 

instructional process 
.87 -.22 16.25 1 .00* 2.39 

Interaction .31 .22 1.92 1 .16 1.36 

Autonomy .44 .21 4.49 1 .03* 1.55 

Learning gains .09 .26 .12 1 .73 1.10 

Satisfaction 1.18 .25 21.53 1 .00* 3.24 

F2F vs. hybrid  

Intercept -2.65 .68 15.19 1 .00*  

Gender .80 .41 3.82 1 .049* 1.10 

University -.86 .37 5.41 1 .02* 1.03 

Grade level   1.22 2 .54  

2nd vs. 3rd grade -.05 .42 .01 1 .91 .95 

2nd vs. 4th grade -.66 .47 1.95 1 .16 .52 

Effectiveness of the 

instructional process 
.28 .20 1.82 1 .17 1.32 

Interaction -.27 .20 1.83 1 .18 .76 

Autonomy .13 .17 .56 1 .45 1.14 

Learning gains .12 .21 .32 1 .57 1.12 

Satisfaction .80 .21 13.91 1 .00* 2.22 

p<.05 

The individual parameter estimates are presented in Table 5. As seen, the table has been split into two halves, 

because these parameters have been used in a way to compare pairs of outcome categories. F2F education was 

specified as a reference category, therefore it was compared to online education in the first table,  and then it 
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was compared to hybrid education in the second half of the table. More concretely, the participants first chose 

between F2F and online education, then between F2F and hybrid education.  

As seen in the first split that compared F2F education preference to online education preference, gender 

(Wald’s χ2 = 1.63, p > .05), university (Wald’s χ2 = 2.13, p > .05), grade level (Wald’s χ2 = 1.22, p > .05), 

interaction (Wald’s χ2 = 1.92, p > .05) and learning gains (Wald’s χ2 = .12, p > .05) were nonsignificant variables 

influencing this sample’s preferences. 

The significant variables, on the other hand, were effectiveness of the instructional process (Wald’s χ2 = 16.25, 

p < .05), autonomy (Wald’s χ2 = 4.49, p < .05) and satisfaction (Wald’s χ2 = 21.53, p < .05). The odds ratio levels 

showed that the most influential predictor was satisfaction (3.24), which was followed by effectiveness of 

instructional process (2.39), and autonomy (1.55), respectively. With respect to the direction of the relationship, 

these findings suggested that as the participants’ satisfaction with online courses, autonomous capability and 

the online courses’ effectiveness increased, their probability of preferrring online education increased.  

The second split, which compared F2F education preference to hybrid education preference, highlighted the 

influence of the same and different variables on the outcome variable. Grade level (Wald’s χ2 = 1.22, p > .05), 

instructional process (Wald’s χ2 = 1.82, p > .05), interaction (Wald’s χ2 = 1.83, p > .05), autonomy (Wald’s χ2 = 

.56, p > .05) and learning gains (Wald’s χ2 = .32, p > .05) were found to be nonsignificant variables, while gender 

(Wald’s χ2 = 3.82, p > .05), university (Wald’s χ2 = 5.41, p < .05) and satisfaction (Wald’s χ2 = 13.91, p < .05) 

were significant. Females and the students from University B preferred hybrid education over  F2F education 

more than others. In addition, as satisfaction with online courses increased, the probability of preferring hybrid 

education over F2F education also increased. Last, the most influential variable in predicting the outcome 

variable was satisfaction, with an odds ratio of 2.22, which was followed by gender (1.10) and university (1.03), 

respectively. 

All in all, the results of multinomial logistic regression analysis conducted with this sample of participants 

revealed that the effectiveness of the instructional process in online courses, autonomy in online courses, 

satisfaction with online courses, gender, and university type influenced this sample’s preferences significantly, 

be it F2F vs. online or F2F vs. hybrid. 

Last, the contingency table of predicted versus observed responses for predictors is presented in Table 6. As 

seen in the table, the model resulted in an overall success rate of 72.8%. Sample’s preference of F2F education 

was predicted with a success rate of 81.1% correctly by the model, while it was 74.8% for online education and 

63.6% for hybrid education. 

Table 6. The Observed and Predicted Frequencies for Course Preferences By Multinomial Logistic Regression With the 

Cutoff Of 0.50 

Observed 

Predicted 

Course Preferences Percentage 

Correct F2F Online  Hybrid 

Course  

Type  

F2F 86 3 17 81.1% 

Online 6 83 22 74.8% 

 Hybrid 22 22 77 63.6 

Overall Percentage    72.8% 

In simpler terms, of the 106 participants who were predicted by the model to prefer F2F education, 86 

observations or classifications were correctly predicted, while 20 were misclassified. Regarding online 

education preferences, 83 were predicted correctly, while 28 were misclassified, and with respect to hybrid 

education, 77 were correctly predicted, while 44 were misclassified. The comparatively lower success rate of 

hybrid education can be accounted for by participants’ preferring both online and F2F courses. In other words, 

hybrid education included both types of course offerings. 

5. Conclusion and Discussion  

This research was conducted to find out pre-service teachers’ comparative perceptions about F2F and online 

courses. Further aim was to discover variables influencing their education mode preferences. The findings are 

discussed with respect to corresponding literature below. 
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Preliminary findings revealed that the participants preferred hybrid education more than online or F2F 

education. Interestingly, F2F education was the least preferred one. This shows that DE, which started as the 

only emergent option to continue education all around the world because of the pandemic that restricted and 

even shut the door on F2F education, is now seen as a preferred option. Research studies conducted at the 

beginning of and during the pandemic highlighted many problems encountered during DE (see Kaya, 2020, 

Kaya, 2021a, and 2021b), so the results of this research imply that many of these problems or obstacles have 

been overcome and the students are accustomed to OL and they do not want to abandon OL.  

Obviously, and quite reasonably, there must be some reasons behind these learners’ course preferences. The 

second aim of this research, in this sense, was to find out what influenced pre-service teachers’ preferences. 

The discussion with respect to findings and corresponding literature is presented below. 

The first variable expected to influence their preferences was learning gains. In parallel to previous research 

(e.g., Aly, 2013, 2016; Arbaugh et al., 2009; Basile and D’Aquila, 2002; Cavanaugh, 2001; Gagne & Shepherd, 

2001; Smith et al., 2015), the findings of this research showed that online learners can learn as much as or more 

than their counterparts learning F2F in terms of learning gains and final grades. Further findings indicated 

that students could earn higher grades in online courses as suggested in the earlier studies (e.g., Dendir, 2016; 

Enriquez, 2010). On the other hand, these findings are opposite to the studies that concluded that online 

students underperformed their F2F counterparts in terms of their overall performance and final grades (e.g., 

Arias, Swinton & Anderson, 2018; Chen, Jones & Moreland, 2010; Dendir, 2019; Johnson & Palmer, 2015; 

Morgan, 2015; Parsons-Pollard et al., 2008). Despite these findings, this variable was not found to be a 

significant predictor influencing their education mode preference. This finding points to some other variables 

that might have influenced their preferences.  

The next variable was interaction, which has been reported to be a positive predictor contributing to learner 

satisfaction (e.g., Alqurashi, 2019), learner engagement (e.g., Bolliger & Halupa, 2018) and academic 

performance (e.g., Shea, Joaquin, & Wang, 2016). Although the findings of this study indicated some problems 

with respect to interaction between student-student and student-instructor in online courses, it was not found 

to be a significant factor for their preferences, in contrast to Jaggars (2014), who reported it as a reason behind 

selecting online courses rather than F2F courses. 

As suggested by Al-Samarraie et al. (2018), students need to be satisfied with online learning systems if we 

want them to keep utilizing them. The next variable in this sense was satisfaction. Preliminary findings 

indicated that the participants were more satisfied with online courses in contrast to Bristow et al. (2011) who 

reported negative attitudes towards online courses and Tratnik et al. (2019) who reported that students were 

overall more satisfied with the F2F format of an English course. Further findings of this study revealed that it 

was the most effective factor influencing their education preferences. More concretely, as their satisfaction 

with online courses increased, they preferred to take online or hybrid education rather than F2F education. In 

this sense, the predictors enhancing the learners’ satisfaction with online learning need to be investigated in 

detail, and necessary actions or precautions should be taken to increase satisfaction with online courses as DE 

is expected to be a means for delivering education all around the world.  

Autonomy, which is deemed necessary for students to succeed in online courses (Artino, 2008), was the other 

variable expected to influence the participants’ preferences. Preliminary findings indicated that students 

needed to be more autonomous in online courses, as suggested by Otter et al. (2013). In parallel to the findings 

reported by Gaytan (2015), who found student self-discipline as the most influential factor influencing student 

retention in online courses based on faculty perceptions, and Jaggars (2014), who found that students lacking 

this capability preferred to take F2F courses, the findings of this study indicated that the participants were 

more self-directed in online courses, so they preferred to take online education rather than F2F education. 

These findings highlight that online courses are not appropriate for each and every student; therefore, students 

should be given the right to choose between online and F2F course delivery, or students with higher levels of 

autonomy might be directed to online courses if such an opportunity is available at universities.  

As suggested by Simonson and Schlosser (1999), if the online course is designed effectively and includes 

equivalent learning experiences [methods, techniques, and materials], the students will reach the course 

objectives. In other words, the instructional process is deemed important for the success of an online course. 

The preliminary findings comparing the instructional processes of the two course types showed that the 
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instructional processes of online courses were slightly better than those of face-to-face courses, and further 

findings highlighted this as the second-most influential factor influencing the participants’ preferences. More 

concretely, rather than F2F education, they preferred to take online education due to the more effective 

instructional process during online courses. 

Last of all, gender, university type and grade level were added as possible variables that might cause 

differences in participants’ preferences. Among them, gender and university type were found to be significant 

factors influencing their preferences between F2F and hybrid education, while they were non-significant 

factors influencing their preferences between F2F education and online education. In this sense, further 

research can be planned to find out the likely reasons causing gender and university-related differences. On 

the other hand and last, grade level did not cause any significant difference.  

6. Recommendations 

Students’ preference for online or hybrid education can be deemed as a great improvement for the educational 

area, and it will surely bring new opportunities. In this sense, further research can focus on better opportunities 

of OL. In addition, similar research is needed to be conducted with different participants from other 

universities in different departments or countries in order to compare and contrast these findings.  

Universities spent a lot on online management systems, so practitioners or executives should not shut the door 

on online courses after the pandemic is over; instead, they should sustain online courses. For example, online 

and F2F formats of the same courses can be offered at the same time, and rather than instructors choosing 

between them, students can be given the right to do so.  

Last of all, this study was planned in 2021 during the COVID-19 pandemic and the aim was to further evaluate 

and discuss DE and its opportunities. Ethical permission was taken in 2021. After further research, data 

collection, data analysis and reporting of the findings, this manuscript was sent to this journal in  2022. Based 

on feedback from independent referees and the editor in January 2023, this manuscript was further developed 

and resent. Finally, this manuscript, after analysis of developments, was accepted for publication in this 

journal in 10.02.2023. A date when Turkey woke up to a catastrophic earthquake in 06.02.2023. This disaster, 

which affected 10 cities in Turkey, unfortunately, took thousands of lives and left millions living in those cities 

homeless. As a result, the Turkish Council of Higher Education decided to continue education at universities 

via online opportunities so that the students’ dormitories can be utilized as shelters/homes for those left 

homeless. As seen, even before the influences of COVID-19 had not come to an end and this article was 

accepted for publication, another disaster occurred that shut the door on F2F education again. The natural 

disasters like pandemics, floods, earthquakes etc. are the realities of the world, and they might occur at any 

time which might make it impossible or difficult to meet F2F with learners. Therefore, we, educators, scientists 

or researchers working in education area, should not shut the door on technology and online learning, rather 

we need to work hard to improve or develop online courses and online curricula in order to continue 

education in a healthy and safe way. Note that this paragraph was added while doing the last reading of this 

article before publication and this fact, actually, increases the significance of this article even more. Research 

studies necessitate great amount of time and effort to arrive at important findings which can be used as valid 

suggestions for betterment of societies in general. Therefore, all stakeholders including policy-makers, 

decision-makers, practitioners etc. are strongly recommended to follow these research studies. 
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