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Despite significant investment in resources for online delivery of courses, many universities struggled to 

ensure quality learning experience for their students during Covid-19. This research analyzes the factors 

that have a bearing on learning effectiveness. Results of the study clearly establish the criticality of student 

preparedness to learning effectiveness. We posit that empowering students to take charge of their learning 

through preparedness of all major stakeholders (student, faculty, and university) would positively affect the 

learning outcome for students. Effective learning experience is best achieved when institutions focus their 

efforts on empowering students to take control of their learning as opposed to simply investing in resources 

to deliver courses remotely.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

A growing number of institutions of higher learning offer online courses and it is estimated that nearly 

six million students were enrolled in distance education in 2015 and 29.7% of all students in higher 

education are taking at least one distance course (Allen & Seaman, 2017). The reasons for the growth in 

online courses are many. It meets the need of those who cannot attend traditional face-to face classes (Dos 

Santos, 2020), enhances flexibility in accessing the course content (Serhan, 2020) besides being more cost 

effective for educational institutions and students alike (Izumi et al. 2020). The onset of Covid-19 further 

accelerated the shift to online delivery of courses. Typically, online courses are defined as those with at 

least 80 % of the course content delivered online and asynchronously (Cheawjindakarn et al., 2012) while 

hybrid courses involve part synchronous and part asynchronous instruction delivery.  

The Covid-19 pandemic was a disruptive event with the potential to transform higher education 

(Govindarajan & Srivastava, 2020). The speed at which the transition to hybrid/online learning was effected 

at many universities did not provide sufficient time either to students to prepare for remote learning or to 

instructors to equip themselves for remote delivery of courses (Almanthari et al., 2020). The universities in 
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US and elsewhere had to scramble to offer remote teaching across all courses without adequate training of 

faculty members or provision of adequate technological tools to them. 

While some courses are easier to adapt for remote delivery, others do not lend themselves as easily to 

online format, such as those involving experiential component or labs (Adedoyin & Soykan, 2020). Many 

faculty members who had no experience in remote teaching (i.e., in the basics of virtual delivery, such as 

audio recording of lectures, holding of video sessions, online quizzes and exams) faced challenges with the 

new format (Gurung, 2021). Additionally, there have been problems of lack of access to software tools to 

enable video editing and compilation, facilitate writing on ‘white boards’ and for use in writing of 

mathematical equations (Aladsani, 2021).  

Besides the technology related challenges faced by the students such as lack of proper laptop or lack of 

access to high-speed internet (Agustina & Cheng, 2020), the absence of physical interaction with faculty 

and fellow classmates contributed to their challenge. Students could not avail of faculty office hours, nor 

could they benefit from group study with classmates. Virtual interaction with faculty members was 

significantly different from the experience of in-person interaction (Ewing & Cooper, 2021) and proved to 

be of special concern to students who struggled academically.  

Online and remote delivery of courses has been around for a while (Spring, 2016) and numerous studies 

have been conducted to determine the efficacy of online learning versus learning in a face-to-face 

environment. While some conclude that classroom learning is better than online learning (Coates et al., 

2004; Gratton-Lavoie & Stanley, 2009; Trawick et al., 2010), others have found no significant differences 

in learning outcomes (Ary & Brune, 2011; Crain & Ragan, 2017). In an analysis of over 1000 studies from 

the period 1996 to 2008, Means et al. (2010) concluded that students in an online environment perform 

slightly better that those in face-to-face environment. 

Despite having offered online courses in prior years, the transition to online/remote delivery of courses 

during the pandemic posed a challenge for many institutions. The hope that the learning experience of 

students would not be significantly impacted was not achieved (Maqableh & Alia, 2021). It brings into 

question the level of preparedness of all stakeholders in replicating the same learning experience in 

online/remote delivery as in case of in-person teaching. This study aims to uncover the driving factors of 

the learning experience of students in a remote or online mode. We use the level of preparedness of faculty, 

students, and associated resources, as explanatory variables to analyze learning experience of students. 

While multiple studies have analyzed learning effectiveness in an online or remote delivery environment 

(Neuhauser, 2002; Nguyen, 2015; Swan, 2003), not many studies have focused on learning effectiveness 

of students during a disruptive environment such as the current Covid-19 pandemic. Disruptive events tend 

to act like a stress test for all stakeholders and are likely to help identify the potential weaknesses in the 

system.  

 

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS AND MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

 

Prior literature suggests that three major factors affect the efficacy of online delivery (Dillon & 

Gunawardena,1995; Leidner & Jarvenpaa,1993), namely, student characteristics, instructor characteristics, 

and technology. Selim (2007) also identified institutional support as a critical success factor besides the 

above three factors. Elaborating further, Selim (2007) classified the critical success factors (CSFs) for e-

learning into four areas, namely, 1) instructors’ characteristics (teaching style, attitude toward students, 

technology control, etc.), 2) students’ characteristics (motivation, technical competency, perception of 

content and system, collaboration in interaction, etc.), 3) technology infrastructure (ease of access, internet 

speed, screen design, etc.), and 4) institution support (technical support, computer availability, learning 

material accessibility and printing, etc.). While not an exhaustive list, these factors have been identified as 

critical to learning experience in other studies also and are discussed below. 

 

Student Preparedness  

Online/remote learning presents several barriers to students, such as lack of social interaction, limited 

access to resources, delays in instructor feedback, technology dependence, limited technical and academic 
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skills and motivation (Muilenburg & Berge, 2005; Simonson et al., 2009). Multiple studies have identified 

student readiness or preparedness as being critical to their learning (Dray et al., 2011; Farid, 2014; Wladis 

et al., 2016). Students’ own perceptions of their learning is critical as these can influence their decision to 

continue with the course (Carr, 2000) and affect satisfaction with the overall online learning experience. 

Unlike in-person learning, there are no regular class hours and even if classes are held in a synchronous 

mode, there is no assurance that students stay focused during the lecture. Informal feedback from numerous 

faculty members suggests that many students are prone to logging in to these synchronous classes for 

attendance purposes but do not actively listen to the lectures (Wilson et al., 2007). Further, as opposed to 

classroom instruction, online learning requires a significantly higher level of self-motivation and self-

discipline. The remote delivery of instructions requires students to work independently and manage their 

time effectively to successfully navigate their courses (Wang et al., 2013).  

During regular semesters, students have a choice to opt for online/remote courses or face-to-face 

learning whenever courses are offered in multiple formats. They may opt for the remote learning depending 

on their comfort level to take such courses remotely. However, during Covid-19 pandemic, the transition 

to online/remote delivery of instructions was neither pre-planned nor optional for students. This 

significantly affected the learning experience for those students who were not adequately prepared or who 

could not independently manage their learning as required for remote learning. Many of these students 

struggled during the period and clamored to return to campus for in-person learning. This highlights a key 

aspect of learning effectiveness in an online/remote delivery mode, that is, the level of student’s 

preparedness to take charge of their learning.  

The notion of an individual to work independently or take autonomous charge or control of his/her life 

is viewed as empowerment (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Rappaport (1987) defines empowerment as a 

process by which people gain control over their lives. Empowerment focused initiatives help participants 

to become highly knowledgeable and skilled. Conger and Kanungo (1988) view empowerment as a 

motivational construct which should be perceived in the role of an enabler rather than as one of delegation. 

Further, they emphasize that the role of empowerment must be to provide support or resources to motivate 

participants to perform the assigned tasks efficiently. From this standpoint, empowering students to take 

charge of their learning during remote/online delivery of instructions becomes vital to learning outcomes 

and offers a suitable theoretical foundation to our study. 

We, therefore, propose that Student Preparedness, which is a proxy for Student Empowerment and 

reflects the student’s ability to take control of their learning and exhibit the requisite discipline to meet the 

course requirements positively affects Learning Effectiveness in an online/remote delivery of instruction.  

 

Hypothesis 1: Student Preparedness positively affects Learning Effectiveness. 

 

Faculty Preparedness 

Faculty’s impact on online learning is well established in scholarly literature (Kennette & Redd, 2015; 

Kim & Thayne, 2015). Being the sole ‘face’ of an online course, an instructor’s importance is arguably 

even more pronounced in an online environment (Roddy et al., 2017). Through suitable modification of 

teaching style, timely feedback, and responsiveness, faculty can improve student engagement and 

motivation (Bolliger & Martindale, 2004).  

While the role of faculty in potentially aiding students is clearly established in an online teaching 

environment, it is difficult for an instructor to ensure the desired degree of engagement or comprehension 

of the subject matter by the students. Even in a synchronous delivery mode, the dynamics of classroom, so 

critical to class management is seriously constrained at best, and largely non-existent at worst. Many faculty 

members struggled to replicate in-person learning experience for students (this was especially challenging 

for faculty members who lacked prior experience in remote teaching).  

Whether faculty members are effective facilitators of learning depends on their level of preparedness 

to offer courses remotely and the institutional support provided to him to effectively deliver such courses. 

As a facilitator, faculty members empower students by providing them support to manage their learning 

independently. They impact learning by influencing student preparedness. This is unlike what exists in a 
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face-to-face environment where faculty members have a much greater degree of control and direct influence 

on learning.  

Based on the above, we propose that Faculty Preparedness, which broadly refers to the level of 

proficiency in delivering the course remotely using appropriate technology and with the required 

adjustments in content and method of teaching, positively affects Student Preparedness. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Faculty Preparedness positively affects Student Preparedness. 

 

Technology Preparedness 

 Information technology and supporting tools proved to be highly valuable in supporting efforts of 

universities to switch to remote/online delivery of courses. The role of technology has been highlighted in 

prior research on online learning. Volery and Lord (2000) surveyed students registered for online course 

and identified technology as one of the critical success factors in online education. Besides the availability 

of synchronous and asynchronous delivery options, among the specific factors identified are reliability of 

network (Lopez & Nagelhout,1995), quality of interface and interface design (Trevitt,1995; Volery & Lord, 

2000), ease of access and navigation, and overall functionality (Reeves & Harmon,1993; Volery & Lord, 

2000).  

The critical role of technology became even more pronounced during the pandemic. Universities that 

were proactive prior to the pandemic in establishing a good technology infrastructure were able to switch 

to remote delivery more smoothly. Many universities, however, had to scramble to put together a 

technology infrastructure to support remote delivery by signing up agreements with companies such as 

Zoom or WebEx. Considering the short time frame that was available to universities for transition to remote 

delivery, many ended up with a hodgepodge of IT solutions which many faculty members and students 

found challenging and frustrating to use.  

While critically essential to remote delivery, technology per se cannot ensure learning. Much would 

depend on the student’s own commitment and ability to learn and use it. Technology nevertheless is a 

facilitator and an enabler. Therefore, the technology preparedness of universities is an important 

determinant of how prepared students felt while learning remotely. We therefore propose that Technology 

Preparedness i.e., the availability and use of appropriate technology to deliver courses online has a bearing 

on Student Preparedness.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Technology Preparedness positively affects Student Preparedness.  

 

University Preparedness 

Universities provide technical and overall support to an online program and their support can be critical 

to the success of online courses (Chantanarungpak, 2010; Selim, 2007). Universities are responsible for the 

determination of appropriate technology for the dissemination of courses and the testing of students which 

is critical in helping students effectively migrate from classroom instruction to remote learning. They can 

directly help students through detailed instructions, advising by staff and by addressing their concerns 

(Freeman & Urbaczewski, 2015). Further, institutions play an important role in determining the suitability 

of e-courses, building e-learning platforms and course maintenance (Papp, 2000). How effectively they 

perform these tasks impacts students’ preparedness and enhances their learning potential.  

Institutions thus help determine the overall eco-system for online courses, from availability of 

appropriate technology, to determining the suitability of courses for e-learning, to providing e-training and 

instructions to students, and offering targeted help to them terms of responding to their concerns etc. Beyond 

the personal attributes that students must possess to succeed in an online course, there is also a growing 

need for institutions offering courses to provide appropriate online-friendly academic scaffolding to support 

their students throughout their learning (Lee & Choi, 2011). This includes, but is not limited to, detailed 

orientation services and comprehensive library resources. University preparedness is critical to their ability 

to handle disruptive events and their ability to prepare the student body to have the same learning experience 

remotely as in a face-to-face environment.  
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We propose therefore that University Preparedness, which refers to the university’s ability to organize 

resources and provide needed support to help students successfully complete a course remotely affects 

Student Preparedness.  

 

Hypothesis 4: University Preparedness positively affects Student Preparedness  

 

Learning Effectiveness 

Learning effectiveness is a measure of students’ happiness and their level of satisfaction with their 

learning. Faculty, university administration and technology resources are enabling factors which assist 

Student Preparedness which in turn affects their learning, more so when a disruptive event such as the 

current pandemic happens. To put it differently, while Student Preparedness directly impacts learning, the 

effect of faculty, university and technology resources on learning is indirect i.e., it is mediated through 

Student Preparedness. This leads us to the following hypothesis. 

 

Hypothesis 5: Student Preparedness mediates the relationship between Faculty Preparedness, Technology 

Preparedness, University Preparedness, and Learning Effectiveness.  

 

Model 

Based on the discussion above, the relationship between the influencing variables and Learning 

Effectiveness, is depicted in the model below (Figure 1).  

 

FIGURE 1 

MODEL 
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Technology 

Preparedness 
Student  

Preparedness 

Learning 

Effectiveness 

Hypothesis 1 

Faculty 

Preparedness 

University 

Preparedness 



Journal of Management Policy and Practice Vol. 23(2) 2022 63 

efficacy of online learning by the students’ own perception of their learning or satisfaction with the course. 

Using measures such as grades have inherent limitations since there are many uncontrollable factors which 

impact grades. Use of other external metrics such as job placement etc., as a proxy for learning effectiveness 

suffer from the same infirmity- there are too many factors beyond the factors identified in the study. We 

propose therefore to use the student’s own perception or satisfaction with learning as the dependent variable 

in the model. 

 

SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION 

 

Data was collected through an online survey administered at two leading south-east universities in USA 

in spring 2021 (survey instrument available on request). The survey instrument was pilot tested and factor 

analysis was used to verify the construct validity of the items. The survey was administered to students that 

have experienced both face-to-face and remote delivery of courses so that meaningful feedback can be 

obtained about their learning experiences. The online survey link was made available to members of faculty 

who then made the link available to the students in the class.  

The respondents for this study included a mix of undergraduate and graduate students at the College of 

Business at the two universities. The sample consisted of students from different business disciplines 

(Accounting, Finance, MIS, Business Analytics, Supply Chain Management, Project Management, 

Marketing etc.). The mix of students from different business disciplines helped capture learning 

effectiveness perception across a broad spectrum of students with different academic background. 

The total number of complete responses received was 388. Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics of 

the overall sample. Panel A presents the distribution of data across gender and courses. Panel B reports the 

summary statistics of different constructs used in the study. 
 

TABLE 1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

 

Panel A     

 Number of 

Observations 

Percent   

Sample Size 388    

Gender     

Male 168 43 %   

Female 213 55 %   

Other/not reported 7 2 %   

Major     

Accounting  49 12.63   

Finance 16 4.12   

Management Information System 29 7.47%   

Management 144 37.11%   

Marketing 40 10.31%   

Economics 10 2.58%   

International Business 19 4.90%   

Cyber Security 1 0.26%   

Business Analytics 17 4.38%   

Entrepreneurship 28 7.22%   

MBA/MS 13 3.35%   

Others 14 3.61%   

Not answered 8 2.06%   

Panel B     
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 Number of 

Observations 

Mean Median Std. 

Deviation 

Faculty Preparedness 388 3.65 4 1.23 

University Preparedness 388 3.33 4 1.29 

Technology Preparedness 388 3.65 4 1.23 

Student Preparedness 388 3.51 4 1.22 

Learning Effectiveness 388 2.95 3 1.38 

 

Data Analysis Software 

Partial Least Squares (PLS) path modeling was employed using Smart PLS 3 software. PLS has been 

used extensively in academic research in different fields such as education (Campbell & Yates, 2011), 

marketing (Albers, 2009), social sciences (Jacobs et al., 2011), MIS (Chin et al., 1996) and operations 

management (Braunscheidel & Suresh, 2009; Cheung et al., 2010; Rosenzweig, 2009;) and has been shown 

to provide robust results even for small sample sizes (Henseler et al., 2009, Wetzels et al., 2009).  

 

DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

Common Method Variance 

Data was checked for Common Method Bias. The occurrence of a VIF greater than 3.3 is indicative of 

collinearity and suggests that the model may contaminated by common method bias (Kock, 2015). All VIF 

values were much lower than 3.3 indicating that the model is free from common method bias. 

 

Analysis 

The model suggests that all the independent variables impact Student Preparedness which in turn 

impacts Learning Effectiveness (Figure 1). To test the mediating role of Student Preparedness, the 3-step 

regression procedure suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) was employed. Tables 2A-C present the results 

of the Baron and Kenny test. Each of the influencing variables was first regressed against Student 

Preparedness and Learning Effectiveness separately. They were then regressed against Learning 

Effectiveness along with Student Preparedness. In all cases, the effect of the influencing variable on 

Learning Effectiveness was significantly reduced upon the addition of Student Preparedness. This affirms 

the mediating role of Student Preparedness.  
 

TABLE 2A 

BARON AND KENNY TEST 

 

 Student Preparedness Learning Effectiveness Learning Effectiveness 

Faculty Preparedness 0.657*** 

(17.217) 

0.601*** 

(16.820) 

0.177*** 

(3.462) 

Student 

Preparedness 

  0.646*** 

(13.615) 

R-Sq 0.431 0.361 0.598 

Adj. R-Sq 0.430 0.360 0.595 

N 388 388 388 
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, figures in parentheses are  

t-statistics 
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TABLE 2B 

BARON AND KENNY TEST 

 

 Student Preparedness Learning Effectiveness Learning Effectiveness 

University 

Preparedness 

0.681*** 

(22.487) 

0.640*** 

(19.523) 

0.227*** 

(4.681) 

Student Preparedness   0.607*** 

(13.575) 

R-Sq 0.464 0.410 0.607 

Adj. R-Sq 0.462 0.409 0.605 

N 388 388 388 
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, figures in parentheses are  

t-statistics 

 

TABLE 2C 

BARON AND KENNY TEST 

 

 Student 

Preparedness 

Learning 

Effectiveness 

Learning 

Effectiveness 

Technology 

Preparedness 

0.648*** 

(19.657) 

0.623*** 

(19.167) 

0.232*** 

(5.541) 

Student Preparedness   0.614*** 

(15.022) 

R-Sq 0.420 0.389 0.612 

Adj. R-Sq 0.418 0.387 0.610 

N 388 388 388 
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1, figures in parentheses are 

t-statistics 

 

Measurement Model 

Convergent reliability was tested using Cronbach’s alpha and Composite reliability measures. For 

Cronbach’s alpha, a value of 0.7 is considered acceptable. Similarly, for composite reliability a value of 0.7 

is recommended. As seen in Table 3, all Cronbach’s alpha values were above 0.8 or higher. All Composite 

reliability values are above 0.9 indicating good reliability for each of the reflective constructs, namely, 

Faculty Preparedness, Technology Preparedness, University Preparedness, Student Preparedness and 

Learning Effectiveness. 
 

TABLE 3 

RELIABILITY, AVE AND R-SQUARE VALUES 

 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

R-Sq. 

Faculty Preparedness 0.943 0.954 0.777  

Learning Effectiveness 0.954 0.965 0.846 0.58 

Student Preparedness 0.914 0.936 0.746 0.532 

Technology Preparedness 0.874 0.922 0.798  

University Preparedness 0.927 0.948 0.821  

 

Discriminant validity is the extent to which items of a construct discriminate from items constituting 

another construct. Discriminant validity is established when each construct’s average variance extracted 

(AVE) is higher than the squared correlation with any other latent variable. AVE values are reported in 
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Table 3 while the correlation values are shown in Table 4. Since the AVE values are much higher than the 

square of the correlation values, it indicates that none of the constructs share a larger variance with another 

construct than with its own indicators. Discriminant validity is thus established.  
 

TABLE 4 

LATENT VARIABLE CORRELATIONS 

 

 

Faculty 

Preparedness 

Learning 

Effectiveness 

Student 

Preparedness 

Technology 

Preparedness 

University 

Preparedness 

Faculty 

Preparedness 1 0.599 0.656 0.705 0.722 

Learning 

Effectiveness 0.599 1 0.762 0.621 0.638 

Student 

Preparedness 0.656 0.762 1 0.639 0.681 

Technology 

Preparedness 0.705 0.621 0.639 1 0.762 

University 

Preparedness 0.722 0.638 0.681 0.762 1 

 

Having established the validity of the measurement model, we next evaluate the structural model. 

 

Structural Model 

The standardized path coefficients associated with the structural model are provided in Figure 2. The 

model exhibits reasonable predictive ability as it explains 53.2 % of the variance in Student Preparedness 

and 58.0 % of the variance in Learning Effectiveness. The t-statistics for the structural model are given in 

Table 5.   

 
TABLE 5 

INNER MODEL T-STATISTICS 

 

 T Statistics 

 Student Preparedness Learning Effectiveness 

Faculty Preparedness 3.937***  

Student Preparedness  30.042*** 

Technology Preparedness   2.403**  

University Preparedness 4.304***  
*** p<0.01; **p<0.05 
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FIGURE 2 

STRUCTURAL MODEL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We had hypothesized that all the exogenous variables, namely, Faculty Preparedness, University 

Preparedness, and Technology Preparedness would be positively associated with Student Preparedness. The 

PLS results indicate that Faculty Preparedness has a positive and significant effect on Student Preparedness 

(β=0.284, p≤0.01) providing strong support for Hypothesis 2. Similarly, we found empirical support for 

Hypothesis 3 & Hypothesis 4 as Technology Preparedness (β=0.183, p ≤ 0.05) has a significant effect on 

Student Preparedness and so does University Preparedness (β=0.336, p ≤ 0.01)  

To determine the existence of possible direct effects of Faculty Preparedness, University Preparedness, 

and Technology Preparedness on Learning Effectiveness in addition to their indirect effects through the 

mediating role of Student Preparedness, a modified model was developed (Figure 3). The modified model 

proposes that Faculty Preparedness, Technology Preparedness, and University Preparedness impact 

Learning Effectiveness both directly as well as through Student Preparedness. The results of PLS analyses 

of this model are presented in Tables 6 & 7.  
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FIGURE 3 

MODIFIED MODEL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

TABLE 6 

RELIABILITY, AVE AND R-SQUARE VALUES 

 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

R-Sq. 

Faculty Preparedness 0.943 0.954 0.777  

Learning   

Effectiveness 0.954 0.965 0.846 

0.618 

Student 

Preparedness 0.914 0.936 0.746 

0.532 

Technology 

Preparedness 0.874 0.922 0.798 
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TABLE 7 

INNER MODEL T-STATISTICS 

 

 T Statistics 

 Student Preparedness Learning Effectiveness 

Faculty Preparedness  4.058*** 0.903 

Student Preparedness  11.231* 

Technology Preparedness        2.46***       2.481*** 

University Preparedness  4.484***    1.968* 
***p<0.01; *p<0.10 

 

The model exhibits reasonable predictive ability as it explains 53.8 % of the variance in Student 

Preparedness and 61.8 % of the variance in Learning Effectiveness (very similar to the results obtained 

earlier for the mediation model of Figure 1). The t-statistics for the direct effects of University Preparedness 

and Technology Preparedness on Learning Effectiveness indicate that the relationships are significant but 

that of Faculty Preparedness is not (Table 7). Interestingly and significantly, the path coefficient values of 

the influencing variables on Learning Effectiveness are significantly less than that on Student Preparedness. 

This attests to the validity of the model shown in Figure 1, that, it is primarily Student Preparedness which 

impacts Learning Effectiveness; the direct impact of other variables on Learning Effectiveness is either not 

significant as in the case of Faculty Preparedness or minimal as evidenced by the path coefficient values of 

the variables. The criticality of Student Preparedness as a determinant of Learning Effectiveness is thus 

clearly established.  

Further evidence of the mediating role of Student Preparedness was obtained when all the influencing 

variables were regressed against Learning Effectiveness (not reported here). Only Student Preparedness 

and Technology Preparedness turned out to be significant at 1% level, University Preparedness and Faculty 

Preparedness turned out to be not significant. 

 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS  

 

The objective of this paper was to study the learning experience of students during the Covid-19 

pandemic and identify the factors that facilitate learning and aid and smoothen the transition to remote 

learning. The study clearly establishes the criticality of Student Preparedness to Learning Effectiveness. All 

influencing factors are essentially enablers of Student Preparedness. The PLS analysis on the alternate 

model which incorporates both direct and indirect effect of the influencing variables (University, Faculty, 

and Technology Preparedness) on Learning Effectiveness suggest that their direct effect is either not 

significant or its impact on Learning Effectiveness is minimal. A plausible explanation could be that the 

individual factors do not work in isolation but rather in conjunction with each other to generate a 

demonstrable effect. For instance, investing resources in Technology Preparedness without the attendant 

necessary investments in University Preparedness or Faculty Preparedness may not generate a measurable 

effect on Learning Effectiveness.  

The students’ own perception of learning, however, is rather low (mean score of 2.95). Prima facie, our 

findings suggests that the onus of improving learning lies on the students themselves. We would like to 

point out, however, that not all the responsibility for success and satisfaction with online learning lies with 

the students. Numerous research findings emphasize the importance of social interactions and feeling of 

community as tools to foster student engagement and success (Aragon, 2003; Garrison et al., 2000; Garrison 

& Arbaugh, 2007). Student engagement has been defined as “the time and effort students devote to activities 

that are empirically linked to desired outcomes of college and what institutions do to induce students to 

participate in these activities” (Kuh, 2009). Use of University, Technology and Faculty resources to 

facilitate and strengthen student engagement will thus be conducive to the overall learning process. 

Universities and faculty members have a responsibility to create an environment and a structure which 

facilitates higher interactivity among students, faculty, and other resources (library, teaching assistants, 
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etc.). The role of the institutions should be to provide and strengthen resources which allow students to 

leverage their intrinsic abilities and efforts. Multiple studies have also highlighted factors such as lack of 

technical and effective time management skills, and online self-efficacy as affecting student readiness (Dray 

et al., 2011; Farid, 2014; Mercado, 2008; Wladis et al., 2016). It devolves on the institution, therefore, to 

identify these shortcomings and address them.  

Faculty members can help empower students by identifying those at the beginning of the semester who 

are ill-equipped for online study and by initiating corrective measures right at inception of courses. 

Empowerment, a word borrowed from political science, has relevance in fields of study beyond social and 

political science, including education. While engagement helps in empowering students, empowerment is 

a larger concept and refers to students taking charge and developing critical faculties. Going beyond 

engagement, which essentially relates to classroom participation, student empowerment requires that 

attention be devoted to students’ capacity to make meaningful choices about the structuring of those 

learning experiences (Klemencic, 2017). The structuring of those learning experiences is what empowers 

students for learning. The critical component of empowerment is the notion of student ‘agency’ which 

refers to “students’ capabilities to intervene and influence their learning environments” (Guo & Hoben, 

2020). Unless efforts of universities and faculty who are delivering courses remotely are directed toward 

student empowerment, learning experience of students will fall short of students’ expectations.  

The PLS analysis confirms the mediating role of Student Preparedness (a proxy for student 

empowerment) between University Preparedness, Technology Preparedness, Faculty Preparedness and 

Learning Effectiveness and establishes Student Preparedness as the primary determinant of Learning 

Effectiveness.  

The findings have implications for institutions of higher learning as they work toward ensuring learning 

effectiveness while offering of courses remotely, especially during disruptive events like the current 

pandemic. The pandemic was a novel situation, but it nevertheless provides a valuable lesson for successful 

delivery of remote/online courses in future. Institutions of higher learning are lacking in their effort to 

prepare students to take charge of their own learning. While universities have been proactive in providing 

the necessary infrastructure to support remote/online courses, such efforts are not sufficient to enhance the 

student’s ability to take charge of their learning.  

The empowerment of students for learning is the missing piece of the puzzle in the successful online 

delivery of courses. How to empower students for learning is a challenge that universities must address. 

The empowerment of students should be an ongoing process and not a one-time activity. There is 

widespread recognition among experts that institutions of higher learning will have to have a mix of in-

person face to face, remote or blended, and online courses (Ali, 2020; Govindarajan & Srivastava, 2020) to 

meet the needs of future generations of students. In such a scenario, it is important that universities integrate 

activities at multiple levels - course, program, or school/college, that would prepare students to take charge 

of their learning independently. For instance, students might be required to take a minimum number of 

courses which are offered either remotely or online during their overall program even though the program 

itself might be in-person. Participation in online courses as opposed to in-person courses (where there is a 

greater reliance on faculty members) will help students develop skills to control their learning. At the course 

level, instructors can introduce activities and learning content that require independent work using 

appropriate technology. A focus on “problem-based learning, computer-supported collaborative learning, 

learning-by-design, project-based learning, games and simulations” (Klemencic, 2017) would greatly assist 

in the process. This will lessen students’ dependency on teachers, engender looking at instructors as 

facilitators and viewing of themselves as prime drivers of their learning. Unless such a mindset change is 

engendered among students through carefully designed courses or programs, remote or online courses in 

future will continue to fall short of students’ learning expectations. The impact of this lack of mindset 

change is likely to be felt even more in unique situations such as that presented by the current pandemic. 

The challenge posed by Covid-19 has presented an opportunity to universities to reconsider in a 

fundamental way their educational model. While some may try to return to their pre-Covid methods, we 

submit that institutions need to accept blended learning with the attendant changes to empower students, 
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not as a constraint, but as an opportunity to reimagine education in all its dimensions - learning, teaching, 

and assessment (Jones & Sharma, 2020). 

 

LIMITATIONS 

 

The study has certain limitations. First, this study focused solely on business students. Its 

generalizability to other disciplines especially STEM majors may thus be limited.  Second, the shutdown 

and transition from in-person classes to remote learning by the universities was sudden and unplanned and 

to that extent survey responses may have been affected. Further, Covid-19 pandemic had created anxiety 

among many including students with abrupt changes to their lives and courses. It is possible therefore that 

their responses to their satisfaction with remote learning may have been influenced by other factors.  
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