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Abstract

Questions regarding the most effective teaching modality in foreign language instruction
remain especially important for adult educators, since adult students have conflicting demands
on their time and need to see the value of training. This research was centered around three
cohorts of students taking courses of English of the same content and volume from the same
provider. The students were university faculty and thus, of comparable demographics, and the
courses were funded by the university. Over several years, and as the result of COVID-related
restrictions, the courses were delivered in face-to-face (F2F), online, and blended modalities
incorporating flipped classroom in the latter two. The aim of the research was to investigate
the impact of a course modality on the perceived teaching effectiveness of a language course
for adults. A quasi-experiment was used as a type of sequential mixed method. Relative
perceived effectiveness of each modality was drawn from a combination of student evaluation
of teaching (SET) and semi-structured interviews with former students who acted as both
alumni and experts in education. SET comparison revealed no significant differences in results
among the three modalities while interviews indicated a preference for the blended learning.
At the same time, SETs of fee-paying students with comparable demographics taking similar
courses at the same institution and analyzed previously showed a distinctive preference for a
blended approach. That might be due to the differences in resources these two groups invested
in studies: time vs time and money. The results imply that adult language educators have the
flexibility to choose a modality while ensuring teaching effectiveness.

Keywords: course modality, perceived teaching effectiveness, English as an additional
language, adult learners
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According to UNESCO (2021), the unprecedented increase in life expectancy in the
21st century means that people will need to participate in education later in life, as their
personal and professional needs change. Moreover, the demands of the changing labor
market require that people constantly upgrade their skills while employed as “learning should
be lifelong, life-wide, with weight and recognition given to adult education” (p. 117). At
the same time, the European Statistical Office (Eurostat) and the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) report that only approximately 40 per
cent of adults participate in education annually and slightly below 12 per cent do so within
any 4-week period. Although there is some growth in participation, its rate is insufficient to
meet the demands of the labor market (Eurostat, 2023; Mavropoulos et al., 2021; OECD,
2020a).

The main reasons respondents cite as preventing them from involvement in adult
education refer to the situational barriers as defined in the seminal work of Cross (1992): lack
of financial resources and lack of time (OECD, 2020b), which represent the total cost of
participating in education. It follows that, on the one hand, there is room for growth, and
on the other hand, reducing the total cost of participation might increase the number of
adults partaking in education. Delivering training via different modalities may be one of the
ways to accomplish such a goal as it provides more flexibility (Ahlin, 2021).

Research into using different modes in education is mostly focused on university
students (Tran, 2022; Watson et al., 2023; Webb & Doman, 2020; Willits & Brennan, 2017).
However, as adult education programs are usually of short duration and cancellation
costs are low, training providers need to make sure that students and employers view the
training as valuable (Gacs et al., 2020; OECD, 2020a). While online methodology continues
to be used even after its introduction as the emergency approach during the COVID-19
pandemic (Hodges et al., 2020), students still question its effectiveness compared to
traditional face-to-face (F2F) teaching. At the same time, considering the social nature of
language and language learning (Firth & Wagner, 2007; Toth & Davin, 2016), comparing
students’ perceptions of a language course delivered via different procedures may be useful
for adult educators in general. This research aims to examine the impact of a specific
style of course delivery on the adults’ perceptions of the effectiveness of a language course
offered F2F, online, and in the blended modality. The findings also contribute to the general
understanding of the perception and use of the three approaches in adult education.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. The literature review analyses publications
related to students’ perceptions as an indicator of teaching effectiveness. The next section
briefly describes the research context. The methodology presents research questions and
describes research design as well as methods of data collection. The ensuing segment
presents and discusses the main findings. Finally, the conclusion, a discussion of limitations
the study, and recommendations for further research are provided.
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Literature Review: Students’ Perceptions

Students’ perceptions have been used as an instrument for improving teaching quality as well
as for administrative purposes in various universities around the world (Kulik, 2001; Stroebe,
2020; Zhao et al., 2022). They are usually expressed through Student Evaluation of Teaching
(SET), which is administered as a survey form containing a series of questions related to a
course, instructor, materials, and sometimes, facilities. Students then rate each item on a Likert
scale (Likert, 1932) from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and mean values are calculated
for each item. Zhao et al. (2022) state that, although Purdue university introduced the first
standardized student evaluations in 1915, they “began to use the standardized student
evaluation scale to evaluate teachers’ teaching, which is considered to be the beginning of the
student evaluation system” (p. 1) in 1927.

Although using SETs represents an efficient way of gauging students’ perceptions, it is still a
controversial measure. In his meta-analysis of accepted expert opinions on student ratings,
Kulik (2001) argues that researchers tend to prove that “ratings correlate to a satisfactory
degree with other admittedly partial and imperfect measures of effectiveness” (p. 11). He
suggests that evidence of students’ learning, students’ and alumni’ comments, and rating by
classroom observers be used in assessing teaching effectiveness. However, he admits that the
prevailing opinion is that students learn more from highly rated teachers, and their comments
correlate with their ratings and with those of the alumni and observers. Besides, teachers benefit
from students’ ratings for they “profit from the information the ratings provide” (p. 23). In
their turn, Willits and Brennan (2017) demonstrate the evidence that course ratings are
unrelated to students’ characteristics, the level of difficulty, and the volume of work required
from students, which makes them a valid indicator. At the same time, Spooren and Christiaens
(2017) noted that students who believe that SETs have value tend to give higher ratings.

There are both educators and researchers who believe that education belongs to the category
of services that views students as consumers (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001; Lee & Deale, 2019).
University students’ opinions are shared on The RateMyProfessors.com (RMP) website which
uses the style of consumer forums and customer reviews. The results of investigating the RMP
data confirm the research into validity of SETs. However, investigating more than 16,800
professors on RMP, Chiu and colleagues discovered a “professor’s brand” is a factor affecting
students’ perception (Chiu et al., 2019). They assert that “professors’ working in top colleges
can be regarded as a kind of brand awareness for students and that this factor might have a
positive effect on perceived quality” (p. 452). The same might be said about any instructor who
has worked in a well-regarded institution for a long enough time to develop “the brand”. Willis
and Brennan (2017) discovered that students’ perception of course quality is directly
correlated, among others, with teachers’ behavior in class. Moreover, Lee and Deale (2019)
found that professors’ personalities have a deciding impact on the perceived quality of a course
in their research into perceived quality of professors in tourism and hospitality education.
Although considering students as customers might be arguable in higher education, it is
different for adult education. Therefore, a particular type of valued professor’s brand and
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teachers’ personalities are even more essential for adults to perceive their experience as
positive.

Stroebe (2020) is much more critical in his view of using SETs though and argues that they
can lead to grade inflation and poor teaching, in addition to not being valid. His argument that
there is no correlation between SETs and students’ learning is also corroborated by studies
looking into the relationship between students’ learning and professors’ ranking (Uttl et al.,
2017). Some other factors also impact students’ ratings. Students’ interest in a subject,
physical attractiveness and general likeability of instructors, their minority status, and to some
extent, their gender, are among those which indicate evidence of the halo effect (Keeley et al.,
2013 as cited in Allred et al., 2022) in student ratings. In an educational setting, the halo effect
refers to the situation “when one aspect of an instructor influences the instructor’s overall
rating” (Allred et al., 2022, p. 71). Experiments show that a behavioral tactic like memorizing
students’ names on purpose leads to higher ratings as the result of the halo effect.

Keeping in mind the challenges of adult education, students’ perception of teaching and their
own performance are crucial for both their learning and participation in education. However,
the fact that adult students do not form long-lasting relationships with course providers may be
the reason why analysis of students’ perceptions is usually limited to university students and
the use of SETs as the most efficient measure. This paper contributes to the research by
focusing specifically on adult students taking a non-degree language course. At the same time,
students’ ratings must not be the only tool to gauge their perceptions. Evaluation procedures
should also include open-ended questions as a part of SETs and post-evaluation procedures
(Ulker, 2021) as well as opinions of alumni and experts. The students in this research are
educators with experience of teaching in different modalities. Therefore, their participation in
classes may be considered as professional observation. Together, these provided a basis for a
comprehensive analysis of the perceived experience of adults studying English via different
methodologies, which contributes to the field of adult language education and adult education
in general.

Research Context

The research took place at the Riga Technical University (RTU) Riga Business School English
Language Center (RBS ELC) in Latvia. RBS ELC was established in cooperation with the
English Language Institute at State University of New York at Buffalo in 1991 and operated
until 2023. Before the COVID-19 pandemic, all instruction at RBS ELC was conducted face-
to-face (F2F). However, as a consequence of the COVID-19 pandemic, the government of
Latvia introduced changes in legislation (Ministru kabinets, 2020a, 2020b, 2021). As a result,
course format had to be re-developed to accommodate those. After the pandemic started, the
course was planned to be offered as flipped and blended: each 90-minute lesson divided into a
30-minute Pre-Class and 60-minute synchronous Class with the Class meeting once a week
F2F and once a week online. However, in the second half of the 2020-2021 academic year,
F2F teaching was prohibited in Latvian universities (Izglitibas un zinatnes ministrija, 2021),
therefore both synchronous classes met virtually, retaining the flipped model (Chen et al., 2014;
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Flipped Learning Network (FLN), 2014). Only in the 2021-2022 academic year, students had
the flipped blended course.

There were three reasons to introduce the electronic component and to plan it to remain even
after the restrictions on F2F teaching were lifted. Firstly, virtual teaching and learning has
become an accepted communication medium for both work and private lives; therefore, a
synchronous online class provides an authentic language experience. Secondly, reducing the
total time needed for participating in training increases convenience for students. Besides, there
is evidence that students experience lower levels of social stress in online classes compared to
F2F (Lazarevic & Bentz, 2021), flipped classroom suits undergraduate students who prioritize
control over their learning (Tang et al., 2020), and that more mature students adapt better to
studying from home than younger undergraduates (Brachtl et al., 2023). Thirdly, introducing
an asynchronous component as the Pre-Class task allows students to complete some activities
at their own pace and at a convenient time while instructors can use the classroom time for
interactive or challenging tasks. At the same time, the importance of student-teacher interaction
and initial F2F communication (Kaiper-Marquez et al., 2020) led to the planning of the first
class of the week to be F2F in the original blended format. Most of the groups had a long course
of 25 weeks, but some studied more intensively, with double classes spread over 12.5 weeks.
However, as the course structure does not impact students’ perceptions (Ginzburg & Daniela,
2023), in this research, data from both variants were analyzed together. Figure 1 illustrates the
three modalities.

Figure 1
The Three Modalities (developed by T. Ginzburg)

Note: HW stands for homework.

Instruction in all the modalities followed the same overall process. Teachers used standardized
outlines developed by senior faculty and RBS ELC Director for each level. The outlines were
based on selected commercially available coursebooks and served as a framework. Teachers
supplemented core coursebooks with additional materials based on the needs of their students.
These included printed and online materials selected, curated, or designed by teachers.
Instructors also used Google Classroom to communicate with students, post assignments and
supplementary materials, record grades and attendance. At the end of a course and provided
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they met the criteria of attendance, participation, coursework, and tests, students received
certificates of attendance.

Methodology

The aim of this research was to investigate the impact of a course modality on perceived
teaching effectiveness of an English as an additional language (EAL) course for adults. The
following research questions (RQ) were formulated:

RQ 1: Does a modality affect students’ perceptions of their experience in a course?
RQ 2: Considering that the course alumni are expert educators, what were their opinions of
using different modalities in teaching and learning?

The research focused on three cohorts of adult students. The students were RTU faculty and
academic staff taking courses in English as an additional language (EAL) within an EU-funded

project 8.2.2.0/18/A/017 Rigas Tehniskas universitates akademiska personala stiprinasana
strategiskas specializacijas jomas (Strengthening Academic Staff of Riga Technical University
in Areas of Strategic Specialization) between 2019 and 2022. As the students were university
academics, it was assumed that they all had a similarly high level of education and interests, as
well as well-developed learning habits. Each cohort received a course of the same volume of
100 academic hours, the same content and core textbooks per corresponding level, and was
taught by the same senior instructors. Students were placed in groups of a maximum 12
participants according to their initial level of English as defined by an internal RBS ELC
placement test. In all three cohorts the instruction was organized at B1+, B2, B2+, and C1
levels according to Common European Framework of Reference for Languages [CEFR]
(Council of Europe, 2020). Table 1 illustrates the composition of the research sample.

There were four full-time instructors working with these students, two of them native speakers,
all of them qualified to teach at all levels, and all working at RBS ELC longer than ten years.
While groups at C1 level were always assigned to a native speaker, allocation of other groups
was based on the individual instructors’ preferences.

Table 1
Research Sample

Academic Year  Modality Number of Enrolled Students/Number Gender
of Training Groups
Male Female
2019-2020 F2F 59/5 28 31
2020-2021 Online 42/4 15 30
2021-2022 Blended 67/6 32 35

Note: Gender identities were assumed based on the participants’ names. The fact that they were
university academics was presumed as their defining demographic characteristic in the context of this
research, thus no demographic data was collected.
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Research Design

This research was meant to inform practice, so a pragmatic paradigm (Creswell, 2007,
Saunders et al., 2019) was chosen. Developed by Dewey, it has always focused on what works
in practice (Burch, 2022; Dewey, 1916; Moore, 1966). According to Frey (2018), “pragmatism
emphasizes that research involves decisions about which goals are most meaningful and which
methods most suitable” (p.3). This is consistent with applying pluralistic methodology (Clarke
& Visser, 2019; Pring, 2015), which characterizes mixed method. The use of mixed methods
is increasingly gaining popularity among researchers (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017; Greene,
2007) despite being relatively recent.

As illustrated in Figure 2, students’ perceptions were investigated in a quasi-experimental
design with a modality as an independent variable and using sequential mixed method research.
Although students could choose whether to participate in a course, the choice of modality was
defined by external factors, such as epidemiological situation and legislation. Therefore,
students’ assignment to a modality could not be randomized. Other factors affecting students’
experience were controlled: student demographics, course content and volume, methodology,
materials, as well as instructors who taught the course.

Figure 2
Research Design (developed by T. Ginzburg)

Note: QUAN stands for the quantitative method, QUAN + qual — for the mainly quantitative with
some qualitative part; QUAL — for the qualitative method.

Research Instruments and Data Collection

The data for answering RQ 1 were collected through SETs, which represented standard RBS
ELC final evaluation forms. They contained 26 Likert-scale questions about the instructor and
various aspects of a course. The survey used values from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 (Strongly
Agree) rather than 1 to 5 to avoid a neutral response. Historically, a mean value of 3.33 in each
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item was a threshold for a course to be considered satisfactory. Additionally, the
forms contained an open-ended question about general impressions and
suggestions for improvement; however, not all students wrote comments. The survey
was administered anonymously on the last day of the course. In the 2019-2020
academic year, 43 students finished the course. The forms were given as hard copies, and 30
(70%) students filled them out. In the 2020-2021 and 2021-2022 academic years, the
questionnaire was distributed as Google Forms. All the enrolled online students (100%)
finished the course, and 34 (81%) filled out the forms. In the 2021- 2022 academic year, 65
students finished the course and 53 (81.5%) students filled out the questionnaire. Mean
values for each item on the SET for each cohort were calculated and a one-way ANOVA
test was performed to learn whether the differences were significant using IBM SPSS 22.
When analysing the results, practical significance of potential differences (Hair Jr et al.,
2010) was considered. Statistically significant differences in values could be disregarded
provided the values were sufficiently above the historical threshold of 3.33. Additionally,
the comments in the open-ended questions were examined for content and the main codes
defined.

A series of semi-structured interviews with the course participants a year after the
course ended were conducted to answer RQ 2. The invitation to participate was sent
out to all the course participants via e-mail. Four students who took a F2F course and
were enrolled in the blended one at the time, and five students from the online course
agreed. The questions focused on the following: motivation in taking the course and
whether it changed over time; general opinion of the course, its organization, and
participants; whether the course had any effect on the way they use English; their
opinion on what the optimal delivery system was. Although the information reached
saturation after the eighth interview, all nine were conducted. Eight interviews were
conducted in-person; one respondent was out of the country at the time, so that interview was
conducted over Zoom. All the interviews were conducted in English, recorded, anonymized,
transcribed, and the transcripts verified by the respondents. The researchers analysed the
transcripts  separately for the F2F/blended students and online students following the
approach recommended by various researchers (Creswell, 2007; Erlingsson & Brysiewicz,
2017; Kvale, 1996) which includes multiple reading of transcripts, identifying initial categories
and classifying them to arrive at common themes.

Ethical Considerations

RTU administration responsible for the project gave their written permission to use the SETs
for the research. The permission for the interviews was obtained from the University of
Latvia Ethics Commission (Nr 71- 46/19). The titles of the coursebooks used for instruction

are not provided to avoid promoting the publishers.
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Findings
SET Analysis

Analysis of SETs compared students’ perceptions of the course delivered via three modalities
and provided the answer to RQ 1. For convenience, 26 survey items were grouped

inteategories. Table 2 presents the first group comprising half of the 26 questions. This group
of queries related specifically to instructors.

Table 2
Summary of Student Responses about the Instructor

The instructor F2F Online Blended
M SD M SD M SD

Speaks loudly and clearly enough to hear 390 31 394 24 3.85 .50

Knows the subject well 4.00 .00 4.00 .00 3.89 47

Answers questions well 383 38 397 17 3.83 Sl

Acts politely and respectfully, showing

interest and patience 393 25 397 17 3.91 .37

Returns tests and homework not later than

after one class 387 35 385 .36 3.75 .55

Will provide extra help when asked 393 25 394 24 3.79 .53

Gives enough feedback on assignments and

tests 393 25 382 24 3.79 A7

Begins and ends class on time 397 18 3.82 39 3.79 .50

Is well-prepared for the class 390 31 3.88 .33 3.91 45

Is interesting and enthusiastic 387 35 397 17 3.85 .50

Is skillful in promoting class/group

discussions 380 41  3.88 33 3.75 .55

Gives all students the chance to participate 387 35 3.88 33 3.83 Sl

Is one whom I’d like to have again in a future

class* 393 25 394 24 3.67 .68

Note: *A one-way ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between at least two groups (F (2, 113) =[4.170], p =.02). Tukey’s HSD test for multiple comparisons
revealed that the mean scores are significantly different between F2F and blended (p = .04, 95% C.I.
=[.01, .51]) and between online and blended (p = .029, 95% C.I. =[.02, .51]).

The values for all three cohorts were close, which indicated that a modality did not impact how
students perceived instructors. Even though the differences in mean scores for the last item
were revealed as statistically significant, they were not practically significant. Larger SDs
signaled that the opinions of the students in the blended course were more disparate.

The next group of questions related to teaching resources. Table 3 summarizes students’
responses related to the quality of the materials employed in a particular course.
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Table 3
Summary of Student Responses About the Resources

The textbook and teaching materials F2F Online Blended
M SD M SD M SD

Are interesting and relevant 337 .62 324 51 3.35 .59

Are useful to the class 347 57 341 .68 3.46 61

Have helped me to understand the course

material 363 49 341 .66 3.45 54

The online resources

Are interesting and relevant 380 41  3.56 .50 3.64 52
I use them regularly 3.50 .57 329 72 3.19 .83
I use them only to know homework* 2.10 1.03 2.82 81 2.66 .83
I use extra activities posted 3.57 .50  3.26 .62 3.33 1

Note: A one-way ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between at least two groups (F (2, 113) = [5.864], p =.004). Tukey’s HSD test for multiple
comparisons revealed that the mean scores are significantly different between F2F and online (p =
.009, 95% C.I. = [-1.28, -.15]) and between F2F and blended (p = .036, 95% C.I. = [-1.09, -.03]).

The students rated electronic resources more highly than textbooks. As textbooks are less likely
to reflect the latest topics of interest, this is understandable. F2F students’ admission to using
online resources more often could be due to the fact that for them those were only
supplementary, while for online and blended students they were part of the core materials
selected or created by teachers based on what they considered the needs of the students to be.
These included authentic online materials (news reports, TED-talks, YouTube videos), online
learning materials available on professional websites, as well as other materials and quizzes
created by teachers.

The next part of the questionnaire pertained to homework, which was assigned after every
class. Table 4 represents the summary of students’ responses.

Table 4
Summary of Student Responses About Homework

The homework F2F Online Blended
M SD M SD M SD

Has goals that are clearly explained by the

instructor 377 43 3.65 49 3.68 47
Is useful in helping me to understand the
course material 377 43 379 41 3.68 47

The final part of the SET, summarized in Table 5, addressed students’ general impressions of
the course. It was of special interest to the management, as students would only return to the
course or recommend it if they saw value in the program.
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Table 5
Summary of Student Responses about General Reaction to the Course

My general reaction to the course F2F Online Blended
M SD M SD M SD

I learned a great deal 3.60 .50 3.62 .55 3.64 52
The instructor was good 393 25 397 17 3.89 32
I would like to continue studying at RBS

ELC 383 38 373 52 3.70 .53
I would recommend this course to others 3.83 38 391 29 3.79 47

While the scores for the instructors partially reflected the ones expressed in Table 2, the values
for the last two items showed slightly less preference for the blended modality. The SET
quantitative results as well as students’ comments confirm that students’ evaluation of their
own progress correlated with their overall satisfaction. This confirmed the validity of using
SETs as an instrument of assessing teaching effectiveness discussed in Willits and Brennan
(2017).

Overall SET results demonstrated a tendency to prefer learning electronically. This contrasted
perceptions of RBS ELC regular adult students, who studied in the evenings in the same
academic years, in groups of the same levels of language proficiency (B1+, B2, B2+, C1), and
paid a tuition fee. Past surveys of RBS ELC students, which included age, gender, level of
education, and reasons for studying English (data unavailable) allowed them to be considered
as demographically comparable to the students in this research. Analysis of their SETs showed
a preference for the blended modality, with online rated the lowest (Ginzburg & Daniela,
2022). Considering the barriers to participation in adult education (Cross, 1992), the only
resource the students in this research spent was time, as their course was funded by the project,
while RBS ELC students had to invest both time and money. Thus, the students in this research
could have prioritized their time and utilized the opportunity to save it that virtual teaching and
learning provides. That might explain the difference in SET results. The impact of the source
of funding on students’ perceptions of training could be useful to investigate in future.

Comments from the Open-Ended Question

Analysis of the comments allowed them to be grouped into several codes. Table 6 lists them.
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Main Codes from Comments to SETs and Their Frequencies for Each Modality

Volume 12 — Issue 1 — 2024

Code F2F (N1=52) Online (N2=19) Blended (N3=28)
nl % n?2 % n3 %

Great instructor 14 26.92 8 42.11 9 32.14

No suggestions 5 9.62 4 21.05 17.86

Everything was 13 25.00 4 21.05 7.14

great

Thank you 10 19.23 4 21.05 5 17.86

More discussions 7.69 1 5.26 0 0

Textbooks were 3 5.77 2 10.53 3.57

outdated

Instructor-curated 3 5.77 1 5.26 1 3.57

materials were

good

More topics 3 5.77 0 0 1 3.57

related to

academic life

Online classes 0 0 2 10.53 2 7.14

Note: N1, N2, N3 — the total number of utterances in SETs per respective modality. n 1,n 2, n 3 —
number of respective codes’ appearances per modality.

Most comments students in all the modes chose to make were related to instructors. In the

quotes below, instructors’ names written by students are represented by the initial.

“Qreat instructor! Thanks a lot!”

“K. is a great lecturer, highly talented. The best explanations I have ever heard. He
manages to explain logic and essence of rules and does it perfectly. Thank you!” (F2F).

“J. is the BEST!!!!”

“K. is fantastic teacher” (Online).

“My teacher was Excellent!”

“Thanks! The instructor-our dear teacher - does not need to improve anything. He is an
ideal creative teacher who skilfully uses even the psychological aspect to activate and
interest the group” (Blended).

This code is more frequent in a blended modality than in F2F, which is opposite to the value
of “The instructor is good” in Table 5. This further confirmed that the differences in mean

values were not significant.

Students’ general satisfaction with their experience is further seen from “No suggestions”,
“Everything was great”, and “Thank you” codes. Their high frequencies confirm that this
opinion characterizes all three modalities. The sample utterances included: “The course was
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really great! Thank you!” (F2F). “Difficult to imagine, overall, it is more than expected!”
(Online). “Everything was brilliant.” (Blended).

Some of the respondents wrote that they prefer materials prepared or curated by instructors to
textbooks.

“I really enjoyed video materials. The video on forms of carbon was inspiring,
especially as we need to make videos in our chemistry lessons. This video was awe-
inspiring” (F2F).

“The textbook is a bit outdated, especially texts related to technologies.”

“Summaries of the various grammar topics etc. prepared by J. were great, very
comprehensive and excellently formatted” (Online).

“The instructor's K. examples and explanations were often more understandable,
correct and useful than the topics presented in the textbook.”

These corroborate quantitative results of the SETs, which show that teacher-created or -curated
materials were rated higher than textbooks (see Table 3).

Some comments mentioned discussions and topics related to scientific and academic work.

“It would be great to add more scientific topics to the course.”

“More technical English.” (F2F).

“The tough time limits do not allow us to devote enough time for discussions” (Online).
“Some examples of daily professor life with students could be helpful” (Blended).

Some respondents emphasized the benefits of studying online.

“Online classes is a great opportunity to save time on the transportation (getting to the
class and back).” (Online).

“In my opinion, RBS should not give up the idea of organizing classes online.”
(Blended).

One online student provided a more detailed opinion:

As concerns the online format, it was indeed a great opportunity to study English during
the Covid time when there aren’t a lot of things happening around, so it was possible
to invest more time in studying compared to the non-Covid life. ... While the breakout
groups seem a very good format for online interaction, sometimes I missed
collaboration with the whole group. I am not sure though if and how this could be
tackled online. (Online).
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Semi-Structured Interviews

Volume 12 — Issue 1 — 2024

Conducting semi-structured interviews followed the recommendations to complement SETs
with alumni’ and experts’ opinions (Kulik, 2001; Ulker, 2021). The responses provided
information regarding using different modalities in teaching and learning which answers RQ

2. The alumni who agreed to be interviewed formed two categories in terms of their teaching
experience. One out of the four people from both F2F and blended courses had fewer than 10
years of experience while three had 21 and more. Of five interviewees who took an online

course, four had taught for less than 10 years, and one had 21 or more years of experience.

Table 7 represents the main themes identified from the interviews.

Table 7

Themes Identified in Semi-Structured Interviews

Theme

Motivation to study

Improving English
Socializing

Effect of the course
Effect of a teacher
Advantages of F2F

Advantages of online

Issues with online

Flipped classroom

Optimal variant (as choice)

No difference

Teaching own subject vs

teaching English

Different

Incorporating teaching
methods into own practice

N of times mentioned by

N of times mentioned by

F2F/Blended students online students
16 6
0 3
12 6
23 8
8 4
10 12

5
5
1 0
0 1
3 3
0 1
4
5
8

In the analysis of the themes below respondents are coded S1, F2F/Blended —the first
interviewed student who attended the F2F and Blended courses; S1, Online — the first
interviewed student from an Online course; S2, Online — the second interviewed student from

an Online course and so on.
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Motivation to Study
Students from all the modalities wanted to improve English:

“I am from physical science, and this is important to characterize my expectations. |
expected to understand the logic of grammar because I don't know it 100%” (S1,
F2F/Blended).

“It was to return to an English class and to try to put my grammar in place because it is
a sad part of my language experience” (S4, F2F/Blended).

Others wanted more speaking practice:

I felt that I needed, especially the speaking part. Because in my field, I know how to
write good sentences because I may be writing very short and use only grammar which
I know is correct. But the verbal expression... I think it's something different and
separate from written parts. (S2, F2F/Blended).

“I wanted to improve, especially grammar, I think” (S2, Online). “I wanted to improve
my English because I work with foreign students and it's important to talk correctly”
(S3, Online).

Socializing was another motivational factor, especially for students from an Online
course.

“The main reason was always to improve my English, but it was also a nice ‘ritual’ that
we had lessons with nice people and just spent time together” (S4, Online).

“I think it's normal to know English nowadays. It's like something that makes me more
human if I speak in English” (S5, Online).

The fact that the course was free also played a role in their motivation:

“Because of this unique opportunity, you have a project, you know, with everything
paid” (S1, F2F/Blended).

“Actually, it was for free. And I wanted to improve all my English. Still would like to
improve.” (S2, Online).

Effect of the Course

A year after the course, many respondents mentioned improvement. Some felt it especially in
the areas of grammar and syntax:

“The more I learn grammar, the more I understand ‘the construction’. Previously, I

didn't understand why people were speaking in a particular way. Now, it's clear to me”
(S1, F2F/Blended). “I started to use idioms.” (S2, F2F/Blended).
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They also reported feeling more confident using English:

“To explain my opinion directly to people I needed. ... You can develop this ability
and find that no one will kill you if you use some wrong words or something like that”
(S2, F2F/Blended).

“... to remember all perfect and continuous tenses. It’s not possible. But now it's so
interesting. Maybe I will read lectures once more. .... Well, I can speak, I speak with
my friends in English now.” (S3, F2F/Blended).

“I started to think more about construction of sentences and some idioms. I still use
them since these courses. Yes.” (S1, Online).

“I started to focus maybe a little bit more on grammar” (S2, Online).

“I think my level of English has improved. ... maybe I don't find writing easier now
but at least I know where I should stop and think if this is correct or not” (S4, Online).
“I started to speak more grammatically correct” (S5, Online).

Spooren and Christiaens (2017) argued that students who believe in the value of SETs tend to
give higher scores. However, a year after they finished the course, the respondents’ opinions
confirmed SET results, which were high and similar across the modalities. This further asserts
the validity of using SETs as an instrument of evaluating teaching effectiveness.

Effect of the Teacher

Although not asked specifically, all the interviewees spoke about the role of a teacher and their
teachers:

“But here's a British guy [a teacher], with perfect English, it’s very nice. And he really
knows the ‘design’ of wording and phrases” (S1, F2F/Blended).

“He is very well-trained in pedagogical aspect and uses psychological aspect. Perfectly!
He knows how... he feels our mood. Where did you find that wonderful person?” (S3,
F2F/Blended).

“Actually, the teacher was excellent, K. is native speaker. He was one of the best
teachers I think, from my point of view.” (S2, Online).

Some mentioned sociolinguistic learning as an added value:

“And yes, J. was a very nice teacher. I got quite a lot interesting information about
English people, and society. So, it was also interesting from that point” (S3, Online).

The SET items related to teachers received the highest values from students, and most
comments in an open-ended question were also about teachers. Moreover, all the interviewees
spoke about their teachers even though they were not prompted. On the one hand, that
reaffirmed the central role of teachers, their personalities and behaviour students’ perception
of their experience as argued by Willits and Brennan (2017). On the other hand, since the
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students are educators, the high scores may not have been a consequence of a halo effect as
described in Allred et al. (2022). Besides, in non-formal adult education there is no incentive
to inflate grades, which was a concern Lee and Deale (2019) expressed regarding using SETs
in university education.

The group of themes addressing aspects of teaching via different modalities was especially
important, as it provides insights into the new teaching format developed in 2020. It
incorporated two main elements compared to the traditional F2F method: a flipped classroom
and a synchronous online component. Even though interviews were about a language course,
the respondents often spoke as educators, commenting on their experience with their own
students.

Advantages of F2F

Both groups of respondents mentioned that people are social beings, and they need non-verbal
clues to communicate successfully as the main argument for F2F instruction:

Because it [language] is a social instrument, the instrument to communicate, you can’t
be in society without a direct contact. It is impossible. ... Because you see the person,
you see the emotion, you see the group. Because the group is asking questions, and so
you follow the questions, you’re trying to understand why this guy is asking this
question (S1, F2F/Blended).

“This face-to-face, of course, it’s necessary to have. Yeah, it makes, I have to say, this
contact with the teacher and the classmates stronger” (S4, F2F/Blended).

“For the first-year students, actually, there must be more classes, classical classes.
Where we are teaching them, not only the subject but we’re also teaching them how to
work. How, what, what it means to be a student” (S1, Online).

Advantages of Online

Both groups had experience with an online language classroom either as an entire course or in
part, as was the case with a blended course. Most positive comments from F2F/Blended
students were related to the absence of noise when doing group work in the Zoom breakout
rooms:

Actually, I enjoy it a lot because I can freely discuss the questions with some of other
colleagues. ... And there is no other noise because in class when you have this small
groups, there is too much noise, and I can't concentrate (S2, F2F/Blended).

“Or maybe I'm sitting between two groups who are speaking [in a F2F class]. There is

one group, we are in the middle, and there is another, and that's why from both sides I
hear this ‘sh-sh-sh’ sound” (S2, F2F/Blended).
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Feeling safe to make mistakes was mentioned as another advantage of breakout rooms:

Because if I don't understand how to do something, well, I can ask a colleague. And if
we both cannot get the idea, we just wait for J. and then ask and it stays with us, and
then J. gives his feedback to everyone after this small exercise in the word format. He
shows the correct variant, and he never mentions who made the error. ... But in class,
everyone will look at you and it's something I don't like. (S2, F2F/Blended).

“I really like that in this virtual breakout room, there are three of us, online: the teacher
and us” (S4, Online).

For most respondents from the online course convenience was the main advantage of this
method:

“...this online teaching fit well for me at that time” (S2, Online).

“It was good because at the time I lived outside Riga. And therefore, it was nice that I

could just switch on my computer and be on the course” (S3, Online).

“I think the fact that it was from the comfort of my home and my coach, it also helped.
.. I'm not sure I would have been able to attend all of the classes if they happened

somewhere” (S4, Online).

“I really liked the online course because then I am at home in my safe place in my

room with my mug of tea or coffee, and I feel more comfortable”. (S5, Online).

Issues with Online

The biggest of these seemed to be the fact that focusing requires extra effort from both a student
and a teacher:

“So, you see the faces, but sometimes you see somebody's drinking tea or coffee. It's
good, no objections. But nevertheless, it means that you are un-focusing, so and the
group is also un-focusing” (S1, F2F/Blended).

“I as a teacher, feel that they are not as concentrated on lectures online as a face-to-
face” (S2, F2F/Blended).

“... 1s also more demanding for learners, definitely, because you have to prepare
yourself and you have to do these things even staying on the other side of the screen.

So that actually requires more effort from you” (S1, Online).

Another factor mentioned by Online students was the need to be comfortable with technology
and to have no distractions:

“If a person has very big problems with computers, I think it's not good. Then he will
be nervous about technical things” (S3, Online).

“I think I'm lucky I didn't have any disturbances at home, so I could just sit down and
listen and engage with everyone” (S4, Online).
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Convenience of online classes was obviously appreciated. At the same time, students evidently
valued communication in the Zoom breakout rooms as it provides comfort and the feeling of
safety. This confirmed the findings of Lazarevic and Bentz (2021) on lower levels of stress
perceived by students in an online mode. At the same time, the stated challenge of the pressure
to stay focused when studying and teaching electronically confirmed the conclusion by Brachtl
et al. (2023) that an online modality is best suited for adult students. On the other hand, the
social nature of language learning discussed in Firth and Wagner (2007) and generally in
education was confirmed by the value the respondents placed on social interactions.

Flipped Classroom
Respondents from both groups thought positively of the flipped classroom model:

“Yeah, I prefer this pre-class because I can do it when I have time ... when I have some
pause in work, for example, I can do this online exercise, and check results. I like that”
(S2, Online).

“Yeah, yeah, as pre-class, it's really great ... Yeah, I try getting into this topic and it's
really good. Yeah, and it goes faster. I have some questions and they will be answered
by the teacher” (S4, F2F/Blended).

“Actually, it's a good way how to teach: when you must do some home exercises and
at least prepare a little bit for next class. I think it's a good way how to teach” (S2,
Online).

“Well, I liked these pre-classes - some tasks that we had before. We could think about
the topic a little bit which will be discussed later” (S3, Online).

Optimal Variant

All the respondents were asked which approach they thought was optimal. Most sounded
confident:

“Definitely face-to-face. Definitely” (S1, F2F/Blended).

“100% for blended. Because, if one face-to-face is more with grammar, I think it's
enough ... and the next class is just speaking. It's perfect, and it can be online and you
feel very comfortable there” (S2, F2F/Blended).

“...but now it’s a dream. It's a perfect situation. I think it can't be better, what we have
at that moment — now” (S3, F2F/Blended).

“I think we have optimal now. ... Yeah, blended. ... . And I said it's good to meet every
second time. Yeah, for saving time” (S4, F2F/Blended).

Three out of five students from an online course also named blended as the best variant while
the other two said they could only comment on what they had experienced:

I would say that for adult learners who are coming to these classes with the
understanding that they really need it, they really want to do it, I would say that this
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distance learning style is quite good and actually can completely replace contact hours.
This blended learning I would say is even better. Because, yes, we are social things. It's
better to come and listen and to see the group. And even for instructors, it is necessary
from time to time to see what is happening, to see these faces and to see the feedback
on the faces (S1, Online).

“I think probably this blended variant is the best one” (S2, Online).

“I think the third one, blended. Yes” (S3, Online).

“I don't know, but maybe blended classes work too but I don't have such experience.
... I don't see a big difference. But I like to be at home. Yes. And I like to be in my
place. Yes” (S5, Online).

Thus, six out of nine respondents considered the blended format to be optimal for adult
students. This supported the assertions that different modalities increase flexibility of delivery,
online and blended courses should be carefully planned, and flipped classroom suits adult
students (Ahlin, 2021; Chen et al., 2014; Gacs et al., 2020). However, there was a difference
between the opinions expressed by respondents as students and those when they move into the
role of educators. As students, they expressed a slight preference for the online methodology,
which might have been related to the convenience of an online course.

Overall, the results showed that mature students appreciate the flexibility a flipped classroom
provides. This is also illustrated in SET values for online and blended modalities, which
incorporated flipped classroom, being higher than those for the F2F which is considered a
“golden standard” for language teaching. Moreover, high completion rates (72.9% in F2F,
100% in Online, 97% in Blended) and the interviewees’ opinions that their motivation did not
change over the course confirm that students think it aids learning and can be implemented in
adult education.

Conclusions

This paper contributes to the research into adult students’ perceptions of different modalities
in three ways. Firstly, it focuses on adult students. Secondly, it is based on comparable data:
students’ demographics, course content, volume, and core teaching materials, instructors, with
a modality as a single independent variable. Thirdly, it combines SETs with opinions of alumni
who are also experts, thus providing a comprehensive view.

The results indicated that a language course could be successfully delivered using any of the
modalities provided it is properly developed. Flipped blended format was considered optimal
by the respondents as it incorporated F2F and online as well as synchronous and asynchronous
components. Besides, it easily transformed into fully flipped online format when the
circumstances demanded it. That indicates the potential to reduce barriers to participation in
education for adult students and the flexibility for adult educators to plan their courses.
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The findings also reinforced the essential role teachers play in education, including adult
language education. Thus, teachers need to be trained in methodology and approaches of
teaching F2F, online, and in blended modalities, as well as flipped classroom. Moreover, since
adult language education differs from teaching other age groups, special training programs for
adult language teachers might be feasible.

The results show that research findings regarding suitability of online, blended, and flipped
learning in university education are applicable to adult education. Finally, the consistency of
alumni’ and students’ opinions of their experience validated using SETs as an efficient
instrument for evaluating teaching effectiveness in adult education.

Limitations of Research

The research focused on the mode of delivery in a language course controlling for other factors.
Thus, it did not address English language teaching methodology, teaching materials, teachers’
qualifications, and students’ characteristics. It is possible that less motivated students or the
ones with a lower level of education would respond to the modalities differently. Less
experienced teachers may also need support in selecting and curating supplementary materials
or adapting commercial ones to the needs of their students. However, considering that research
was focused on comparing the same teachers, content, and materials this should not impact the
general implication of research conclusions.

Recommendations for Further Research

Students in this research were motivated adults who chose to participate in the course. Similar
quasi-experiments applying the same formats to teaching additional languages to university
students would be recommended. Considering that two groups of demographically comparable
students with different sources of funding for training demonstrated slightly different results,
further research into the impact of economic factors on students’ perception of their experience
might be another avenue of inquiry.

Comparing learning outcomes of a course taught using three different approaches would add
to the research into teaching effectiveness. In the case of adult language learners, long-term
outcomes reflecting retention of knowledge would be preferable. This could be measured by a
standardized language proficiency test administered after the completion of

a course.

88



IAFOR Journal of Education: Language Learning in Education Volume 12 — Issue 1 — 2024

References

Ahlin, E. M. (2021). A mixed-methods evaluation of a hybrid course modality to increase
student engagement and mastery of course content in undergraduate research methods
classes. Journal of Criminal Justice Education, 32(1), 22-41.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511253.2020.1831034

Allred, A. T., King, S., & Amos, C. (2022). Can recognizing students by name influence
student evaluations of teaching? Journal of Education for Business, 97(2), 69-75.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2021.1888277

Brachtl, S., Ipser, C., Keser Aschenberger, F., Oppl, S., Oppl, S., Pakoy, E. K., & Radinger,
G. (2023). Physical home-learning environments of traditional and non-traditional
students during the COVID pandemic: Exploring the impact of learning space on
students’ motivation, stress and well-being. Smart Learning Environments, 10(1), 7.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00222-4

Burch, R. (2022). Charles Sanders Peirce. In E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Summer 2022). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University.
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2022/entries/peirce/

Chen, Y., Wang, Y., Kinshuk, & Chen, N.-S. (2014). Is FLIP enough? Or should we use the
FLIPPED model instead? | Elsevier Enhanced Reader.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.07.004

Chiu, Y.-L., Chen, K.-H., Hsu, Y.-T., & Wang, J.-N. (2019). Understanding the perceived
quality of professors’ teaching effectiveness in various disciplines: The moderating
effects of teaching at top colleges. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education,
44(3), 449—-462. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1520193

Clarke, E., & Visser, J. (2019). Pragmatic research methodology in education: Possibilities
and pitfalls. International Journal of Research & Method in Education, 42(5), 455—
469. https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2018.1524866

Council of Europe (2020). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, Teaching, Assessment—Companion Volume. Council of Europe Publishing.
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches (2nd ed.)., Sage Publications, Inc.

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2017). Designing and conducting mixed methods
research (3rd ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc.

Cross, K. P. (1992). Adults as learners. Increasing participation and facilitating learning.
Jossey-Bass, Inc.

Dewey, J. (1916). The pragmatism of Peirce. The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and
Scientific Methods, 13(26), 709-715. https://doi.org/10.2307/2012320

Erlingsson, C., & Brysiewicz, P. (2017). A hands-on guide to doing content analysis. African
Journal of Emergency Medicine, 7, 93-99.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.afjem.2017.08.001

89


https://doi.org/10.1080/10511253.2020.1831034
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2021.1888277
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00222-4
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2022/entries/peirce/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1520193
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2018.1524866
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages
https://doi.org/10.2307/2012320
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.afjem.2017.08.001

IAFOR Journal of Education: Language Learning in Education Volume 12 — Issue 1 — 2024

Eurostat. (2023). Adult learning statistics. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php?title=Adult learning_statistics#To_what extent did adults part
icipate_in_formal or non-
formal education and training_activities in_the previous four weeks in 2022.3F

Firth, A., & Wagner, J. (2007). Second/foreign language learning as a social
accomplishment: Elaborations on a reconceptualized SLA. The Modern Language
Journal, 91(s1), 800-819. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1540-4781.2007.00670.x

Flipped Learning Network (FLN). (2014). Definition of flipped learning. Flipped Learning
Network Hub. https://flippedlearning.org/definition-of-flipped-learning/

Frey, B. B. (2018). The SAGE encyclopedia of educational research, measurement, and
evaluation. SAGE Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781506326139

Gacs, A., Goertler, S., & Spasova, S. (2020). Planned online language education versus
crisis-prompted online language teaching: Lessons for the future. Foreign Language
Annals, 53(2), 380-392. https://doi.org/10.1111/flan.12460

Ginzburg, T., & Daniela, L. (2022). Looking for “the best of all worlds”: Using different
teaching formats in an English as an additional language program. Human,
Technology and Quality of Education, 194-210. https://doi.org/10.22364/htqe.2022

Ginzburg, T., & Daniela, L. (2023). Does the shape matter? Comparing two ways of
structuring an online language course. INTED2023 Proceedings, 634—640.
https://doi.org/10.21125/inted.2023.0213

Greene, J. C. (2007). Mixed methods in social inquiry. John Wiley & Sons.

Hair Jr, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data
analysis (7th ed). Prentice Hall.

Hennig-Thurau, T., Langer, M. F., & Hansen, U. (2001). Modeling and managing student
loyalty: An approach based on the concept of relationship quality. Journal of Service
Research, 3(4), 331-344. https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050134006

Hodges, C., Moore, S., Lockee, B., Trust, T., & Bond, A. (2020). The difference between
emergency remote teaching and online learning. EDUCASE review.
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-
teaching-and-online-learning

Izglitibas un zinatnes ministrija. (2021). Mdacibu procesa organizacija 2020./2021. Macibu
gada otraja semestri [Organization of the study process in the 2nd semester of 2020—
2021 academic year]. https://www.izm.gov.lv/lv/media/6349/download

Kaiper-Marquez, A., Wolfe, E., Clymer, C., Lee, J., McLean, E. G., Prins, E., & Stickel, T.
(2020). On the fly: Adapting quickly to emergency remote instruction in a family
literacy programme. International Review of Education, 66(5-6), 691-713.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11159-020-09861-y

Kulik, J. A. (2001). Student ratings: Validity, utility, and controversy. New Directions for
Institutional Research, 2001(109), 9-25. https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.1

Kvale, S. (1996). InterViews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing. Sage
Publications.

Lazarevic, B., & Bentz, D. (2021). Student perception of stress in online and face-to-face
learning: The exploration of stress determinants. American Journal of Distance
Education, 35(1), 2—15. https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2020.1748491

90


https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Adult_learning_statistics#To_what_extent_did_adults_part
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Adult_learning_statistics#To_what_extent_did_adults_part
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Adult_learning_statistics#To_what_extent_did_adults_part
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2007.00670.x
https://flippedlearning.org/definition-of-flipped-learning/
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781506326139
https://doi.org/10.1111/flan.12460
https://doi.org/10.22364/htqe.2022
https://doi.org/10.21125/inted.2023.0213
https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050134006
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-and-online-learning
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-and-online-learning
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-and-online-learning
https://www.izm.gov.lv/lv/media/6349/download
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11159-020-09861-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.1
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2020.1748491

IAFOR Journal of Education: Language Learning in Education Volume 12 — Issue 1 — 2024

Lee, S. H., & Deale, C. S. (2019). Rapport, rigor, and rate my professor: Students’
perceptions of hospitality and tourism professors. Journal of Teaching in Travel &
Tourism, 19(2), 93—111. https://doi.org/10.1080/15313220.2018.1509763

Likert, R. (1932). A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Archives of Psychology, 22
(140), 55-55.

Mavropoulos, A., Pampouri, A., & Kiriatzakou, K. (2021). Adults’ motives and barriers of
participation in mixed and asynchronous learning training programs. Journal of E-
Learning and Knowledge Society, 17(1), 29-38.
https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135256

Ministru kabinets. (2020a, March 12). Ministru kabineta rikojums Nr. 103. Par arkartéjas
situacijas izsludinasanu [On the declaration of a state of emergency. Order of the
Cabinet of Ministers No. 103]. LIKUMILLV. https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=313191

Ministru kabinets. (2020b, November 6). Ministru kabineta rikojums Nr. 655. Par arkartéjas
situacijas izsludinasanu [On the declaration of a state of emergency. Order of
Cabinet of Ministers No. 655]. LIKUMI.LV. https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=318517

Ministru kabinets. (2021, October 9). Ministru kabineta rikojums Nr. 720. Par arkartejas
situacijas izsludinasanu. [On the declaration of a state of emergency. Order of
Cabinet of Ministers No. 720]. LIKUMILLV. https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=326729

Moore, E. C. (1966). American Pragmatism: Peirce, James, and Dewey. Columbia
University Press. https://doi.org/10.7312/moor90276

OECD. (2020a). Increasing adult learning participation: Learning from successful reforms.
In series: Getting skills right | OECD iLibrary. Www.Oecd.Org. https://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/sites/cf5d9c21-en/../els-2020-23-en/index.html

OECD. (2020b). The potential of online learning for adults: Early lessons from the COVID-
19 crisis—OECD. https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=135 135358-
ool6fisocq&title=The-potential-of-Online-Learning-for-adults-Early-lessons-from-
the-COVID-19-crisis& ga=2.37383648.1739042904.1625640300-
1614531303.1622550920

Pring, R. (2015). Philosophy of educational research (3rd ed.). Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/lulv/detail.action?docID=564292

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., Thornhill, A., & Bristow, A. (2019). Research methods for business
students Chapter 4: Understanding research philosophy and approaches to theory
development (pp. 128-171).

Spooren, P., & Christiaens, W. (2017). I liked your course because I believe in (the power of)
student evaluations of teaching (SET). Students’ perceptions of a teaching evaluation
process and their relationships with SET scores. Studies in Educational Evaluation,
54, 43-49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2016.12.003

Stroebe, W. (2020). Student evaluations of teaching encourages poor teaching and

contributes to grade inflation: A theoretical and empirical analysis. Basic and Applied
Social Psychology, 42(4), 276-294. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2020.1756817

Tang, T., Abuhmaid, A. M., Olaimat, M., Oudat, D. M., Aldhaeebi, M., & Bamanger, E.
(2020). Efficiency of flipped classroom with online-based teaching under COVID-19.
Interactive Learning Environments, 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1817761

91


https://doi.org/10.1080/15313220.2018.1509763
https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135256
https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=313191
https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=318517
https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=326729
https://doi.org/10.7312/moor90276
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/cf5d9c21-en/../els-2020-23-en/index.html
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/cf5d9c21-en/../els-2020-23-en/index.html
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/cf5d9c21-en/../els-2020-23-en/index.html
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=135_135358-ool6fisocq&title=The-potential-of-Online-Learning-for-adults-Early-lessons-from-the-COVID-19-crisis&_ga=2.37383648.1739042904.1625640300-1614531303.1622550920
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=135_135358-ool6fisocq&title=The-potential-of-Online-Learning-for-adults-Early-lessons-from-the-COVID-19-crisis&_ga=2.37383648.1739042904.1625640300-1614531303.1622550920
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=135_135358-ool6fisocq&title=The-potential-of-Online-Learning-for-adults-Early-lessons-from-the-COVID-19-crisis&_ga=2.37383648.1739042904.1625640300-1614531303.1622550920
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=135_135358-ool6fisocq&title=The-potential-of-Online-Learning-for-adults-Early-lessons-from-the-COVID-19-crisis&_ga=2.37383648.1739042904.1625640300-1614531303.1622550920
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/?ref=135_135358-ool6fisocq&title=The-potential-of-Online-Learning-for-adults-Early-lessons-from-the-COVID-19-crisis&_ga=2.37383648.1739042904.1625640300-1614531303.1622550920
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/lulv/detail.action?docID=564292
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2016.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2020.1756817
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1817761

IAFOR Journal of Education: Language Learning in Education Volume 12 — Issue 1 — 2024

Toth, P. D., & Davin, K. J. (2016). The sociocognitive imperative of L2 pedagogy. The
Modern Language Journal, 100(S1), 148—168. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12306

Tran, V. D. (2022). Perceived satisfaction and effectiveness of online education during the
COVID-19 pandemic: The moderating effect of academic self-efficacy. Higher
Education Pedagogies, 7(1), 107-129.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23752696.2022.2113112

Ulker, N. (2021). How can student evaluations lead to improvement of teaching quality? A
cross-national analysis. Research in Post-Compulsory Education, 26(1), 19-37.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13596748.2021.1873406

UNESCO. (2021). Reimagining our futures together: A new social contract for
education. UNESCO Digital Library.
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000379707

Uttl, B., White, C. A., & Gonzalez, D. W. (2017). Meta-analysis of faculty’s teaching
effectiveness: Student evaluation of teaching ratings and student learning are not
related. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 54, 22-42.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2016.08.007

Watson, C., Templet, T., Leigh, G., Broussard, L., & Gillis, L. (2023). Student and faculty
perceptions of effectiveness of online teaching modalities. Nurse Education Today,
120, 105651. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2022.105651

Webb, M., & Doman, E. (2020). Impacts of flipped classrooms on learner attitudes towards
technology-enhanced language learning. Computer Assisted Language Learning,
33(3), 240-274. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1557692

Willits, F., & Brennan, M. (2017). Another look at college student’s ratings of course quality:
Data from Penn State student surveys in three settings. Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, 42(3), 443—462. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1120858

Zhao, L., Xu, P., Chen, Y., & Yan, S. (2022). A literature review of the research on students’
evaluation of teaching in higher education. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1004487.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1004487

Corresponding author: Tatiana Ginzburg
Email: tatiangin@gmail.com

92


https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12306
https://doi.org/10.1080/23752696.2022.2113112
https://doi.org/10.1080/13596748.2021.1873406
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000379707
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2016.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2022.105651
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1557692
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1120858
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1004487
mailto:tatiangin@gmail.com



