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ABSTRACT

This study forms part of the research project: “Use of eLearning in Andalusian Universities: current status and
analysis of good practice”. Our research focuses on two fundamental areas: firstly, the Virtual Andalusian
Campus (VAC) as defined in the Digital University project set up by the Andalusia’s Regional Administration,
and secondly an assessment of the technical and didactic potential of Learning Management Systems (LMS) for
the teaching staff at these universities. The research was ndertaken using a quantitative methodology hich
collected and analysed data through questionnaires to find out how eLearning is used by 1302 lecturers of
different level of six different Andalusian’s university, and to assess their levels of satisfaction with it. The
university teaching staff demonstrated positive attitudes towards the e-learning and b-learning process, the
methods used, the support offered by the university, and the development programme. The research
demonstrates the success of the programme, and shows that it promotes diversity within the university by
making use of a variety of personal and professional factors. It also confirms that the majority of teaching staff at
the universities do not consider the use of different platforms to be a problem, and that the success of the
experience is dependent on the support and attitudes of the university. We found significant differences between
the lecturers in terms of gender in two areas: male lecturers had more knowledge of the tools, and female
lecturers made more use of them.

Keywords: Higher education, faculty training, e-learning, learning management system, use ITC, gender.

INTRODUCTION

There is no doubt that e-learning has become one of the central points of university education in recent years. To
a certain extent, we could say that it has been "institutionalized" in all universities (Aguaded & Diaz, 2010). For
its strengthening, the European Union launched two initiatives: the "eLearning Action Plan" and the "eLearning
Program." The objectives of these initiatives are aimed at providing infrastructure to institutions and the
development of training for teachers (Uzumboylu, 2006).

Some of the results of these initiatives are presented in the I** European e-learning Measurement developed by
Cross knowledge, Fefaur & Ipsos (2011), where e-learning strategies used in six European countries (France,
UK, Spain, Italy, Belgium and The Netherlands) are ranked as training tools. The most important conclusions
that derive from this document are: 1*) An European pattern in e-learning utilization can be stated as a fact.
Furthermore, a common system of presenting and applying e-learning courses is shared by them all, regardless
of maturity and specific cultural standards; 2") On behalf of e-learning growth, it can be argued that this training
tool is involved in a widening process. The survey shows that the greater the e-learning use, the higher its future
development perspectives, especially with an increase of smart devices; and 3™) It should be highlighted that
blended learning is the most requested format, together with this growing tendency in e-learning use.

Is why To a certain extent, we can say that network-based training has become a more and more popular form of
teaching in higher education, thanks to the ongoing advances of the internet.

However, much of the research has been conducted in order to study the technical factors and the type of
platform used instead of learning models for use.
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A systematic search of the research literature from 1996 through July 2008 identified more than a thousand
empirical studies of online learning (Meams, Toyama & Murphy, 2009). Analysts screened these studies to find
those that (a) contrasted an online to a face-to-face condition, (b) measured student learning outcomes, (c) used a
rigorous research design, and (d) provided adequate information to calculate an effect size. As a result of this
screening, 50 independent effects were identified that could be subjected to meta-analysis. The meta-analysis
found that, on average, students in online learning conditions performed modestly better than those receiving
face-to-face instruction. The difference between student outcomes for online and face-to-face classes was larger
in those studies contrasting conditions that blended elements of online and face-to-face instruction with
conditions taught entirely face-to-face. Analysts noted that these blended conditions often included additional
learning time and instructional elements not received by students in control conditions. This finding suggests that
the positive effects associated with blended learning should not be attributed to the media, per se.

Tweddell (2007)’s research on e-learning shows that technical disadvantages are easier to overcome than the
lack of communicative skills. Communication errors tend to create serious problems that technology cannot
solve. These obstacles deal with problems related to the unsatisfactory role performed by teachers as trouble-
shooters, fostering facilitators and communicators in digital environments.

In this sense the European Commission’s Directorate-General for Education and Culture (PLS Ramboll, 2004)
has drawn attention to the fact that research should take a more pedagogic and didactic direction and move on
from the basic technological arguments.

Hence and recently, a number of researchers have conducted investigations on the use made by teachers and
students of e-learning. (Pullen & Snow, 2007; Duart et al, 2008; Lu & Chion, 2009; Means et al, 2009; Ginns &
Ellis, 2009; Cabero, 2010; Osorio, 2010; Mufioz & Gonzalez, 2010). These investigations have obtained a
number of conclusions such as the fact that both teachers and students are very satisfied with virtual learning
systems, performance levels are positive, there is a preference for a hybrid model that combines the virtual
personal assistance with study and that teachers makes a limited use of the potential that the Learning
Management Systems offer.

E-LEARNING: LECTURERS AND STUDENT SATISFACTION

Many researches (Aguaded & Diaz, 2010; Cabero, 2010; Ellis & Goodyear, 2010; Ginns & FEllis, 2009) show a
students’ positive attitude and self-efficiency towards e-learning. Peng et al (2006) point out that the students are
bound to consider e-learning as a useful tool — a useful technology. They say there are differences in university
students’ attitude and perception towards it depending on their sex; male students tend to have more positive
views than female ones. Moreover, they argue that students who perceive e-learning as a leisure activity tool
show better and more independent communicative skills than others who only use e-learning as a productivity
technological implementation.

Conclusions related to the quality level perceived by students who took one or more e-learning courses are
presented by Jung (2011); he identifies certain aspects to assess such as: Interaction, Assistance, Institutional
Quality Assurance, Credibility, Information and Publicizing, Learning Tasks, etc. Finding out that some such as,
for example, technology assistance, contents and rating did not seem to be important for the students. Some
variables like the students’ cultural level, their characteristics or the e-learning course design could be considered
responsible for this.

According to Ellis & Goodyear (2010), it could be said that some of the most adequate e-learning strategies for a
good acquisition in this kind of environment might be: a) learning through discussion (sharing a learning
community); b) research work learning (it offers resources to develop research activities). They come to the
conclusion that students usually feel rather satisfied with their e-learning performance.

In relation to lecturers, the work of Bollinger & Wasilik (2009) gives us a more specific account of the factors
which contribute to lecturers’ satisfaction with the incorporation of e-learning. These are detailed as follows: a)
Factors relating to the student, it provides access to education for a more diverse student population;
opportunities for students to take part in highly interactive communication with lecturers and with fellow-
students, etc...; b) Factors related to teachers, can encourage positive results in students, poses an intellectual
challenge and promotes interest in the use of technology, research and collaboration with colleagues, etc...; c)
Factors related to the institution, lecturers’ satisfaction is generally high when the teaching institution has
policies regarding online education which support the college. The main barrier to lecturers adopting online
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learning is that they overestimate the work involved, because they think the workload will be greater than for
traditional courses.

At the same time, it is worth noting that a number of studies show that one of the main problems we face in
incorporating e-learning is in training and enabling teaching staff (Blazquez & Alonso, 2009; Cabero, 2010;
Romero, 2011), and that this training should be broader than mere technological components and should aim
towards a more didactic approach. A number of studies demonstrate that technical obstacles are much easier to
overcome than lecturers’ lack of communication skills in these environments (Tweddel, 2007).

Bawane & Spector (2009) assert that the teachers performing online must assume a multidimensional role and
are urged to integrate a range of different and numerous competencies. They also underline the fact that the
teaching competencies required derive from the context in which the teaching is performed: the characteristics of
the training program, the specific role of the teacher, and the financial, functional, and human resources available
(e.g., the equipment of administrative staff, designers, technicians, etc.). Some researchers, such as Kreber &
Kanuka (2006; quoted by Baran, Correia, & Thompson, 2010), indicate that virtual education environments
promote the exploration of new teaching approaches, derived from enhancing collaborative work or practices
which incorporate social learning.

In our context Mufloz, Gonzéalez & Hernandez (2013) indicate the need for identify the roles and competencies
of teachers performing in virtual environments is crucial to higher education institutions in order to build a
common frame for teaching and training initiatives. One of the goals of their study is to identify and systematize
teacher’s roles. Results reveal that content drafting is the aspect in which the subjects declare the highest level of
proficiency as opposed to assessment. Teachers also appear to be willing to improve their training, being aware
of the changes and requirements entailed by e-learning.

Regarding gender aspects, Remmele & Holthaus (2013) research the co-construction of gender and technology,
that is, the theory that the usage of and the attitude to certain kinds of technology are a way to “do” one’s gender.
Findings support the assumption that with the routinization of e-learning in higher education, e-learning loses its
character as a technology. With the routinization of its usage, e-learning is becoming a gender-neutral tool with
no outstanding technological appeal.
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The definitive version was sent out in the first term of 2013 and consisted of 21 questions with a variety of
typologies, including multiple choice, double-barrelled questions (yes/no); rating scales and open questions.

The questionnaire was sent out by internet and was sent to all teaching staff at the various universities. We
decided to send it out online for the following reasons: to obtain information from a large number of people; low
distribution costs; it could be filled in when the respondent wished; fast, simple coding; data protection and the
ability to avoid coding errors.

The research sample was made up of 1.302 lecturers at the universities of Malaga (f=3, 0.2%), Cadiz (f-276,
21.2%), Huelva (=93, 7.2%), Jaén (=45, 3.5%), Pablo de Olavide (f=195, 15.0%) and Sevilla (f=681, 52.4%).
Percentages for male and female lecturers were fairly equal (f=696 — 53.6% male) and (f=603 — 46.4% female),
with an age range of 31 to 50 years.
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As regards how competent they considered themselves to be in using technology as a resource and in using the
various virtual learning tools available for educational use, (including how often they usethem), we were able to
note the following factors from our findings. Firstly, there are a number of tools which the lecturers feel
reasonably competent about using as technical instruments, such as email (7.53), forums and distribution lists
(6.24), chat rooms (5.35) and blogs (4.06), in other words, synchronous or asynchronous communication tools.
However, when we look at their ability to use them in teaching, and the frequency of use, only in two areas do
they score higher than an average value of 4: email (4.52 and 6.98), and forums/distribution lists (4.47 and 5.25).

B Technical Domain

M Didactic Managzment

W Use Frecuency

D = MW s N o

Figures 2. Frequency of Technical Domain, Didactic Management and total Use Frecuency.

It is striking how low the lecturers considered their competence to be in the educational use of some of the
media, such as podcasts, audioconferencing, videoconferencing, digital whiteboards, portfolios and blogs. It also
shows that the media they use most are email and forums/distribution lists.

Table 1.Means and standard deviations in the frequency with which teachers perform different with students in
virtual learning.

We were also interested in finding out from the teaching staff about the activities involved in delivering network-
based training. Out of the activities we asked them about, only three scored higher than the average of 4: “Have
you ever used communication tools such as forums, chat rooms, email, etc?”, “Have you ever created material in
html or pdf format, etc?” and “Have you created any material with hypertext or hypermedia for network-based
teaching with your students?”
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Create podcasts for their students

Create blogs for their students

Develop a hypertext format material or / and hypermedia to train their
students through the netw ork.

Use a communication resource, such as forums, chat, email, ...

Figure 3. Activities with students in virtual training.

The following distribution emerged from the data gathered (highest scores first): 1) Have you ever created
material in html, pdf format, etc. for network-based teaching of students? (6.73); 2) Have you ever used
communication tools such as forums, chat rooms, email? (6.55); 3) “Have you created any material with
hypertext or hypermedia for network-based teaching of students?” (4.21); 4) Have you ever created any
audiovisual materials (audio or video clips) for network-based teaching of students? (3.01); 5) Have you ever
created blogs for your students? (1.92); 6) Have you ever created Webquest activities for your students? (1.89);
7) Have you ever created Wikis for your students? (1.71); 8) Have you ever created podcasts for your students?
(1.31)

The following table illustrates the lecturers’ knowledge of virtual learning and their use of virtual learning
activities.

Table 2. Knowledge of specific activities
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Our findings show that the lecturers confirmed they were aware of the vast majority of these, but it is striking
that a large number of lecturers said they were unfamiliar with two types of commonly-used network-based
teaching, namely “Working with project methodology” (=783, 64.6%) and “Working with case study
methodology” (f=708, 58.1%).

With regard to the lecturers’ reasons for using the activities we had asked them about, the average scores for the
different options were as follows (highest scores first): “Presenting or displaying materials”, (6.89); “Improving
the arrangement and organisation of information, content and resources which are made available to students”,
(6.48); “Monitoring the completion and handing in of students’ work™, (5.55); “Devising and setting problems;
problem-solving methodology”, (4.60); “Undertaking collaborative activities”, (4.15); “Working with case study
methodology”, (3.37) and “Working with project methodology”, (3.15).

Table 3. Means and standard deviations of the use of virtual teaching activities.

We can also report that the vast majority of lecturers (76.1%) told us that they undertake no prior evaluation of
their students’ technical knowledge of the LMS provided by the university for virtual learning.

Those who answered yes tended to make use of the following activities: a) conducting a survey by questionnaire
with the aim of collecting information on how much their students know about how the platform works (as we
can see from the following), b) practical demonstration sessions in the first few days of the course and c¢) the
aspects covered in these sessions are very varied, but they are generally focused and ensure the students know
how the platform works. Some lecturers use the network’s own synchronous and asynchronous communication
tools to create learning activities.

With regard to whether or not they used the LMS to assess their students, responses once again tended towards
the negative. More specifically, 69.3% said they did not. Those who replied that they did tended to use them in
ways such as: “Creating tasks and dwell-time”; “Quantitative evaluation of tasks and problems.”; “E-
portfolios”; “Taking part in discussion and work forums”; “For testing”; “Marking assignments numerically;
“Taking part in forums and work tasks”; “For exercises and distance work.”; “Metacognitive strategies such as
reflective diaries, portfolios, self-evaluation, self-regulation of learning through conceptual diagrams, self-

observation and evaluation of the students’ skills acquisition”; “Exams, questionnaires”.

The brings us to point out different aspects: the diversity of strategies that are capable of using teachers, there is
no orientation line network utilization as an assessment tool and to some extent seems to be some parallels in the
translation to virtual contexts that have experience in the classroom.

When we asked the teaching staff if their university had given them access to any type of institutional help, most
of them said that they had been given the following types of support: “Provision of equipment: computers,
printers, etc.” (Yes — =873, 70.8%), “Advice on and/or training in the use of ICT in teaching” (Yes — f=1,005,
80.5%), and “Technical support if the machines break down or are not working” (Yes — =840, 69.1%)).
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Provision of some material: computer printers, ...
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Figure 4. Institutional support received.

By contrast, most informed us that they were not made available a "call center" (No - f= 840, 72.4%), to resolve
questions they might have. However, the results achieved in the response option "Support to resolve equipment
failures or malfunctions," the stated above must be assumed with caution.

Regarding the ways in which the lecturers felt they had changed by using e-learning methodologies in their
teaching, the vast majority of them indicated that there had been changes in terms of the different options open to
them: “More regular changing and updating of the content of my teaching”; “Reflecting on the learning process
my students use”; “Keeping up to date with new teaching methods” ; “Relations with students”; “Reflecting on
my practice as a teaching professional” ; “Structure of the content delivered within the subject”; “Changing my
role as a professional” and “Time management in a subject.” The lowest percentage was in “Most practical
approach to a subject” where the proportion answering yes only reached 58.5% (f=714).
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In analysing whether there were any significant differences in the lecturers’ indications of their knowledge of the
various technologies, the values derived from the data allow us to reject the null hypothesis in the following
areas: blogs (0.000); wikis (0.000); podcasts (0.001); web-based resources 2.0 (0.30); videoconferencing (0.002);
portfolios (0.022) and audioconferencing (0.001). We can therefore also say that there are significant gender
differences within the teaching staff in terms of their knowledge of different communication tools. In all cases
male lecturers scored higher than female lecturers.

Table 6. Chi-square test for knowledge of different ways depending on the gender of teachers.
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In this case, we found that “Creating material with hypertext and/or hypermedia for network-based teaching of
students” and “Creating wikis for students” were more common in male lecturers than female ones, while
“Creating podcasts for their students” was used to a greater extent by female lecturers.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Most of the lecturers deliver one or more subjects through virtual methodology, and most of them have only
begun to use it recently, one or two academic years ago. This tends to be logical if we take into consideration
that this type of learning has only really been promoted to any extent by the academic authorities in the last two
years.

The lecturers tend to make fairly broad use of the Learning Management System provided by the university, but
also recognise that they do not use it to its full potential. They tend to use virtual learning in combination with
sessions in the lecture theatre, a system known as “blended learning”. We believe this is due to two factors: they
generally teach at universities where they are required to be present in person, and the preference for mixed
models over totally virtual ones.

When it comes to the levels of knowledge the lecturers demonstrated with regard to specific synchronous and
asynchronous communication tools that podcasts were the medium they were less familiar with. These data are
very consistent with the findings of other studies by Duart et al. (2008), and Muiloz and Gonzalez (2010).

However, if their knowledge can be considered adequate, the same is not true of their technical competence or
their command of using the different synchronous and asynchronous communication tools and technical
resources we suggested. The lecturers demonstrate a greater command, whether in terms of technology or use of
the tools in teaching, of internet technologies that could be considered more traditional (email, forums, chat
rooms, etc.). In the newer technologies, however, their training is fairly basic and inadequate. This is cause for
concern in our view as it gives rise to a traditional model of e-learning known as category 1.0, which avoids all
current developments in tools for interaction, collaboration and participation of students. It is therefore important
to invest in training for lecturers which is more oriented towards the use of this technology in their teaching and
not just training in how to use the LMS system, as we are learning more and more that the technical obstacles are
easier to overcome than the ones involving didactic and communication skills (Tweddel, 2007).

With regard to the activities they used with their students, we found very little variance. In fact, the lecturers
only tended to make broad use of two activities: “Creating material in html or pdf format for network-based
teaching of their students,” and “Using communication resources such as forums, chat room, email, etc.” Also,
they indicate that the resources they use are largely text-based, with very little use of visual, audio or audiovisual
material.

The data we have received to date suggest that the lecturers tend to use technology-based distance learning
environments more for information and for downloading or uploading materials than as an environment for a
whole block of activities or collaborative work. At the same time, we could say that the activities carried out by
the lecturers indicate that the e-learning model they are following is transmissive compared to a more
participatory model or one where the students collaborate in the learning process, as the use blogs, wikis or
treasure hunts would suggest.

It should be noted that very few lecturers do any preparatory work with their students to find out if they
understand the LMS provided by the university. In any case, we should like to draw attention to the fact that
training for students is a key factor: if they are not competent in using the system, it can introduce an element of
anxiety and failure into a student’s development, as noted by Tallent-Runnels et al. (2006).

It should also be noted that the vast majority of the lecturers indicated that they had received some form of help
from their university in using virtual learning. The most common forms of help were as follows: “Provision of
equipment: computer, printers, etc.”, “Advice or training in the use of ICT in teaching” and “Technical support if
the system breaks down or is not working.”

For our lecturers, the fact that they had included virtual learning activities for their students had helped them
bring about a series of methodological changes in the subjects they were teaching. In other words, we can say
that using networks has not only helped our lecturers to incorporate a new methodology into their practice, it has
also, and at the same time, redefined the things they were doing and helped them to make decisions in a series of
directions.
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The lecturers received a wide variety of training to help them take part in the experience. Common forms of

training in new technology included “training activities organised by the university”, “independent learning” and
working with colleagues.

Finally, we have found that there were gender differences between our lecturers in terms of the knowledge they
told us they had of a series of communication tools used in virtual learning.

A striking finding from our study is that there are gender differences between the lecturers with regard to
technical competence and ability in using different communication tools in teaching, and male lecturers scored
higher than female lecturers. However this was not the case with how often they used the various synchronous
and asynchronous communication tools. Here, female lecturers rated higher than male lecturers, just as they did
in the general sense.

We can summarise by saying that we found significant differences between the lecturers in terms of gender in
two areas: male lecturers had more knowledge of the tools, and female lecturers made more use of them. For this
reason, we do not believe that gender should be used as a significant and exclusive variable when the university
puts measures in place for organising training plans or specific activities. (Romero, 2011; Remmele & Holthaus,
2013)

REFERENCES

Aguaded, J.I. & Diaz, M. (2010). La institucionalizacion de la teleformacion en las universidades andaluzas,
Revista de Universidad y Sociedad del Conocimiento (RUSC), 7, 1, Retrieved from
http://rusc.uoc.edu/ojs/index.php/rusc/article/view/v7nl aguaded garcia/v7nl aguaded garcia

Baran, E., Correia, A. P., & Thompson, A. (2011). Transforming online teaching practice: Critical analysis of the
literature on the roles and competencies of online teachers. Distance Education, 32, (3), 421-439.
DOI:10.1080/01587910903236536.

Bawane, J., & Spector, J. (2009). Prioritization of online instructor roles: Implications for competency-based
teacher education programs. Distance Education, 30, (3), 383-397. DOI:10.1080/01587910903236536.

Blazquez, F. & Alonso, L. (2009). Funciones de profesores de e-learning, Pixel-Bit. Revista de medios y
Educacion, 34, 205-215. Retrieved from http://www.sav.us.es/pixelbit/pixelbit/articulos/n34/14.pdf

Bollinger, D.U. & Wasilik, O. (2009). Factors influencing faculty satisfaction with online teaching and learning
in higher education. Distance Education, 30, 1,103-116. Retrieved from
http://cohortresearch.wiki.westga.edu/file/view/Factors+influencing-+faculty+satisfaction.pdf

Cabero, J. (dir) (2010). Usos del e-learning en las Universidades Andaluzas: estado de la situacion y andlisis de
buenas practicas, Sevilla, GID.

Crossknowledge, Fefaur & Ipsos (2011). 1° Barometro del e-learning en Europa. Retrieved from http://
www.dicampus.es/documents/download/414 pdf

Duart, J.M. et al (2008). La Universidad en la sociedad red. Usos de Internet en Educacion Superior, Barcelona,
Ariel.

Ellis, R. y Goodyear, P. (2010). Students " Experiences of E-learning in Higher Education. The ecology of
sustainable innovation, New York, Routldege.

Esterhuizen, Blignaut & Sellis (2013). Looking out and looking in: Exploring a case of faculty perceptions
during e-learning staff development. The International Review of Research in Open and Distance
Learning. IRRODL, 14, (3), 59- 80.

Ginns, P. & Ellis, R. (2009). Evaluating the quality of e-learning at the degree level in the student experience of
blended learning, British Journal of Educational Technology, 40, 4, 652-663. Retrieved from http://0-
onlinelibrary.wiley.com.fama.us.es/store/10.1111/.1467-8535.2008.00861 .x/asset/j.1467-
8535.2008.00861.x.pdf?v=1&t=hq0xwyzm&s=a96cd80f9bfaf1{fe4520b870428fe212a8ecec6d

Jung, 1.S. (2011). The dimensions of e-learning quality: from the learner’s perspective, Education Tech Research
and Development, 59, 445-464. DOI 10.1007/s11423-010-9171-4.

Lu, H.P. & Chiou, M. (2010). The impact of individual differences on learning system satisfaction: A
contingency approach, British Journal of Educational Technology, 41, 2, 307-323. Retrieved from
http://0-onlinelibrary.wiley.com.fama.us.es/store/10.1111/1.1467-8535.2009.00937.x/asset/j.1467-
8535.2009.00937.x.pdf?v=1&t=hq0y52du&s=db8c493dbf5da491ad947db856dfd1b7256eeb1b

Means, B. et al (2009). Evaluation of evidencie-based practices in online learning: A meta-analysis and review
online learning studies, Washington, U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved from
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html.

Muiloz, P. & Gonzalez, M. (2010). Aplicacion y uso de herramientas teleformativas por parte del profesorado de
la Universidad de A Corufia, Revista de Universidad y Sociedad del Conocimiento (RUSC), 7, 1,

Copyright © The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology
36



TOJET: The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology — April 2016, volume 15 issue 2

Retrieved from
http://www.uoc.edu/ojs/index.php/rusc/article/viewFile/v7nl_munoz_gonzalez/v7nl munoz_gonzalez.

Muiioz, P.C; Gonzalez, M & Hernandez, N. (2013). Pedagogical roles and competencies of university teachers
practicing in the e-learning environment. The International Review of Research in Open and Distance
Learning. IRRODL, 14, (3), 462- 487.

Osorio, L. (2010). Caracteristicas de los ambientes hibridos de aprendizaje: estudio de caso de un programa de
posgrado de la Universidad de los Andes, Revista de Universidad y Sociedad del Conocimiento,(RUSC),
7, 1, Retrieved from http://rusc.uoc.edu/ojs/index.php/rusc/article/view/v7nl osorio/v7nl osorio

Peng, H. et al (2006). University students’ self-efficacy and their attitudes toward the Internet: the role of
students’ perceptions of the Internet, Educational Studies, 32, 1, 73—86. Retrieved from
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/.../030556905004 16025

PLS Ramboll (2004). Studies in the context of the e-learning initiative: virtual models of European Universities
(Lotl), PLS Ramboll, Denmark.

Pullen, J. & Snow, Ch. (2007). Integrating synchronous and asynchronous internet distributed education for
maximum effectiveness, Education and Information Technologies, 12, 3, 137-148. Retrieved from
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10639-007-9035-7#page-1.

Remmele, B. & Holthaus, M. (2013). De-gendering in the use of e-learning. The International Review of
Research in opne and Distance Learning. IRRODL, 14, (3), 27-42.

Romero, R. (2011). Género en el uso del e-learning en las universidades andaluzas, Profesorado. Revista de
curriculum y formacion del profesorado, 15,1. Retrieved from http.//
www.ugr.es/~recfpro/revl151ARTS8.pdf

Tallent-Runnels, M.K. et al. (2006). Teaching courses online: a review of the research, Review of Educational
Research, 76, (1), 93-135. Retrieved from http://0-
rer.sagepub.com.fama.us.es/content/76/1/93.full.pdf+html

Tweddell, k. (2007). Qualifying online teacher-Communicative skills and their impact on e-learning quality,
Education and Information Technologies, 12, (1), 41-51. Retrieved from http://0-
download.springer.com.fama.us.es/static/pdf/295/art%253A10.1007%252Fs10639-006-9025-
1.pdf?auth66=1389017611 bace859b27d4cb7f481b666003180223 &ext=.pdf

Uzumboylu, H. (2006). A review of two mainline e-learning projects in the European Union. Educational
Technology Research and Development, 54, 2, 201-209. Retrieved from http://0-
search.proquest.com.fama.us.es/docview/218020680/fulltextPDF/142C31F790B41DB14DE/7?accountid
=14744.

Copyright © The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology
37



