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Beyond binary: University student perceptions of online,
hybrid and face-to-face learning, post-pandemic in Tlrkiye
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Between 2020 and 2024, higher education students experienced diverse instructional
methods. The Covid-19 pandemic triggered a rapid transition to online education in
2020, which persisted in many regions until 2022. By then, universities largely returned to
face-to-face instruction without consulting students’ preferences. Although this was
initially welcomed as normalcy, students who had experienced online education began
questioning the necessity of daily campus attendance. This study, conducted in Istanbul,
Turkiye, explores whether students would have preferred changes in delivery modes if
given a choice, their preferences for face-to-face, online, or hybrid education, and the
factors shaping these views. A mixed-methods approach was employed, combining
surveys and semi-structured interviews. Of 232 students invited, 195 completed the
survey, and 37 participated in interviews. All procedures were voluntary and anonymous.
Survey and interview results revealed conflicting opinions. Students emphasised the
benefits of both online and face-to-face education, but often followed these with
reservations, reflecting an internal dilemma. The frequent use of “but” in their
statements illustrates their struggle to fully align with either model. Rather than rejecting
traditional methods or fully embracing online alternatives, most favoured hybrid systems.
Notably, students reframed “work-life balance” as “education-life-work balance”.
Overall, the study signals a growing demand for adaptive teaching and offers insights for
policymakers seeking to align higher education with contemporary needs.

Introduction

The pandemic that emerged in 2019 had profound social and economic impacts
(Bedirovi¢ & Dervi¢, 2023; Katafuchi, Kurita & Managi, 2021; Kurita & Managi, 2022).
People's ways of working and perspectives on life have significantly shifted. As an
essential part of society, education—and within it, higher education—was inevitably
affected by this transformation (Adnan & Anwar, 2020; Bilecen, 2020; Eder, 2020;
Egielewa et al., 2022; Gherhes et al., 2021; Li & Lalani, 2020; Muthuprasad et al., 2021).

During the Covid-19 lockdown, the higher education system was suddenly forced to
transition to online learning (Ashour, 2024; Basilaia et al., 2020; Becirovi¢ & Dervié, 2023;
Cavanaugh, Jacquemin & Junker, 2023; Muthuprasad et al., 2021; Onyeaka et al., 2024;
Saha et al., 2022; Tovmasyan, 2025). While this abrupt transition initially caused panic, it
was gradually accepted as the pandemic continued, driven by both the convenience of
attending classes in pajamas, just a step away from bed without leaving home, and its role
in ensuring the uninterrupted continuation of education (Ajjawi et al., 2023; Chiodaroli et
al., 2024). Furthermore, this transition process has led higher education stakeholders to
reflect on questions such as “Can higher education be sustained through alternative
methods?” and “Has the adoption of alternative methods now become a necessity?”



1686 University student perceptions of online, hybrid and face-to-face learning, post-pandemic in Tiirkiye

Addressing these questions requires understanding the perspectives of higher education
stakeholders—including administrators, academics, and students. Among these
stakeholders, students’ perspectives are especially important. Students represent the
demand side of the education system, and in line with fundamental economic principles,
demand largely shapes supply. Thus, their views are likely to strongly influence the future
of higher education (Agung et al., 2020; Avct et al., 2015; Beéirovi¢ & Dervi¢, 2023;
Rojabi, 2020; You, 2019; Zapata et al., 2023; Zaveri et al., 2020). Numerous studies have
examined students’ perceptions of online education during the pandemic. However,
research on how these perceptions have evolved in the post-pandemic period remains
limited (Agung et al., 2020; Beéirovi¢ & Dervi¢, 2023; Rojabi, 2020; Zapata et al., 2023).
My study addresses that gap by investigating higher education students’ preferences
regarding instructional modes in the post-pandemic context. In particular, it explores
whether, if given a choice, students would prefer to change their mode of education;
identifies their current and future preferences for face-to-face, online, or hybrid learning;
and examines the key factors influencing these preferences. Through this analysis, the
study provides insights into the aforementioned unresolved questions.

Literature review
Digital transition in higher education during Covid-19

Rapid technological advancements in the 21st century have propelled higher education
toward significant transformations in learning and knowledge acquisition. In response to
these advances and evolving student demands, universities around the world have been
actively pursuing the digitalisation of their educational systems.

Even before the Covid-19 pandemic, substantial steps had been taken toward
digitalisation in higher education (Abad-Segura et al, 2020; Alexander et al, 2019;
Benavides et al., 2020; Esteve-Mon et al., 2023; Faria & Névoa, 2017; Garcez et al., 2022;
Hodges & Prater, 2014; Jackson, 2019). For example, many institutions had already
implemented online registration systems, learning management platforms, digital
supplements to printed textbooks, course video libraries, and even fully online certificate
and diploma programs. However, while these digital tools were becoming more prevalent,
their adoption remained largely supplemental rather than central to academic operations.
The Covid-19 pandemic drastically accelerated the transition of higher education to online
platforms at an unprecedented rate (Beéirovi¢ & Dervi¢, 2023; Adnan & Anwar, 2020;
Baczek et al., 2021; Cabual & Cabual, 2022; Gherhes et al., 2021).

This global crisis forced universities to fully utilise existing digital infrastructure,
transforming previously optional technologies into essential tools for students, educators,
and administrators. Consequently, many researchers (e.g., Beéirovi¢ & Dervi¢, 2023;
Muthuprasad et al, 2021) have characterised Covid-19 as a pivotal catalyst that
significantly hastened the adoption of digital delivery methods by educational institutions
worldwide. Moreover, the pandemic period provided an opportunity to pilot and
implement various technological innovations in higher education that had previously been
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delayed or overlooked. This rapid shift underscored the potential of digitalisation in
enhancing accessibility and flexibility (Heng et al., 2023; Nguyen, 2023), yet it also revealed
significant challenges in implementation and sustainability.

While the pandemic-driven acceleration of digitalisation demonstrated the potential
benefits of online education, it also highlighted the inherent complexities involved in
integrating technology into higher education. Digital transformation is not merely a matter
of incorporating new tools; it necessitates broader structural, organisational, and
pedagogical changes. Higher education is a multidimensional, human-centred system
shaped by multiple stakeholders, including students, educators, administrators, and
industry partners (Jongbloed et al., 2008; Fiizi et al., 2022; Benavides et al., 2020). The
evolution of this system is driven not only by technological advancements but also by the
dynamic interactions among these groups, which carry broad societal implications. For
instance, Fernandez et al. (2023) described a "digital university" as an institution that goes
beyond merely adopting new technologies, implementing strategic organisational
transformations that involve information, processes, and human factors. Similarly, Jakoet-
Salie and Ramalobe (2023) argued that digitalisation permeates all facets of higher
education—including teaching, learning, research, and administration—fundamentally
reshaping the processes, locations, formats, and objectives of these activities. This
perspective suggests that a successful digital transformation in higher education requires a
holistic approach that considers not only technological infrastructure, but also cultural and
structural adaptations.

Discussions on digitalisation in higher education therefore must go beyond technological
investments and consider its impact on humans as well, since assuming that merely
integrating new technologies into the educational system will automatically lead to overall
improvement is overly simplistic. Any digitalisation effort that focuses solely on
technological infrastructure is likely to remain superficial and incomplete. Such a narrow
approach may lead to academic difficulties, such as decreased student performance and
reduced learning efficiency, and can also exacerbate social issues such as inequality and
isolation (Abad-Segura et al., 2020; Beetham et al., 2022; Bozkurt et al., 2020; Czerniewicz,
2020; Esteve-Mon et al., 2023; Hodges et al., 2020; Nafez-Canal et al., 2022).

In the literature, analyses of the higher education digitalisation process from the student
perspective consistently highlight two prominent concerns: academic performance and
socialisation. Because these two factors are critical to the student experience in digital
higher education, it is essential to assess the impact of online education on both academic
performance and socialisation. Addressing these concerns requires institutions to adopt
digitalisation strategies that balance technological advancement with human-centred
learning approaches, ensuring that digital education enhances, rather than detracts from,
student engagement and success.
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Student perspectives on online education: Academic performance and
socialisation

As higher education pivoted rapidly to online learning during the Covid-19 pandemic,
concerns emerged about how this digital shift would influence student outcomes, both
academically and socially. A key student outcome frequently examined is academic
performance, typically defined by metrics such as attendance and course completion rates,
grades, or overall grade point average (GPA) (Fartb & Matjasko, 2012; Rodriguez-
Hernandez et al., 2020; Spencer & Temple, 2021). Accordingly, many studies gauge
student success using these parameters. Debates about online education’s impact on
academic performance were already underway before the pandemic, and the mandatory
shift to fully online learning during Covid-19 further intensified these discussions. Yet,
despite numerous studies conducted before, during, and after the pandemic, no clear
consensus has emerged regarding how online education affects academic performance.

On one hand, several studies (e.g., Adnan & Anwar, 2020; Baczek et al., 2021; Buckey,
2003; Gherhes et al., 2021; Muthuprasad et al., 2021; Song et al., 2004) have indicated that
well-structured online courses can be as effective as traditional face-to-face instruction.
These studies generally report no significant differences in students’ academic
performance between the two formats. In fact, some evidence suggests that online or

hybrid teaching may even enhance student performance (Means et al., 2009; Sokout &
Usagawa, 2021).

On the other hand, contrasting evidence suggests that online education may lead to lower
student performance outcomes. Several studies have found, for example, that retention
and completion rates are often lower in online courses than in traditional face-to-face
courses (e.g., Faulconer et al., 2018; Park & Choi, 2009; Sohn & Romal, 2015; Yang et al.,
2017). For instance, Tratnik et al. (2019) reported that students in a business English
course experienced greater learning gains in a classroom setting than in an online
environment. Similarly, Bir (2019) observed higher student performance in a traditional
classroom-based engineering course compared to its online version. Additionally, Hutlbut
(2018) found that students in a face-to-face class earned slightly higher grades and
assignment scores than those in the equivalent online section, suggesting a modest
performance advantage for the traditional classroom setting.

Beyond academic performance, student socialisation has emerged as another critical
concern in online education. Numerous studies during and after the Covid-19 shift to
online learning have highlighted limited social interaction as a major drawback of online
education (e.g., Al Maamari et al., 2025; Elmer et al., 2020; Szczepaniska & Pietrzyka, 2023;
Wong & Chapman, 2023). For instance, Fizi et al. (2022) described a dynamic
relationship between digitalisation and socialisation in higher education. They identified
challenges such as student isolation, which limits opportunities to build and maintain peer
relationships and reduces chances to develop social skills and social capital. Similarly,
Aristovnik et al. (2020) found that reduced social and physical interactions during the
pandemic led students to experience a range of negative emotions (e.g., frustration,
boredom, anxiety, confusion, anger). They noted that some students faced a heightened
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risk of social isolation, which could contribute to the development of mental health
disorders.

Expanding on the importance of social engagement, Guppy et al. (2022) underscored the
immersive and fundamentally social nature of university life, with one respondent in their
study describing the university as a place defined by engagement with others. Their
tindings indicate that although some students’ academic performance improved during the
pandemic, the overall quality of the university experience declined due to a diminished
sense of belonging to the academic community. Benito et al. (2021) similarly observed that
the loss of face-to-face peer interaction hindered learning opportunities that typically arise
through student collaboration. Likewise, Adnan and Anwar (2020) identified the lack of
traditional classroom socialisation as a significant negative consequence of online learning,
Taken together, while research on online education’s impact on academic performance
remains mixed, there is broad agreement that it negatively affects student socialisation.
Indeed, many studies cite the absence of in-person interaction as one of the most critical
drawbacks of online education.

Method
Research design

This study, conducted in Istanbul, Tiirkiye, adopts a mixed-methods approach, combining
quantitative and qualitative techniques to gain insight into students’ preferences and
experiences. In Ttrkiye, there are two types of universities: foundation and state. To
enrich the sample and ensure diversity, participants were recruited from both types of
institutions. The integration of both data types enhances the depth of understanding in
social, behavioural, and educational contexts (Nufiez-Moscoso, 2017). Initially, a survey
was administered, followed by voluntary, semi-structured face-to-face interviews with a
subset of survey participants to gain deeper insights into their perspectives.

The study was motivated by observations during student meetings across various
platforms, where an increasing number of students referred positively to online education
during the Covid-19 period, while also expressing doubts about whether daily campus
attendance truly enhanced educational quality.

The research formally commenced when the investigator, observing this shift among
students—who had initially welcomed a return to campus but were now actively seeking
alternative approaches—announced to the classes she was teaching the intention to
examine this issue. Of the students, 28 volunteered to participate, though only 15 were
able to commit once the study schedule was established. These 15 students formed the
initial group from the researcher’s university, Istanbul Bilgi University, a foundation
university located in Istanbul. Each volunteer then introduced the study to five peers, who
were invited to participate in both the survey and the interviews. In turn, these peers
shared the survey with their own contacts. Through this snowball sampling process, the
survey sample size expanded, which, while predominantly drawing from foundation
universities, also ensured representation from state institutions.
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Quantitative data collection

An email was sent to students who expressed interest in participating in the study. The
email provided information about the study’s purpose, obtained their consent for
participation, and directed them to the survey link. The survey was conducted
anonymously, and data were collected via Google Forms. To design the survey, studies by
Benito et al. (2021) and Guppy et al. (2022) were utilised, as they explored students’
comparisons between online and traditional face-to-face education, as well as their future
expectations.

The survey, conducted over a one-month period between March and April 2024, was
distributed to 232 students, of whom 195 responded. The survey included five
demographic questions and seven primary questions designed to be concise and clear. The
primary questions focused on comparing online and face-to-face learning in terms of
student engagement, perceived learning outcomes, instructor contributions, and the rigor
and fairness of assessments. Additionally, the survey assessed students’ perceptions of the
benefits of online learning, their preferred instructional format, and their expectations for
the future of online education. The full list of survey questions, along with the instructions
provided to participants, is presented in Appendix A.

Qualitative data collection

Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews. Complementary to the
survey, these interviews aimed to provide deeper insights into students’ perceptions of the
advantages and disadvantages of online learning, the perceived effectiveness of online
courses, format preferences (online, face-to-face, hybrid), the significance of campus life,
socialisation opportunities, and potential feelings of loneliness in online environments.
The full list of interview questions, along with the instructions provided to participants, is
presented in Appendix B.

The process began with 15 volunteer students taught by the researcher, who then invited
their peers to participate. Of the 75 students contacted, 34 expressed interest, and
interviews were successfully scheduled with 22. In total, 37 interviews, each lasting 45 to
60 minutes, were conducted over a four-month period between May and August 2024. All
interviews were conducted in English and recorded with consent. This decision was made
because the study was initiated at Istanbul Bilgi University, Department of Tourism
Management, a foundation university where the medium of instruction is English. As in
many other foundation universities in Tiurkiye, English is the dominant instructional
language, and the presence of international students is relatively high. Therefore, English
was adopted as the common language to ensure consistency and inclusiveness for both
local and international participants. Using Merriam’s (2002) content analysis approach,
responses were transcribed verbatim, coded, and grouped into themes. Data saturation
was reached by the 37th interview, ensuring no new insights emerged (Glaser & Strauss,
2017; Urquhart, 2013).
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Results
Quantitative

The survey was conducted with 195 university students. The majority of participants (157)
were aged between 21 and 25 years, followed by 31 aged between 17 and 20 years, and 7
aged between 25 and 30 years. The sample included 103 females and 92 males. Regarding
faculties, 88 participants were enrolled in social sciences, 59 in applied sciences, and 48 in
engineering. Most participants (155) were affiliated with foundation universities, while 40
were from state universities. This imbalance is largely due to the fact that the study
originated at a foundation university, namely the researcher’s own institution, and
expanded through a snowball sampling process, which naturally led to a higher proportion
of participants from similar institutional backgrounds. Academic standing varied, with 68
participants in their fourth year, 60 in their third year, 43 in their second year, and 24 in
their first year. Employment data revealed that 75 participants were employed, whereas
120 were not. Lastly, 159 participants were local students, while 36 were international
students.

The survey results provide a comparison between online and face-to-face learning in
terms of engagement, learning outcomes, instructor contributions, and assessment
difficulty and fairness. Additionally, they reflect students’ perceptions of online learning
benefits, preferred instructional format, and future expectations. A frequency analysis was
conducted, and the findings for 195 students are presented in Table 1.

Frequency analysis results

According to the descriptive statistics in Table 1, most students reported feeling less
engaged (64.6%) and learning less (55.4%) in online education. Only 9.7% stated they
learned better online, while 12.8% found it more engaging. Few students perceived online
education as superior in instructor performance (11.3%) and assessment rigor and fairness
(11.8%). However, unlike engagement and learning outcomes, the proportions of students
who rated these aspects as equivalent to or worse than face-to-face education were similar.
Specifically, 47.2% considered instructor performance the same, while 41.5% found it
lower in online settings. Similarly, 40.5% viewed assessment fairness and rigor as equal,
whereas 47.7% believed online assessments were less rigorous.

When examining the responses to the first four questions, it is striking that only a small
percentage of students perceived online education as superior to face-to-face education in
terms of engagement (12.8%), learning outcomes (9.8%), instructor contribution (11.3%),
and assessment rigor and fairness (11.8%). The preference for fully online learning
(13.3%) aligns with these findings. While face-to-face learning (33.3%) received greater
support than fully online learning, the majority of students (53.3%) favoured hybrid
learning, and 68.2% expected it to play a significant role in the future. The nearly equal
distribution of responses regarding online learning benefits—positive (34.4%), neutral
(31.8%), and negative (33.8%)—suggests that students are uncertain about the relative
benefits of face-to-face and online learning,.
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Table 1: Frequency statistics (N = 195)

Item Response f %

Q1. Engagement in More engaging than the face to face 25 12.8
online classes As engaging as the face to face 44 22.6

Less engaging than the face to face 126 64.6
Q2. Learning outcomes ~ More than face to face 19 9.7
in online subjects As much as face to face 68 34.9

Less than face to face 108 55.4
Q3. Instructor contrib- ~ More than face to face 22 11.3
ution to developmentin  Same as face to face 92 47.2
online classes Less than face to face 81 41.5
Q4. Assessment in online More rigorous and fairer than face to face 23 11.8
subjects As rigorous and fair as face to face 79 40.5

Less rigorous and fair than face to face 93 47.7
Q5. Perception of online  Positive about the benefits 67 34.4
learning benefits Neutral about the benefits 62 31.8

Negative about the benefits 66 33.8
Q6. Preferred learning Face-to-face 65 33.3
experience Hybrid 104 53.3

Fully online 26 13.3
Q7. Future impact of Negligible impact of online learning 32 16.4
online learning More blended/hybrid teaching 133 68.2

More fully online courses 30 15.4

Chi-square results for online learning attitudes

Subsequently, chi-square tests were conducted to assess the relationship between students’
overall attitude toward online learning (positive, neutral, negative) and six key factors:
engagement, learning outcomes, instructor contributions, perceived assessment rigor and
fairness, preferred instructional format, and future expectations. Table 2 presents the
cross-tabulation of responses by attitude group for each factor, along with the
corresponding chi-square statistics. The results indicate significant associations across all
measured factors (p < .05), confirming a statistical relationship between students'
perceptions of online learning and these variables. Additionally, the cross-tabulation
analyses in Table 2 reveal notable differences in their distributions:

Engagement and learning ontcomes

Students' engagement in online courses varied significantly based on their overall attitudes
toward online learning, y*(4, N = 195) = 50.34, p < .001. Similarly, learning outcomes
were significantly associated with students' attitudes toward online education, y*(4, N =
195) = 70.85, p < .001. Among students with a positive perspective on online education,
28.4% reported experiencing higher levels of engagement and 25.4% stated that they
learned more effectively in the online setting, whereas among students with a negative
perspective, 90.9% reported lower engagement and 84.8% indicated that they learned less
effectively. Analysing the first two variables (engagement and learning level) reveals a
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noteworthy aspect: Students with a positive perspective exhibit slight ambivalence,
whereas those with a negative perspective display marked decisiveness in their attitudes.

Instructor contribution and assessment rigor

Regarding instructor contribution, y*(4, N = 195) = 24.38, p < .001, only 22.4% of
students with a positive perception reported that instructors contributed more effectively
in the online setting. Similarly, the association between assessment rigor and fairness and
student attitudes was statistically significant, y*(4, N = 195) = 18.90, p = .001. Only 20.9%
of students with a positive perception found online assessments to be fairer and more
rigorous, indicating a lack of strong confidence in the effectiveness of online evaluation
methods. Conversely, among students with negative perceptions, more than half (56.1%)
indicated that instructors contributed less effectively, and 63.6% of students with negative
attitudes perceived assessment processes as less fair and rigorous, suggesting that their
negative perception of online education extended to evaluation systems.

While engagement and learning levels show a sharper divergence based on students'
attitudes toward online education, perceptions of assessment processes and instructor
contribution exhibit a comparatively more balanced distribution. Notably, the distribution
for instructor contribution appears to be more balanced. This could be attributed to the
engagement and learning level variables being personal in nature, whereas instructor
contribution is not perceived as a personal factor. Instead, the roles of instructors might
be viewed as standardised in the eyes of students, with perceptions of instructor
contribution evaluated alongside factors such as course quality, content design, and
technical infrastructure. Even among students with positive views, only 20.9% considered
online assessment processes to be "fairer and more rigorous" suggesting a lack of strong
confidence in this area and a more ambivalent attitude, similar to engagement and learning
level variables. On the other hand, 63.6% of students with negative views perceived
assessment processes as "less fair and rigorous,” indicating that the general negative
perception strongly extends to assessment processes. However, compared to the notably
high proportions for engagement and learning level variables (90.9% and 84.8%,
respectively), assessment processes are perceived relatively more moderately by students
with negative views.

Preferred learning mode and future excpectations

Students' preferred learning mode was strongly associated with their overall attitudes
toward online learning, x*(4, N = 195) = 82.98, p < .001. These preferences align with
students' expectations for the future role of online education, which also varied
significantly by attitude, ¥*(4, N = 195) = 23.78, p < .001. Among students with a positive
perception of online education, 31.3% expressed a preference for fully online education,
whereas students with a negative perception overwhelmingly favoured face-to-face
education (69.7%). For individuals with positive or neutral attitudes toward the benefits of
online education, the hybrid model emerges as the most preferred option (65.7% and
67.7%, respectively). The remarkably low acceptance of fully online education among
neutral (4.8%) and negative (3%) groups once again highlights the clarity of the negative
attitudes of students who do not have a positive perspective on online education. In terms
of expectations for future education models, the broad acceptance of the hybrid model is
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significant. Across all groups, the hybrid model emerged as the most anticipated future
format, with 68.7% of positive, 74.2% of neutral, and 62.1% of negative students
expecting a shift toward blended learning. However, 31.8% of students with negative
attitudes anticipated that online education would have only a negligible impact on future
learning, whereas 25.4% of students with a positive perception foresaw an increasing shift
toward fully online education.

Table 2: Cross-tabulation and chi-square results for online learning attitudes

Dependent Response Positive Neutral ~ Negative Chi-square
variables options % % % p-values
Engagement More 28.4 4.8 4.5 0.0
As much as 35.8 274 4.5
Less 35.8 67.7 90.9
Learning Level More 25.4 3.2 0.0 0.0
As much as 56.7 32.3 15.2
Less 17.9 64.5 84.8
Instructor More 22.4 6.5 4.5 0.0
Contribution As much as 56.7 45.2 39.4
Less 20.9 48.4 56.1
Assessment Mote 20.9 6.5 7.6 0.0
As much as 49.3 43.5 28.8
Less 29.9 50.0 63.6
Preferred Face-to-face 3.0 27.4 69.7 0.0
Learning Mode Hybrid 65.7 67.7 27.3
Fully online 31.3 4.8 3.0
Expected Future  Negligible impact 6.0 11.3 31.8 0.0
Role Hybrid 68.7 74.2 62.1
More fully online 25.4 14.5 6.1

Notes: p < 0.05) = Significant; 0.05 <= p < 0.10) = Marginally significant;
p >= 0.10 = Not significant

The results demonstrate that students with negative attitudes toward online education
consistently reported lower engagement, learning outcomes, instructor contribution, and
assessment fairness compared to those with positive attitudes. While engagement and
learning levels showed the sharpest divergence, attitudes toward instructor contribution
and assessment processes were less extreme but still largely negative. Notably, hybrid
learning emerged as the most favoured instructional mode, and students generally
expected a continued shift toward blended education in the future.

Qualitative

Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured face-to-face interviews with 37
students, each lasting 45 to 60 minutes. Students were first asked about the advantages
and disadvantages of online education. Subsequently, their opinions on the effectiveness
of online education compared to face-to-face learning were collected, along with their
preferences if given the choice between the two. Additionally, students’ perspectives were
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examined on how attending campus daily in a face-to-face program impacts their
education-life balance and how they would feel socially and psychologically in a system
entirely devoid of campus attendance. These interviews revealed several common
opinions among participants.

Many students highlichted "time and space flexibility" as a key advantage of online
education. They appreciated the elimination of daily commutes, which saved time and
energy, reduced time spent in traffic, and improved overall well-being by allowing for
more rest. Studying from home provided greater freedom to balance academic and
personal responsibilities. Online platforms also enhanced accessibility, particularly for
students in remote areas or those with mobility challenges. Another major benefit was
"cost efficiency." Participants noted significant savings on transportation, food, and
housing, which was especially beneficial for students in high-cost or geographically
isolated regions. The importance of "access to recorded lectures" was also emphasised.
Students valued the ability to revisit course materials at their convenience, which
enhanced comprehension and retention.

Several participants highlighted the “comfort and relaxed nature of online learning”. They
appreciated the ability to join classes from home without the need for formal preparation
or commuting. Some even mentioned the convenience of attending lectures in casual
attire, such as pajamas, reflecting the stress-free environment of online education.

Students who recognised the benefits of online education also pointed out significant
drawbacks, including reduced motivation and engagement, limited social interaction,
technical issues, and lower learning quality. They noted that the lack of structure made it
difficult to maintain discipline and focus, leading to decreased motivation. Limited social
interaction was another key concern, as fewer opportunities to connect with peers and
faculty hindered collaboration and networking. Additionally, students cited technical
issues—such as poor Internet connectivity, outdated devices, and insufficient support—as
major obstacles that disrupted the learning process.

Respondents generally agreed that face-to-face learning is more effective due to greater
engagement and better communication. They frequently cited lack of immediate feedback,
home distractions, and less interactive teaching methods as key factors reducing the
efficiency of online education. However, students acknowledged that its effectiveness
depends on the subject. While theoretical courses adapt well to online formats, practical
or hands-on courses are significantly harder to replicate virtually. Some also suggested that
the lower effectiveness of online classes may stem from instructors being insufficiently
prepared for interactive digital teaching,

When asked about their preferred education method, some students appreciated the
simplicity of traditional methods, while many emphasised the need to integrate technology
into higher education to keep pace with the digital era. However, when asked, "Should we
transition entirely to an online system?", students did not strongly favour a fully online
approach. Instead, they preferred a hybrid model where face-to-face and online methods
complement each other. They consistently emphasised that this approach helps mitigate
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the drawbacks of fully online education. Most participants expressed a clear preference for
the hybrid model, noting that relying solely on one method would be impractical. In
addition, they advocated for tailoring instructional methods to each program and course,
suggesting that theoretical components be taught online while practical sessions remain
face-to-face to better align with content requirements.

Some students found commuting to campus time-consuming and exhausting, limiting
their personal time and disrupting their daily routines. However, others believed that
being on campus provided structure and routine, helping them stay focused on their
studies. Despite these differing perspectives, students shared a common concern about
“edncation-life balance’, which parallels the work-life balance essential in professional life.
When discussing this balance, students offered an additional perspective, emphasising #he
increasingly competitive job market. They noted that a university degree alone is no longer
enough and that gaining work experience during their studies offers a significant
advantage. As a result, they suggested that universities should address not only education-life
balance but also the broader work-education-life balance. Time management was highlighted as a
crucial factor in maintaining this equilibrium, with many students noting that a hybrid
education model could help them plan more effectively.

The role of campus life in socialisation also emerged as a key issue in discussions about
the necessity of being physically present on campus. While some considered campus
attendance optional, most emphasised its importance for social interaction, psychological
well-being, and professional networking. Student clubs, cultural events, and campus
activities were seen as essential for a well-rounded university experience. Many students
pointed out that fully online education often leads to isolation and weakens social
connections, as online platforms lack the spontaneous interactions found in a dynamic
campus environment.

Discussion

The findings of this study indicate that participating students' perceptions of online and
face-to-face education are characterised by ambivalence. While online education is
recognised as a fundamental component of modern learning, students express
reservations about fully adopting a completely online education model. Descriptive
statistics, chi-square analyses, and follow-up interviews demonstrate the ambivalence in
students’ views of online versus face-to-face education. In particular, students often frame
positive views on online education alongside contrasting concerns. Even strong proponents
often followed praise with a "but," indicating ambivalence. While they acknowledged the need for
digital integration in higher education, they also emphasised the continued relevance of
traditional teaching methods. At the same time, students recognised both the benefits and
drawbacks of online learning.

For instance, a student who valued the time saved from commuting said, "I save the three
hours I would spend in traffic, but when I'm not forced to leave the house, I often
struggle to organise the rest of my day." One participant remarked, "It’s comfortable, but
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after a while, my motivation decreases, and I struggle to focus." Another noted, "Yes,
online classes are easier, and cheating is much simpler in this format, making it difficult to
distinguish between those who work hard and those who don’t." Similarly, one student
admitted, "Recorded lectures are a big advantage, but knowing they’re available makes it
harder for me to focus during the live session. This often leads me to postpone watching
them, and sometimes I never get around to it at all." Another student pointed out,
"Coming to campus sometimes feels like a waste of time and money, but when I don’t, 1
feel lonely. It’s not just loneliness; 1 also feel it negatively impacts my social relationships
and the connections I need to build for my future, including my professional network."

This recurring pattern—where an advantage of online learning is often accompanied by a
limitation—reflects widespread ambivalence. Flexibility is valued but often undermined by
reduced motivation. Although online education increases accessibility, this benefit is
sometimes constrained by technical barriers. Online education without campus attendance
offers time and cost savings but limits social interaction and fosters loneliness. These
contradictions indicate that students perceive online education not as an entirely positive
or entirely negative system, but rather as a combination of advantages and challenges. This
finding is consistent with recent studies highlighting the ambivalence in students’
perceptions of online compared to face-to-face education (Wut et al., 2025; Aiken, 2025).

The interviews further reveal that, beyond this ambivalence, students strongly emphasised
the importance of maintaining an education-life-work balance. The findings indicate that
students tend to perceive hybrid education as a viable solution—not only for resolving
this ambivalence but also for maintaining the education-life-work balance, which they
view as a fundamental necessity in today’s rapidly evolving global landscape. The fact that
68.2% of students believe that future education methods will increasingly shift towards a
hybrid model further reinforces this perspective.

Consequently, both quantitative and qualitative analysis results indicate that students do
not view fully online or fully face-to-face education as sufficient on their own. Instead, the
hybrid approach is regarded as more balanced and effective, as it combines the strengths
of both formats. Recent evaluations also confirm that hybrid learning improves quality
and inclusiveness when compared to single-mode models (Yalan & Marcial, 2025;
Khadidos, 2025). This model preserves the social and academic benefits of face-to-face
education while also offering the flexibility of online learning. Even among students with
a highly positive perception of online education, 65.7% expressed a preference for hybrid
education. This growing inclination toward hybrid education suggests that higher
education institutions are expected to adopt a more flexible and student-centred approach.

This study has some limitations that should be acknowledged. While the sample included
both foundation and state universities, it does not capture the full diversity of the
university student population in Tiirkiye. In addition, the study was confined to particular
disciplines, which may limit the extent to which the findings can be generalised. Future
research could include larger and more diverse multi-institution samples to improve
generalisability. It would also be valuable to explore how hybrid teaching methods can
enhance student engagement, improve learning outcomes, and foster social interaction.
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Such investigations are important for supporting the renewal of higher education and
facilitating its adaptation to the demands of an increasingly digitalised global landscape.
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Appendix A: Survey
Instructions for participants

This survey is part of the study “Beyond binary: University student perceptions of online, hybrid and
face-to-face learning, post-pandemic in Tiirkiye.” The purpose of the survey is to explore higher
education students’ perceptions and preferences regarding different modes of learning.
The survey consists of two parts: demographic questions and multiple-choice questions
on students’ experiences and attitudes toward online, face-to-face, and hybrid education.
Participation is entirely voluntary, and responses will remain anonymous. The survey is
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expected to take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. There are no direct benefits or
risks associated with participation; however, your contribution will provide valuable
insights into the future of higher education teaching methods. You may skip any question
you do not wish to answer.

|. Demographic questions

1. What is your age?

0 17-20
0 21-25
0 25-30

(1 Older than 30
2. What is your gender?

[l Male

[J Female

[0 Prefer not to disclose
3. What is your faculty?

4. What is your year of study?
[1  Bachelor Year 1
[l Bachelor Year 2
[1  Bachelor Year 3
[1  Bachelor Year 4
5. What type of university do you attend?
[J  Foundation University
U State University

Il. Multiple-choice questions

1. In general, how engaging are online classes?
a. More engaging than face-to-face classes
b. As engaging as face-to-face classes
c. Less engaging than face-to-face classes
2. In general, how much do you learn in your online courses?
a. More than in face-to-face coutses
b. As much as in face-to-face courses
c. Less than in face-to-face courses
3. In general, do instructors contribute positively to your development in online courses?
a. More than in face-to-face coutses
b. About the same as in face-to-face courses
c. Less than in face-to-face courses
4. In general, how is the assessment of your learning in online courses?
a. More rigorous and fairer than in face-to-face courses
b. As rigorous and fair as in face-to-face courses
c. Less rigorous and fair than in face-to-face courses
5. In general, how positive are you about the benefits of online learning?
a. Positive
b. Neutral
c. Negative



Tamtekin Aydin 1705

6. What type of learning experience do you prefer?
a. Face-to-face
b. Hybrid (a combination of face-to-face and online)
c. Fully online
7. What do you believe will be the future impact of the transition to online learning?
a. Negligible impact
b. More blended/hybrid courses
c. More courses fully online

Appendix B: Interview

Instructions for participants

This interview is part of the study “Beyond binary: University student perceptions of online, hybrid and face-to-
Jface learning, post-pandemic in Tiirkiye.” The purpose of the interview is to gain deeper insights into
students’ perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of online learning, instructional
effectiveness, format preferences (online, face-to-face, hybrid), the significance of campus life,
socialization opportunities, and potential feelings of loneliness in online environments. The
interview will take approximately 45-60 minutes. Participation is entirely voluntary. You may
decline to answer any question or withdraw at any time. Your responses will be kept anonymous
and used solely for academic purposes.

Interview questions

1. In your opinion, what are the most important advantages of online learning?
In your opinion, what are the most important disadvantages of online learning?

3. Do you think the efficiency of online courses is the same as that of face-to-face courses? If
not, how would you explain the difference?

4. Imagine that you manage the higher education system of your country. Would you prefer
online, face-to-face, or a hybrid model? Why?

5. Do you think there is a need for a new, more digital system in higher education, or is the
traditional campus-based model sufficient?

6. Do you believe campus life is essential for university education? Why or why not?

7. Would you feel lonely if all your classes were online? Do you believe online education can
provide the same opportunities for socialization as face-to-face campus life?
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