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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The project “Educational Continuity 2.0.” intends to achieve the following results:

+ Exchange good practices aimed at the educational continuity and distance
learning, at the European level. We are going to conduct a research survey on
innovative distance learning approaches and methodologies, in order to identify
the different achievements both in terms of strengthening the student/teacher
and the student/teacher/parents’ relationship.

(Intellectual Output 1, or 101)

» Consolidate the professional profile of teachers and the educational skills of
parents in the management of distance learning. In this sense, we are going to
define a toolkit that promotes awareness on socio-emotional understanding: it
will be a theoretical-practical tool for enhancing adults’ resiliency while
providing useful information to support students.

(Intellectual Output 2 or 102)

» Define innovative tools for evaluating the quality of distance learning; in this
sense, we are going to elaborate and implement an IT tool for assessing the
continuity of teaching. This tool will help conduct an accurate analysis on the
feasibility of online lessons by considering school and family context; teachers’
skills; available resources; family’s support etc.

(Intellectual Output 3, or 103)

This document corresponds to 101. It is presented in three sections which correspond
to the three questionnaires distributed to stakeholders, plus an introduction and a
section with concluding remarks.
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Educational Continuity 2.0
an intercultural dialogue for a functional distance learning

The suspension of presential school education has provoked profound transformations in
students’ learning. Distance learning became a widespread tool for European governments
to tackle the health emergency, while often exacerbating socio-economic inequalities. The
strength of our Erasmus+ partnership is to curb the ontological and epistemological gap on
the impact and resources put in motion by distance learning: “Educational continuity 2.0”
gives an answer to its needs, issues and potential for both schools and families.

September 2020 marked the beginning of our KA201 Erasmus+ project; being the leading
organization, Thomas More Scuola Paritaria Scarl (from ltaly) is the protagonist of a strategic,
methodological self-reflection on distance learning. The project entails a collaboration
between five European partners (Directorate of Primary Education of Thesprotia (Greece),
University of Western Macedonia (Greece); Projeto Scholé (Portugal); Cooperativa Ada Negri
(Italy)) to strengthen good practices about distance learning challenges and the socio-
emotional tools to best cope with them. Our goal is to answer the many questions tormenting
these days, such as: how to face the physical obstacles of distance learning? What methods
should we use to support children, didactically and emotionally?

The European cooperation between these educational institutions gave birth to the idea of
sharing a strategy on educational continuity in time of Covid-19. In fact, with the collaboration
of families, students, teachers and school staff we are giving voice to concerns, needs and
opinions on the difficulties experienced with distance learning, while developing ideas for
improvement.

The project aims to achieve three goals (in project jargon 10, or intellectual outputs):
¢ |01: an Analytical report on distance learning;

¢ 102: an emotional education toolkit (i.e. a set of theoretical cues on emotions, practical
exercises, games, etc.) to face changes in home-school dynamics;

¢ 103: a Digital software to analyze individual situations and find effective solutions, while
evaluating the intersections between technological, emotional and economic resources.

Over the first months of project, we have worked together in order to build an Analytical
Report merging both the academic and informative perspective; our collaboration has
burgeoned a double-bonded product exploring the perspectives of teachers, families and
students and started to create the School / Family relationship which allows them to share
ideas on both sides’ needs.

The Thomas More school is proud to be part of this movement of change and exploration,
while building towards a new perspective on teaching methods, family responses and
students’ emotions. The intellectual work is a comparative research on the practices currently
in use for the realization of distance learning. The 101 is configured as a collection of
meaningful stories, a narrative of virtuous experiences, collected by each partner and selected
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for effectiveness. It is meant to understand what has worked and how. What were the
unexpected benefits that distance learning brought to schools, teachers, families and
students.

About this document

For the needs of Intellectual Output 1, 3 distinct questionnaires were designed and distributed
in the three countries of the participating partners. The questionnaires were distributed to
Teachers, Students and Parents with the aim to identify both the problems they faced while
involved in distance learning during the pandemic but also the solutions they applied to
address them.

This document reports on the findings deriving from the analysis of the questionnaires. In the
following sections, each questionnaire is briefly described before the analysis of the collected
answers.
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Questionnaire 1 — Teachers

In this section, the questionnaire which was distributed to the teachers of the three
participating countries is discussed. Initially the structure and the aims of the questionnaire
are briefly presented before analyzing the collected replies.

Questionnaire structure

The questionnaire concerning the teachers consists of 5 sections. In section 1 there are 8
questions related to the demographic information of the participants, including their
background on ICT competences.

Section 2 contains 6 questions which concern mainly the digital tools they used during the
pandemic and the level of familiarity with their use overall. Two of the questions were of a
self-evaluative nature regarding the background of Distance Education overall.

Section 3 consists of 6 questions which aim at recording the problems that the teachers faced
when required to apply Distance Education due to the pandemic. Apart from recording the
types of problems, also the resources utilized for assistance in addressing them were
examined.

Then, in section 4 the factor of communicating/collaborating with the parents during the
pandemic was explored through 11 questions, some open-ended and some closed. The reason
was that while in Distance Education settings, the teachers were not able to interact with the
children directly and especially in younger ages the contribution of the parents was more or
less a necessity.

The final section includes 5 questions related to the assessment of the students’ performance,
as carrying such a task out in Distance Education settings is different than in Face-to-Face
settings. Thus, the aim was to examine if teachers follow a different approach and if yes, what
might that be.

Questionnaire analysis
Overall, 52 teachers responded to the questionnaire, distributed as follows: 11 in Portugal, 24
in Greece and 17 in Italy.

Section 1
The majority of the teachers were women (Fig. 1 left), but their age distribution was quite
spread (Fig 1 right)
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Figure 1: Teachers’ Gender and Age distribution

About 2/3 of the teachers were married (Fig. 2 left) and 29 of them were parents, as presented
in Fig. 2 on the right side.

Figure 2: Teachers’ family status

The distribution of the ages of the teachers’ children is presented in Fig. 3. The majority of
them are of a young age which raises issues of higher demand for support and care overall
(not only for studying and homework).
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Figure 3: Teachers’ children school level of attendance

Most of the respondents teach in lower grades (Preschool/Kindergarten or Primary Education,
as seen in Fig. 4 on the left. There were 2 answers provided that fall under the other response
category which could be a mistaken answer (one was “Postgraduate” and the other was
“Graduate”). Probably the respondents misunderstood and provided their studies’ level in this
question.

Figure 4: Teachers’ level of practice and level of Education

Regarding their level of education, almost 2/3 had some kind of postgraduate studies (either
MSc or PhD). Thus, the conclusion that the participating teachers were of rather high expertise
can be extracted. One interesting observation was that only 2/11 teachers from Portugal had
received only their BSc whereas this was the case for 21/24 in Greece and for 6/17 in Italy.
Also, the PhD holders were all Italian teachers.
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The last 2 questions of section 1 were related to the level of ICT competence of the teachers,
based on a self-declaration and whether they had received some kind of additional training
on ICTs or not. As can be seen in Fig. 5 on the left, the majority of the participating teachers
are rather satisfied with their competences in using ICTs. An interesting observation is that
almost half of them (54%) state that they are self-taught. Only 4% have reached out to the
private sector for ICT related training and none holds some short of certification, such as ECDL.
Further reviewing the answers, the 4% (Private training) regards Italian teachers, whereas the
42% of receiving official, state-provided training corresponds to mainly the Greek teachers
(only 2 were Portuguese). This is due to the fact that over the past 20 years there were 3
national-wide training programs which were designed in a sequential format. The first one (in
the early 2000s) was about basic competences in computer use (e.g. Windows use, basic office
applications, etc). The second one (early 2010s) was about utilizing ICTs in order to design
lesson plans and the third one (the last 5 years) was a more intense training program
addressed to a fraction of the teachers who would act as trainers for the teachers of their
regions. The first two programs were addressed to all the teachers of the country and the vast
majority participated and received an official certification which was valued as a quality for
being hired or for professional development.

Teachers' ICT Competence ICT Training (Teachers)

ECDL
0%

30 Private

2 training
2 4%

20 Self-
taught

54%

26
13
= 12 training
10 42%
{ 0
0 — = Self-taught = Official training
2 3 4 5

1

Official

(6]

Private training ECDL

Figure 5: Teachers’ level of ICT Competence and Training background

Section 2

The second section of the questionnaire regarded mainly the tools that the teachers were
required or chose to use during the pandemic, as the need to apply Distance Education
emerged. The initial two questions of this section concerned the theoretical basis of Distance
Education, specifically the level of confidence and the readiness of the teachers to apply it in
their practice.

It is evident that the pandemic caught everyone in surprise. The majority of the teachers were
not prepared to apply Distance Education (44/52 rated with 1-3 in the 5-scale Likert question
— Fig. 6). None of the respondents selected “5” in the Likert-scale. Further examining the
answers per country, it seems that teachers in Italy declare to have been slightly more
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prepared (Mean=2.23, SD=1.2) compared to the other two countries (Portugal: M=2, SD=0.74
— Greece M=2, SD=1). Of course the samples are too small in order to perform any other type
of statistical analysis and see it the country of origin significantly influence this parameter. In

the case of the current sample, the level of education could be the most influencing factor.
The most important observation is that no teacher selected 5 (Fig. 6)

Figure 6: Teachers’ readiness in applying Distance Education

Considering the familiarization with the theoretical background of Distance Education, Fig. 7
shows higher levels than in the previous question. About half (27/52) state that they are
moderately familiar with the subject (grade 3). Again, no teacher chose 5 in the scale, which
indicates that they are not that familiar with Distance Education after all, or at least their level
of confidence is not very high.

Figure 7: Teachers’ familiarity with the Distance Education theory

y: F : PAGE |12
T]]Dmaﬁ More e e :W S COOPERATIVA
M - welmiversioyet S c ho lé o EISOU RS _?@.;—l-m—‘__:_!-a, :%ﬂx ADA NEGRI




|

Co-funded by the /
Erasmus+ Programme Educational
of the European Union Continurty

20

The question was not examined in more depth (the intention was not to carry out a knowledge
test on Distance Education but to examine the level of confidence of the teachers).
Nevertheless, it is interesting to see that the distributions in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 are similar for the
Portuguese teachers, much tightly distributed around the middle value for the Greek teachers
and more evenly among the 4 selected values for the Italian teachers. Attempting to interpret
these results, it seems that most of the teachers in all three countries are knowledgeable
about Distance Education but were not prepared at all to apply it. In fact, the declared level
of familiarization is higher than that of readiness to apply Distance Education, which highlights
the fact that teachers did not hold the necessary knowledge to do so. Being familiar with
something doesn’t translate to knowing how to use of apply it and that is the case for Distance
Education. Probably this also highlights the fact that although Distance Education is an area
of academic research for many years, it wasn’t a significant part of the Educational university
Departments until about 10-15 years ago, when the Web 2.0 evolvement allowed for the huge
increase of internet based services.

The following two questions aimed at investigating the level of familiarization of the teachers
with the most common digital tools used for Distance Education approaches. These include
teleconferencing, file sharing, file storage and communication tools, along with the notion of
the Flipped Classroom, one which is most common in Blended Learning approaches. These
measurements correspond to the pre-pandemic period, as the aim of the questionnaire was
to examine the level of readiness that the teachers had before being forced to apply Distance
Education by the emerging circumstances. Figures 8 and 9 indicate that most of the teachers
in almost all items were not familiar/prepared at all. The most selected answer is “not at all”
in almost all the tools (Fig. 8), excluding well known Google Services (Google Docs and Google
Drive). The numbers are similar in Fig. 9.

Thus, overall the responding teachers were not at all ready to use or in some case even at all
familiar with tools that were more or less imposed to them to use after the pandemic
emerged.
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Figure 9: Teachers’ readiness to use/apply Distance Education tools and concepts
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The last 2 questions of this section aimed at recording the teaching preferences of the
participants during the pandemic regarding the types of tools they used. Specifically, the vast
majority declares to be using mainly synchronous teaching tools (Fig. 10), referring obviously
mainly to the teleconferencing software they were expected to use by the corresponding

Ministry of Education. It is to be noted that the main platform in all countries was decided
upon by each Ministry.

Figure 10: Synchronous vs asynchronous tool usage

Figure 11: Tools used more often by the teachers
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The results in Fig. 11 do not comply with those in Fig. 10 as Email, an asynchronous tool, seems
to be the most often used tool. WebEx and Zoom follow, as expected because they were either
the official teleconferencing tools selected by the Ministries of Education (e.g. WebEx in
Greece) or they were widely known through the media (e.g. Zoom was thoroughly discussed
in the media over the past year). An interesting observation is that instant messaging
applications such as Messenger, WhatsApp and Viber are very often used. The usage ration
depends on the country, as WhatsApp is often used in Italy, Viber is more famous in Greece
and Messenger is equally used in all countries. Then, file storage and sharing applications
follow (e.g. Google Drive, Dropbox, OneDrive). Lastly, specific applications that are more
tightly connected with Distance Education are rarely used (e.g. Discussion forums and Wikis).
These results indicate that eventually the teachers chose to use either the tools imposed to
them (e.g. WebEx in Greece, Zoom in Italy and Teams in Portugal) or the communication tools
they were familiar with as everyday users (e.g. instant messaging and email). Also, this
indicates that the main need of the teachers in the Distance Education settings was to be able
to communicate effectively with their students and sending material (e.g. worksheets), rather
than attempting to deliver content specifically design for these settings.

It is noteworthy to mention that although the choice “other” was available, no teacher
mentioned tools that are specifically designed for Distance Education, such as Learning
Management Systems (e.g. eClass which is officially provided to the teachers in Greek). This is
also an indication that teachers were eager to setup communication channels with their
students in order to continue their teaching in a way similar to that in face to face
circumstances.

Section 3

Section three of the questionnaire focused on the pandemic and the imposed situation of
emergently shifting to Distance Education approaches. The aim was to examine the main
problems that emerged and the way that these were dealt with.

Regarding the main problems that the teachers faced according to their perception, Fig. 12
reveals that there were a variety of issues that troubled them. The most frequent one seems
to be students’ inadequate internet connectivity which obviously affected the synchronous
teaching sessions. Issues related to infrastructure, that of student’s but also that of teachers
were important. These refer to the availability of connection devices for example (which was
explicitly provided as an example), although the type of device is equally important in some
cases. For example, the interaction capability of a laptop is significantly higher than that of a
smartphone, due to the screen size and the available keyboard. Thus, issues of this kind were
important.

It is noteworthy to mention that teachers also chose their inadequate training in distance
education, although it is not clear if they refer to being trained in educational design for these
different circumstances or the use of appropriate digital tools in order to teach in the way
they perceived as correct (e.g. teleconferencing sessions only). Then they selected answers
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related to students not responding to the activities they conducted because they didn’t know
how (e.g how to return a completed worksheet) nor their parents were able to help them with
the task (17 answers) and also because they were not that interested in participating in the
Distance Education activities and communication with the parents was inadequate (9
answers). An interesting observation is that the lack of official material for the teachers to use
during Distance Education was the second least selected answer (10 answers) which indicates
that the teachers didn’t feel strong about having specially designed material to utilize within
this context.

Which were the most important problems you
faced while applying distance education?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Teacher's technical infrastructure _ 21
Students' technical infrastructure _ 25
Students' internet connectivity _ 36

Students' lack of response (due to _ 17

knowledge)
Stucjenti;f::;ﬁ;::;z;e;)t (lack of _ 9
Lack of offical material _ 10
Inadequate training (distance education) _ 22
Inadequate training (appropriate tools) _ 18

Figure 12: The most important problems according to the teachers

Overall, it seems that technical issues were the most important ones for the teachers,
followed by students’ participation and lack of specific training. For them, lack of official
material and student motivation were the least significant problems or the ones they faced
less. Attempting to interpret that, one could argue that they either knew how to deal with
such problems or they were not aware of their significance. Indications point to the latter, for
two reasons. The first is that motivating students in distance setting is totally different than
when in face to face settings. Besides e-moderating has been a huge research topic over the
past decades. The second is that it seems contradictory to think that teachers didn’t select
lack of material for distance teaching because they had material at their disposal, but on the
other hand they complained of not being trained on distance education and digital tool usage.
The latter elements are necessary for producing and utilizing material. Thus, it is safe to
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conclude that teachers were not very aware that they might need specially designed material
for Distance Education.

When asked where they turned for assistance (Fig. 13), most of the teachers turned to their
colleagues (42 answers) and then tried to search for answers online. They equally tried to
solve their problems alone or attempted to discuss them in Facebook groups (17 answers

It

each). The latter was added in the questionnaire as a separate choice than “asking
colleagues”, because online community membership has become a big trend over the past
few years and the sense of community membership is more intimate and unofficial than
communicating with colleagues in work settings. It is worth mentioning that only 9 teachers
selected official help (directorate/authority), which indicates that although teachers complain
about not being adequately supported by the authorities (e.g. training), it is probably the last

place they turn to in order to find answers to issues that concern them.

Where did you turn for assistance?

o

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Colleagues 42

Directorate/authority _ 9

Communities (Facebook)
Alone

| didn't manage

|
=

Figure 13: Assistance seeking by the teachers

When asked to evaluate the assistance they received, Fig 14 shows that they were quite
satisfied with it. This could indicate that: a) the questions they posed or problems they
described were not of a very complex nature and thus easy to solve (e.g. functionalities of a
digital tool), b) they were satisfied because they solved immediate problems which could be
guestionable if they were the most significant ones, c) they were not aware that other means
of acquiring assistance were available which could be better. Combining the results in Fig 13
with the ones already discussed, it is not wrong to assume that teachers were not adequately
aware of the problems and challenges of Distance Education and thus they might not have
been able to “ask the correct questions” or identify the significance of some of the issues they
had to resolve.
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Figure 14: Satisfaction with the received assistance

When asked if they felt ready enough to apply distance learning after one year, Fig 15 shows
that their answers were similar to the previous answer, indicating that they fell that they have
solved all the related problems and answered any questions they might have had.

Figure 15: Readiness for applying Distance Education now

In fact, their answers to the next question (Fig 16) reveal that they have built up enough
confidence in order to integrate technology based solutions in the future, regardless of the
situation (e.g. not in emergency situations similar to the ones imposed by the pandemic).
Consequently, they feel that technology holds a significant position in regular teaching and
could be used complementarily to face to face situation. Thus, overall their level of confidence
seems to be very high.
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Figure 16: Intention to utilize technology in future teaching

Figure 17: Alterations in teaching approach in distance settings

Proceeding, the next question was very important and provides valuable insights. When asked
if and how they changed their teaching approach in distance settings, referring to educational
design (Fig. 17), the most selected option was “it was the same”. This complies with the
assumptions made earlier in this report, that a significant percentage of the teachers were not
aware of issues related to educational design in distance setting. Thus, they followed their
usual educational design in these settings. Other answers reveal a confusing perspective (e.g.
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“a bit different”, “adapted to distance & technology” in a rather vague manner) or a pattern
that needs to be further examined (e.g. “more teacher-centered” which seems contradictory
to distance education design to “more guided” which seems opposite to more facilitative, as
proposed in distance settings). Some answers referred to the amount (less) and type of labor
(more practical and engaging). This was an open ended question, so the teachers were free to
provide any answers they wanted. In this vein, the rather abstract nature of some of the
provided answers further highlights the need to pay more attention to issues related to
educational design in distance settings.

What type of assistance do you need more?

Trainng (class management) [ ©

Training (educational design) [ 26
Training (digital tools) [ 36
Teachning resources _ 16

Psychological (class management) [ 6
Psychological for me - 6
Technical [ 28

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Figure 18: Assistance needs for distance settings in the future

The last question of this section aimed at recording what the teachers prioritize as important
for a future need to apply distance education, having the experience of at least a year in such
settings. As Fig. 18 reveals, their main priority is training, although they previous stated ready
to use technology and apply distance teaching as they were satisfied with the assistance they
received in their initial attempts. These declarations are contradictory to each other, because
a confident technology user doesn’t seek additional training on digital tools, or at least that
shouldn’t be his/her first priority. Similarly, technical issues are a major concern for the
teachers (28 answers). Educational design issues are their third priority (although it wouldn’t
or shouldn’t be considered a surprise to see the issue arise as their first priority). This is also
connected with their stated need for more teaching resources (16 answers), which is also
slightly contradictory to their previous answers (satisfied with assistance and following a not
very different teaching approach than face to face settings). The last two choices (6 answers
each) refer to psychological assistance for the overwhelmed teachers (again, a contradiction
with their sense of high accomplishment in distance settings) or for understanding how to
manage a virtual classroom as physical interaction is not possible. One would argue that this

& N\ BN 3 -

g WA BV T i

¥ &y T ; \ ) B MR

J' humd ] }'I‘-]IE — HELLENIC REPUBLIC ﬁ-. # COOPERATIVA
N, . i itia =¥ ¥ ’ MINISTRY S EBUCATION & Lo T ol B ot ADA NEGRI
. 4 University of s c o l e RELIGIOUS AFFAIRS AT

Western Macedania h DIRECTORATE OF PRIMARY o

EDUCATION OF THESPROTIA

PAGE |21




I\
P

Co-funded by the I
Erasmus+ Programme Educational
of the European Union Continurty

20

should have been of a higher priority, as teachers already mentioned that one of the problems
they faced was the low interest by the students in online teaching.

Overall, teachers seem to pay a lot of attention to technical and synchronous communication
problems rather than issues related to the extent of available technological and pedagogical
solutions they could utilize or educational design to properly integrate them in their practice.
This is also reflected in their statements of being ready to use technology more in the future
but on the other hand they request more training (which indicates lower confidence levels).
Concluding, the slightly contradictory answers reveal the high need for proper support on the
teachers’ side.

Section 4

Section four of the questionnaire focused on the communication and collaboration patterns
among the teachers and the parents. The aim was to investigate how the teachers involved
the parents in distance education, as their contribution is necessary in many occasions
(especially when the children are young).

How positive do you How adequate do you
consider the parents' consider the parents'
attitude toward distance response to the needs of

education? distance education?

25 30

20 25

22 27
20
15 il 15
10 15
10
10 8
4
2 5 2
i = - 0
0 0
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 19: Teachers’ perception of parents’ attitude and response to distance education

(6]

The first two questions of this section reveal that teachers perceived a moderately positive
response by the parents overall, both as an attitude and regarding the needs that arose (e.g.
supporting their children). Figure 19 indicates that a rather normal Gaussian distribution
appears in both cases.

In an attempt to further examine the interaction among teachers and parents, additional
guestions were asked. Figure 20 shows that all available communication means were rather
equally used at the beginning of the pandemic. Interestingly enough, half of the respondents
stated that they used more than one of the available means of communication.
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How did you communicate with the parents (if
you did) at the beginning of the pandemic ...

Don'tknow WM 1
Phone NN 24
Personal Email [ 24
Messaging Application | regularly use I 24
Officially proposed communication means [ 26

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Figure 20: Communication means with the parents

Then, it was interesting to examine how teachers involved parents more actively in the
teaching process, as it was something new for all of them. The top choices (Fig. 21) reflect an
approach of providing instructions that the parents were required to follow or other simple
information (e.g. home assignments so as to reassure delivery to the children). A small
percentage (8/52) attempted to involve the parents more by asking them to explain new
material or go through uncompleted exercises (labor division) as they felt that time wasn’t
enough in online settings to complete all the material synchronously (indeed in most cases
the teaching hour was shorter) and 4/52 expected the parents to take initiative (which was
not that expected as an answer).

How did you involve the parents (actively) in the distance
education process?

Other m 1
Ididn't mm 2
| expected them to step up on their own ——m 4
I just informed them of the daily new material IEEETETEEEE——————— 19
| gave them instructions regularly for supporting... I 30
| sent assignments to them to make sure the... I—————————_—— 13
| asked them to study with the students the... 0
| divided labor of teaching by having them help... ————— 8

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Figure 21. Methods of involving the parents

Although the teachers mentioned that at the beginning they contacted the parents, 23/52
(Fig. 22 - left) didn’t prepare any specific instructions nor attempted to have an online meeting
with the parents to set a collaboration ground and provide more specific information.
Probably they reached out only for providing initial connection instructions to the platforms

'j‘*,//\ p s PAGE |23
. .',v

Ry e " 80 LA

J_ humﬂ ] _"p‘l]l-t" = HELLENIC REPUBLIC N Gl COOPERATIVA
L3 A eyt i i MINISTRY GF EDUCATION & p 2. 2 YIS ADA NEGRI

. 4 University of s c o l é RELIGIOUS AFFAIRS B TR

Western Macedonia h DIRECTORATE OF PRIMARY -

EDUCATION OF THESPROTIA




Co-funded by the T
Erasmus+ Programme Educational
of the European Union Continutty

20

that the students were required to connect. From the parents’ side, in many cases they made
direct contact with the teacher (30 answers) or the school (23 answers) for additional
information (or the initial information before it was scheduled to be sent to them). In some
cases the parents contacted each other or proceeded to technical preparations on their own
in order to facilitate their children’s unobstructed participation in distance education.
Consequently, the parents’ need to be in contact with the school as an official entity is

highlighted.
Have you prepared Did the parents take any
any kind of initiatives themselves regarding
instructions or their children participation in
meetings with them distance education? If yes,
in order to set what were they?

collaboration ground
and how/what?

25 23

| don't know - 7

They proceeded to technical

20 preparations (with ot - 13

without consulting a...

15
They contacted each other
11
" . for information/instructions - L
5 5
5 They contacted me directly _ 30
0 [ ]
o . N . 5 . They contacted the school _ 23
s Oé\(\ %&Q’\ <z\(\o(\ ,b\‘\ O{g\?’ directly

Figure 22. Interaction with parents

Regarding regular communication with parents (Fig. 23), teachers stated that the frequency
somehow increased (left side), but the quality (obviously referring to the content and attitude)
was more or less the same, although slightly increased (right side). A possible explanation
could be that parents felt the need to communicate with the teachers more often or asked
more questions while trying to adapt to the new reality and thus this provided the illusion of
a more qualitative communication. In the diagrams, grade 3 corresponds to “the same”, and
thus lower grades correspond to lower frequency and quality whereas higher grades to higher
values, accordingly.
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Figure 23. Communication with parents

Figure 24. Communication means with parents

Regarding the means of communication after the initial instruction provision, Fig. 24 shows
that most of the teachers provided specific channels of communication for the parents to be
able to reach them. Instant messaging applications were the first choices, as probably parents
were more familiar with them in their everyday lives (but then so were the teachers). The
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application used for communication was depended on the country of origin (as explained
earlier in the document, based on how widely known each application is). Official
communication channels were used by Italian (Registro elettronico) and Portuguese (MS
Teams) teachers, as opposed to Greek teachers who used messaging applications.
Interestingly, 7 teachers selected No for an answer and 6 had frequent phone communication
with the parents.

Regarding synchronous sessions, the teachers reported that in many cases the parents were
present and interfered, making teaching rather awkward in some cases (Fig 25 left). In some
cases, noise from the houses was not avoided. In the case of the parents being present, the
teachers often asked them to leave or to not intervene (Fig 25 right) or even chose to ignore
their presence as they probably felt awkward to address them directly. In any case, it seems
that this was an important issue which was not always easy to resolve or to avoid.

Did you face any How did you address them?
uncomfortable/awkward
situations during distance

teaching | asked them to not 93
intervene

35 30
30
25
20
15 14 | asked them to leave I 2
10
5 2 2
0 | |
Parents  Some  Younger No I ignored their presence
present & children siblings hoping they wouldn’t - 11
interfering talk to making cause problems
with much, noise
answers over the
others 0 5 10 15 20 25

Figure 25. Problems with parents and solutions

Regarding students’ performance assessment, most of the teachers followed the same
approach as in normal teaching settings by selecting synchronous communication (replicating
oral examination in class), worksheets and home assignments (Fig 25 left). Fewer selected
digital tools provided by the teleconferencing platform (polls) or other, external tools.

Regarding the possibility of parents doing the homework and assignments for the children,
the teachers followed a similar approach which is not far from the face to face teaching
settings. Most of them rely on oral examination and assignments or worksheets. Thus
teachers didn’t seek for alternative evaluation approaches, as part of their educational design
(assessment is a fundamental part of educational design). Consequently, it could be safe to
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reach the conclusion that teachers are in need of training for educational design specifically
for distance settings.

Section 5

Section five of the questionnaire focused on the students’ assessment as part of the teachers’
educational design. They were asked about the tools or methods they used in order to assess
their students’ performance in Distance Education, they reported utilizing online,
synchronous discussions mainly (21 of them) and a variety of methods (e.g. polls, worksheets,
etc.). When asked to clarify how they reassured that the students were actually carrying out
their assignments, they referred to the same set of tools/approaches, highlighting the fact
that they tried to synchronously interact with the students in order to verify that they fulfilled
their assignments on their own. The numbers in the charts depicted in Fig. 26 are similar.
Consequently, teachers who distributed worksheets, for example, were confident that the
students actually completed them on their own (which in the pandemic settings could not
always have been the case, but they didn’t verify it in another way).

How do you assess your How do you reassure that
students' performance in students' work is not
Distance Education? carried out by the parents?
External digital tools External digital tools
(e.g. concept maps, - 7 (e.g. concept maps, - 6
forums, etc) forums, etc)

Worksheets |
distributed

Worksheets |
9
I gistriboted NN 10
Home Home
assignments/projects _ L assignments/projects _ e
I -

Polls Polls I 1

Discussions/questions Discussions/questions
teleconferencing teleconferencing

0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25

Figure 26. Student’ assessment and homework

Regarding their overall attitude towards distance education, different teaching approaches
are mentioned (Fig. 27), although the previous answers reveal gaps in that matter. Thus, the
teachers recognize the need to differentiate their teaching but possibly they do not know how.
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Figure 27. Teachers’ goals in Distance Education

On the other hand, when asked how they measure if they met their goals, many teachers refer
to means that they regularly use (e.g. tests similar to face to face settings or even they stated
that they would use tests after returning to face to face teaching settings, namely they would
wait for the schools to re-open). Interestingly 11 teachers clearly state that they don’t know
how to do that (Fig. 28) and 15 claim that they use external digital tools (which is almost
double the number who stated that they use such tools in the previous questions, thus
another contradiction appears)

Figure 28. Teachers’ measurement of meeting their defined goals

Regarding the students’ labor at home in distance settings, the teachers state that they are
able to fulfill their assigned tasks (Fig. 29) which complies with previous answers which reveal
that not much changed in that sector when shifting to distance settings.
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Are the students able to fulfill their
assignments?

30
- 24
20 16
15
10
5 3 4
0
. - ]
1 2 3 4 5
Figure 29. Teachers’ perception of students’ success in fulfilling their assignments
Conclusions

Overall, the questionnaire addressed to the teachers reveals some interesting insights.
Initially, they feel rather confident with their ICT skills, although they explicitly require more
training in digital tools. Furthermore, they refer to the need for training on the theoretical
background of distance education with which they state that they are not as familiar as they
should or would like to be, but on the other hand when in distance settings they seem to
mainly follow the similar teaching approaches as in face to face settings. These include home
assignments, worksheets and oral examination (for assessment purposes). Even when they
state that they intend to use digital technologies in the future and integrate them in their
teaching practices, the reported types of use through the questionnaire include mainly
teleconferencing and file sharing services. These either do not comply with blended learning
of face to face settings or serve merely as a limited but assistive facilities. For example, they
mentioned file sharing and repositories which are not that useful in face to face settings or
can be considered as fail-safe tools only. Thus, the need to focus more on educational design
specifically for distance and even blended learning approaches seems to be highlighted.

Another issue which is evident from the collected answers is that teachers at the beginning of
the pandemic felt rather intimidated with the situation they had to face. They were not that
familiar with the tools they were required to use. Also they are not aware of formal channels
for seeking assistance or such channels do not exist in the three countries of reference. Thus,
the main source of information is either colleagues or the internet (Google search and
Facebook groups). In any case they seem to be satisfied with the information they retrieved
and declare their readiness to apply distance teaching in the future, but in the latter questions
they again refer to the need for further training. This leads to the concrete conclusion that a
transparent assistive mechanism in parallel to the necessary training is of high importance.

Concerning the interaction with the parents, the pandemic period brought up the need to
actively involve them more in the learning process. In some cases (e.g. younger children) this
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was rather mandatory as actions from their side were needed in order to exchange material
and assignments with the teacher. To an extent the teachers state that they tried to involve
them, although mainly they limited this involvement in an informative role (to reassure that
instructions and material reached the children). Furthermore, an issue of mentality and
attitude on the parents’ side seems to be raised. As they usually sat next to their children
(which was more common the younger the children were) they had the tendency to interfere.
This is a wider problem of how parents should support their children in learning but also the
teachers in teaching, also in normal settings. It is not uncommon for parents to interfere with
the assignments of their children or to not actually follow the teachers’ instructions, which
then reflects on the children’s learning. Thus a mechanism for more fruitful collaboration
among teachers and parents seems to be lacking overall. The latter is also enhanced by the
observation that teachers and parents communicated by tools and means they use in their
everyday life and not official communication channels, either because they don’t know how
to use them or because they lack interaction facilities. For example, in Portugal MS Teams was
selected as the official platform which is a rather new one and not the easiest to learn how to
use. In Italy, Registro Eletronico is the official platform and the teachers seem to have used it
for one way communication (sending out instructions for example). Lastly, in Greece there are
two main platforms (namely eClass and e-me), which were not mentioned by the teachers as
being utilized.

Concluding, the collected data clearly reflects the huge effort that the teachers had to put for
dealing with the unexpected situation which emerged from the pandemic. On the other hand
they also reflect the extent of confusion within the teachers regarding what applies and what
doesn’t in distance settings when compared with regular teaching. A more fundamental
supporting mechanism seems to be a necessity.
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Questionnaire 2 — Students

In this section, the questionnaire which was distributed to the students of the three
participating countries is discussed. Initially the structure and the aims of the questionnaire
are briefly presented before analyzing the collected replies.

Questionnaire structure

The questionnaire concerning the students consists of 3 section. In section 1 there are 9
questions related to the demographic information of the participants, including their family
status during the pandemic and the availability of internet connection infrastructure (device
and connectivity).

Section 2 contains 3 questions which concern mainly the digital tools they used during their
pandemic and the level of familiarity with their use overall. Also the attitude of the students
towards Distance Education, along with the problems they might have faced during the last
year is recorded.

Section 3 consists of 16 questions which aim at examining the interrelation between children,
parents and teachers when in distance settings, focusing on the children’s perceptions.

Questionnaire analysis
Overall, 56 students responded to the questionnaire, distributed as follows: 9 in Portugal, 15
in Greece and 32 in Italy.

Section 1
The majority of the students were girls (Fig. 28 left), but their age distribution was quite spread
(Fig 30 right).

Students' Gender Students' age distribution
4
- 3% 4% 6

15%

5%

Male 7
29% 6%
15 8
13% 7%
9
8%
13
i
0
9%
12 11
10% 9%

Figure 30. Students’ gender and age distribution
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Half of them had 1 sibling (50%), and fewer have 2 or 3 siblings. The age distribution of the
siblings varies significantly, from infants to university students (Fig. 31). Overall, most of the

siblings attend Primary or Secondary Education, although during the pandemic also

Universities implemented their courses from a distance.

Figure 31. Students’ No of siblings and their school level distribution

Regarding having parents working from home, as can be seen in Fig. 32 there are two main
categories. Either they do not, or they have to do so every day. In most cases (38) both the
parents don’t have to work from home at the same time, whereas in 9 cases this occurs on a
daily basis. In these cases, all the members of the family need to be connected online
simultaneously and that could be a stress factor for the family overall.

Figure 32. Parents’ obligation to work from home

An interesting observation can be made when reviewing the answers per country. Specifically,
all the mothers in Greece do not have to work at all from home. Probably this was the case
because the government provided the possibility for one of the parents to be excused from
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which was eventually mandatory. It is obvious that usually the mother was the parent that
made use of this opportunity. In the other countries there was a better distribution.

Considering the need for several family members to be connected online, the connection
bandwidth was very important. About half of the students knew the connection speed at
home which was at least a VDSL one for 40% of the families (Fig 33 left). On the other hand,
only 23% of the students declared that they had a dedicated device for connecting at their
disposal, as opposed to 66% who had to share a device with another family member (Fig. 33
right). This could be cases such as using a parent’s smartphone. Looking into the correlation
among students’ age and the availability of a dedicated device, mostly very young children
(aged under 7-8 years old) stated that they do not have a device of their own. In the case of
older children, they either answered yes or didn’t provide an answer at all to the last question.
Although only very few children answered to the last question (how many devices are
available in the house in total) and thus it cannot be considered for analysis, it is more or less
safe to conclude that children attending upper Primary Education and older have either a
smartphone or a tablet for dedicated use.

How fast is the Internet Do you have a device that
at home? only you use?
Yes
Unanswered 23%

11%

2;3% %
120 No

w51+ = 25-50 = 11-24 <10 = Don't know 66%

Figure 33. Home internet connection speed

Overall, many families have more than one children and occasionally parents also have to
work from home. Neither the connection bandwidth nor the availability of connection devices
seems to be an obstacle for the children who participated in the study.

Section 2

The second section of the questionnaire regarded mainly the tools that the students were
required to use during the pandemic. The first question was similar to the one in the teachers’
questionnaire.
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Figure 34. Students’ familiarity with Distance Education tools and concepts
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The questions included tools and applications for teleconferencing, file sharing, file storage
and communication tools, along with the notion of the Flipped Classroom, one which is most
common in Blended Learning approaches. Figure 34 indicates that most of the students were
not very familiar with the tools and concepts. The most selected answer is “not at all” in almost
all the tools (Fig. 34), excluding well known messaging applications and the ones appearing on
the right end of Fig. 34. These were applications that the students obviously were required to
use and concerned only the Portuguese children. Apparently they were familiarized with
them. Overall the responding students were not even at all familiar with tools that were more
or less imposed to them to use after the pandemic emerged.

Regarding their overall impression of Distance Education as it was applied, Fig. 35 shows that
more than half of them expressed negative feelings (annoyed of not happy), whereas only
19% expressed positive feelings. Overall one could conclude that the children were not
satisfied with the learning circumstances they had to engage with.

How did you feel about having to follow distance

education?
Very Happy
5%
Annoyed
Pleased 9%
14%
Indifferent Not Happy
25% 47%

Figure 35. Students’ feelings towards Distance Education

Attempting to justify these feelings, the next question concerned the main difficulties and
problems that the students faced during the pandemic. Fig. 36 reveals that Internet
connectivity was an issue after all (15 answers), although it is not clear if the students faced
bandwidth and connection issues themselves or their teachers and classmates. Other
infrastructure and technical issues (e.g. bad sound quality) were brought up. It is interesting
to see that 13 children mentioned that they missed interacting with their classmates (mainly
the younger ones) and 11 children mentioned that others being present during distance
learning was a problem for them. Indeed, lack of privacy and distractions were important
issues which are not always easy to resolve (it depends on the family status, the size of the
house and other factors).
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Figure 36. Most important problems for students in Distance Education

Section 3
The third section of the questionnaire focused on the interaction among students, teachers
and parents. It included 15 questions.

Figure 37. Parents’ involvement in Distance Education

The first set of questions concerned the engagement of the parents. Fig. 37 shows that they
were neither more involved in the new reality nor did they communicate more with the
teachers. Of course, these answers record the perception of the students which in the case of
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younger children is not always accurate. When communicating with teachers, parents used
email or messaging services that the children could also name.

Assuming that children in this new learning situation could have increased needs of support
by the teacher, they were asked how did that occur. Mainly the focus was on individual
support related to the teaching material, which in normal school settings takes place in class
while the teacher interacts evenly with the whole class. Considering that there was no physical
interaction and taking into account the lack of non-verbal communication due to
teleconferencing (in many cases the cameras were not always on or only the head and the
upper body part of the participants were visible), the question was considered of high
interest/importance.

How do you receive individual support
from your teacher?

Zoom [ 2

Phone [ 1

Message after class [N 53
Email after class [ s

He/she helps me when we are connected, if there _ 12

is enough time

He/she doesn't help me [ 5

Figure 38. Ways of receiving individual support by the teacher

Fig. 38 reveals that most of the children chose to or had to wait after class in order to
communicate with the teacher (mainly through email or messaging applications) in order to
pose questions. Very few stated that they were not supported at all (5), but also some were
restricted to the synchronous sessions in order to receive such support, if possible. Thus, the
communication channel among teachers and students appeared to have several restrictions,
discontinuity (which is a problem as young children do not always remember at a later time
what they wanted to ask) and technical difficulties. Even for the teachers, this would mean
higher availability for responding to questions and assistance queries.

Further focusing on parents and their role in Distance Education, the children were asked
upon their availability and ability to assist them. Fig. 39 shows that children felt that their
parents were available but also knowledgeable to assist them. Of course, this refers to two
types of assistance. One is support for their homework which was a necessity also in normal
school settings and the second type referred to issues related to connecting in the virtual
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classes and being able to use the digital tools necessary (e.g. printing and scanning worksheets
to send back to the teacher, etc.). Thus, overall the children were satisfied with their parents’
support during the pandemic.

Figure 39. Students’ reporting of their parents’ availability and knowledge to assist them

Further focusing on homework, the students were asked about the amount of help they
receive from their parents. About half of the students complete their homework on their own
and most of the rest receive little or average help. Only 4% declared that they need a lot of or
full support for their homework (Fig. 40). Overall this is a rather positive perspective, which
doesn’t seem to differ than that of face to face schooling.

Figure 40. Parents’ involvement in homework
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Continuing the examination of homework and considering the hindered interaction with the
teachers (mainly because it is more difficult in distance education to receive feedback when
in teleconferencing, similar to that received in class when in face to face settings), students
were asked whether they were able to complete their homework when in distance settings.
Almost 2/3 (Fig. 41) replied always or often. On the other hand there is a significant
percentage that either didn’t manage often or at all. A closer examination reveals that the
most negative answers (“Not at all” and “Not often”) correspond to the children who declared
in the previous question that their parents end up doing their homework for them. This does
not necessarily connect with the distance settings of course.

Can you complete your homework?

Not at all
0,
2% Not often
2%
Always
46% Sometimes
29%

Often
21%

Figure 41. Students’ ability to complete their homework

In order to examine that aspect, the students were asked to justify their answer. Fig. 42
presents the provided answers, some of which are rather irrelevant (e.g. | have extra-
curricular activities right away). The most interesting answers were “lI don’t know the
necessary digital tools” and “I have questions but my parents can’t help me or | cannot ask
the teacher”. Although these answers were not that many, they indicate that interaction
channels among students and teachers are important in distance settings.
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Figure 42. Students’ ability to complete their homework — Justification

Further examining the workload at home, the students were asked to compare it with that of
normal school periods. As Fig. 43 reveals, the perception of the students is that neither the
amount nor the quantity of the assigned homework has changed much in distance education
settings. Answer No 3 corresponds to “the same”. Although close to a normal Gaussian
distribution, the answers are slightly shifted to the right, which indicates that the students feel
that homework is slightly more, both in matters of quantity and difficulty. But in any case this
shift is rather minor. Similar distribution was evident in the question of “how much time does
it take you to complete the day’s work compared to regular schooling?”.
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Homework compared to The difficulty of
regular schooling is... homework compared to
30 28 regular schooling is
-
35
20 30 23
15 13 e
20
10 8 15 13
5 3 I = 10 ) 6 I 5
5
, 1 i = 1 O
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 43. Homework compared to normal schooling

Attempting to record more qualitative perceptions of the students, they were asked to share
an unforgettable moment from the week prior to responding to the questionnaire. Most of
them referred to various types of activities which are not to be considered. For example one
child answered “a song in English” or “we danced jazz”. It is noteworthy to mention that 12
answers were related to “using a computer” (including for example ”I was able to connect to
WebEx” or “I used the keyboard and the mouse”). Also, 3 students referred to connection
problems they faced, indicating that they felt very strongly about them. Overall, it seems that
the use of digital devices was fascinating for the children and they considered it an
unforgettable moment, although it was something that happened in prior weeks as well.

Finally, when asked what they found challenging during distance learning. The answers are
presented in Fig. 44. Technical issues in general are considered important (connection issues,
computer use). But it is interesting to see that the most provided answer was related to the
students missing physical contact with their friends/classmates. For 2 students, the fact that
some of their classmates were fooling around when in teleconferencing was challenging as it
disrupted the class well-being. Equally interesting was the answer that 7 students mentioned
that it was challenging to focus on actual learning, as they needed to adapt to and familiarize
themselves with many things. This can be also connected to the answers “working with no
teacher”, but possibly with “teleconferencing” and “many hours online”, which overall
indicates that the newly emerged circumstances were rather challenging for the students,
even if they are not always able to describe what the challenges they are facing are precisely.

Finally, when asked if they wanted to add anything else, most of the students that answered
wished that they would like to get back to school again and interact with their classmates.
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Figure 44. Challenging aspects for the students

Conclusions

Overall, the questionnaire addressed to the students reveals some interesting insights.
Probably the most important one is that they definitely prefer face to face teaching in order
to have the opportunity to interact with their friends.

Focusing specifically on the emerging situation during the pandemic, it seems that not all
children had a dedicated connection device to use. On the other hand, that answer mainly
applied for younger children who often use on of the parents’ mobile device or an available
computer. Of course, this raised another issue, as many of the children mentioned mobile
devices at their disposal (not mentioned in the previous analysis). It is questionable how
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efficient such devices are for activities other than teleconferencing, since in some cases
interactivity can be difficult or awkward (e.g. no keyboard, small screens, etc).

Possibly due to the rather unexpected situation that arose from the pandemic, usually there
was an adult at home and most importantly, not working from home. As already explained,
possibly the fact that governments tried to find ways to facilitate the need for distance
education for the parents (e.g. by establishing special kind of days off work). But even so, the
fact of having more than one person present at home eventually emerged as a problem. The
latter was twofold: a) internet connection speeds are not high enough to support
simultaneous heavy users (teleconferencing needs significant bandwidth), and b) there is
usually unwanted noise or not privacy when needed.

Furthermore, children stated that they were not very familiar with the necessary applications,
tools and platforms necessary for distance education. They expressed negative feelings
towards distance education, partially because of the lack of interaction with their friends. On
the other hand, this raises questions about the way distance education was implemented and
whether that was attractive for the children at all.

Regarding problems they faced, technical ones were brought up as well as the lack of physical
interaction as aforementioned (rather expected for both). The students did not perceive the
parents’ involvement as having increased within distance education, in various levels: that of
supporting their children and that of communicating and collaborating with the teacher due
to the increased needs for support. Their involvement is limited mainly to solving technical
issues (e.g. connecting to the teleconferencing tools) and reassuring that the children received
the correct home assignments. According to the children, they were not more involved
regarding support upon learning material and the students had to wait for the teacher to be
available after the synchronous sessions or asynchronously.

Regarding homework, students do not see a significant change both in the difficulty and the
amount. On the other hand, they express their need for more support (at least by the teacher).

Concluding, it is obvious that for students school was the same but with no social interaction
and less teacher support. They didn’t see differences in the workload or the difficulty, not all
were very comfortable with being online so much and with the accompanying issues (other
people, inappropriate devices, slow internet, etc.). Overall, school obligations seemed as the
same for them and this could be interpreted as an indication of faulty or inappropriate
educational design. Addressing that can make distance education more attractive and
engaging for the students (which is not the case thus far).
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Questionnaire 3 — Parents

In this section, the questionnaire which was distributed to the parents of the three
participating countries is discussed. Initially the structure and the aims of the questionnaire
are briefly presented before analyzing the collected replies.

Questionnaire structure

The questionnaire concerning the parents consists of 4 sections. In section 1 there are 11
questions related to the demographic information of the participants, including their
educational background, that on ICT competences and their need to work from home during
the pandemic.

Section 2 contains 8 questions which concern mainly the digital tools their children had to use
during the pandemic and the level of familiarity with their use overall. Also, the aim was to
understand the problems they might have faced due to Distance Education application. Apart
from the types of problems, also the resources utilized for assistance in addressing them was
attempted to be examined. Lastly, their perception of distance education in general was
researched.

In section 3 the factor of communicating/collaborating with the teachers during the pandemic
was explored through 16 questions, some open-ended and some closed. The reason was that
while in Distance Education settings, the parents were obliged to support their children in
multiple ways and they were not always prepared for that. Any problems they faced and their
approach in solving them was of interest for the consortium.

The final section includes 15 questions related to problems associated to working from home
in parallel with children having to attend school online, the assessment of the students’
performance, their perception on the children’s workload and an overall evaluation of
Distance Education.

Questionnaire analysis
Overall, 77 parents responded to the questionnaire, distributed as follows: 18 in Portugal, 22
in Greece and 37 in Italy.

Section 1

The majority of the parents (75%) were women (Fig. 45 left). Regarding their age distribution,
most of them are in the 41-50 age group, followed by the 31-40 age group (36%) (Fig 45 right).
About 13% of the participating parents are over 50 years old, which is interesting in the sense
that Distance Education is technology oriented and the older a person is, the more possible it
is for him/her to face some difficulties in using technology (a topic often brought up in
academic research).
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Figure 45. Parents’ gender and age distribution

Regarding their marital status (Fig. 46), which may influence the children’s status and well-
being in general, 16% are either single parents or divorced and 4% preferred not to answer.

Figure 46. Parents’ marital status

Most families have 1 or 2 children, including (obviously) the ones attending the schools of the
consortium. About 17% (13/77) have 3 children and one family appears to have 6 children
(Fig. 47 left). Regarding the school level of the children in total (Fig. 47 right), most of them
are young enough (up to 6™ grade), although a significant percentage attend secondary
education. Interestingly, 3 of them attend tertiary education, which partially correspond also
to the age distribution of the parents.
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Figure 47. Number of children and school level

Regarding level of education (Fig. 48), only 16% didn’t hold any degree and it is interesting
that about half of the parents held a postgraduate diploma or a PhD. Interestingly enough,
this was the case for 13/18 Portuguese parents.

Figure 48. Parents’ level of education

Figure 49. Parents’ ICT competence and training

& -~
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Regarding ICT (Fig. 49), the parents declared that they are confident with their competences
and 69% of them are self-taught users. The remaining 31% had received some type of training,
including one leading to certification (e.g. ECDL). An interesting observation is that although
only 1 parent explicitly mentioned ECDL, in the next question 10 of them stated having ECDL
certification. Also, 3 Greek parents were teachers and thus had participated in the official ICT
related training programs at a national level which were implemented by the Greek
government over the past 20 years (already described at the beginning of this report).

Working from home during the pandemic

60 54

50 47

40

30
30 27

19
20 16
13

10 6

Everyday 2-3 days/week Once a week Not at all

Respodent Spouse Both

Figure 50. Parents’ obligation to working from home during the pandemic

Concerning the parents’ obligation to work from home during the pandemic, Fig. 50 reveals a
situation similar to the corresponding set of answers provided by the students. In most cases
at least one of the two parents didn’t have such an obligation, which partially is also due to
the facilitation of the governments in order to address this issue specifically. Of course, the
percentage of parents who had to work every day from home is not small enough in order to
not be considered. It seems that parents either had to work every day or not at all from home.

Nevertheless, due to the need for several family members to be connected online the
connection bandwidth was very important. About half of the respondents stated that their
home connection was at least a VDSL (Fig 51 left). On the other hand it is interesting that 22%
of them didn’t know the speed. One would expect that due to the aforementioned need, they
would all be at least informed of their status. Also, almost 1/4 (23%) have rather low internet
connection speed (even bellow 10 Mbps) which eventually is an issue when Distance
Education is a necessity.

Regarding devices for connecting to the internet, Fig 51 (right) indicates that usually that was
not a problem as many of the families had 3 or more and 20/77 had 2 available devices.
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Figure 51. Home internet connection speed and connection devices

Section 2

The second section of the questionnaire regarded mainly the tools that the children were
required or chose to use during the pandemic, as the need to apply Distance Education
emerged. The initial two questions of this section concerned the parents’ readiness to support
their children in Distance Education.

As expected, the parents were not that ready to support their children when the pandemic
brought up the need to participate in distance education. In fact the answers (Fig. 52) reveal
that they declare being slightly more ready than the teachers, but after all that is a matter of
perspective. Probably the parents refer to the technical aspects of going online and the
fundamental ICT competences for that.

Figure 52. Parents’ readiness to support their children in Distance Education
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Figure 53. Parents’ familiarity with Distance Education tools and platforms
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The next question aimed at examining the level of the parents’ familiarization with the most
common digital tools used for Distance Education approaches. These include
teleconferencing, file sharing, file storage and communication tools, along with the notion of
the Flipped Classroom, one which is most common in Blended Learning approaches. Fig. 53
indicatse that most of the parents in almost all items were not familiar/prepared at all, except
some familiarity with messaging applications which they probably used in their everyday lives.

Which were the most important problems you faced
while applying distance education?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Technical infrastructure [N 11
Internet Connectivity [ e 38
Lack of knowledge to support children [N o
Lack of knowledge (digital tools) [N 14

Many tools [ 1

Nothing [ 4
Time [ 3
Space ] 1

other I 1

Figure 54. Problems that the parents faced during the pandemic

Regarding the main problems that the parents faced according to their perception, Fig. 54
reveals that most of them were of a technical nature (e.g. related to infrastructure, internet
connectivity, lack of knowledge regarding digital tools). The most frequent one seems to be
inadequate internet connectivity which obviously affected the synchronous teaching sessions.
This was the most highly mentioned problem by the teachers too. Issues related to
infrastructure were important. These refer to the availability of connection devices for
example (which was explicitly provided as an example), although the type of device is equally
important in some cases. For example, the interaction capability of a laptop is significantly
higher than that of a smartphone, due to the screen size and the available keyboard. Thus,
issues of this kind were important. Also, knowledge of digital tools was important (the second
highest selected answer), as obviously the parents needed to support their children for using
them and they were not able to.
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The 4™ choice was “Lack of knowledge to support the children in order to connect”, explicitly.
The remaining answers referred to the number of digital tools that the children were required
to use, the available time for supporting their children and 1 parent mentioned space, as
obviously children had to participate synchronous sessions but there was no possibility for
them to be secluded in a separate room.

Where did you turn for How satisfied are you with
assistance? the assistance/support
0 20 40 60 you received
. . 35
Family & Friends [ 21 30
i 29
The school [ 26 -
Professionals [l 8 20
Internet (Google) I 11 1 12
C iti 10
ommunities 5
(Facebook) M 5 I 1
Alone [N 45 0 -
1 2 3 4 5

Figure 55: Assistance seeking by the parents and level of satisfaction

When asked where they turned for assistance (Fig. 55 left), most of the parents tried to solve
the problems they faced on their own (45 answers). Contacting the school was their second
choice (26 answers) and then family and friends (21 answers). Internet in the form of a google
search or Facebook groups were choices they mentioned and the assistance of professionals
was selected by only 8 parents. Possibly that was related to problems of a technical nature
(e.g. setting up a device, internet home connection, etc.).

When asked to evaluate the assistance they received, Fig 55 (right) shows that they were quite
satisfied with it. This could indicate that: a) the questions they posed or problems they
described were not very complex and thus easy to solve, b) they were satisfied because they
solved immediate problems which could be questionable if they were the most significant
ones, c) they were not aware that other means of acquiring assistance were available which
could be better. Combining the results in Fig 52 with the ones already discussed, it is not wrong
to assume that parents’ main aims was to reassure that their children would be able to
connect online and have access to the appropriate digital tools and platforms.

The next question aimed at recording the overall perception of the parents (or their attitude)
towards the need of their children to attend school online, due to the pandemic. More than
half (56%) expressed negative feelings (Annoyed or Not Happy) and only 19% expressed
positive feelings (Pleased or Very Happy) (Fig. 56). It is not clear (it wasn’t asked) why they
had this attitude. For example, it could be because they felt overwhelmed with the emerging

needs that they had to deal with, the complex circumstances of children having to attend
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school online and themselves having to work from home (or even having to find some solution
regarding supervising younger children at home if they had to work as normal). Many reasons

can justify their attitude.

Figure 56: Parents’ attitude towards Distance Education

Figure 57: Parents’ readiness to support their children Distance Education

Although their attitude was not positive at all, they didn’t seem to feel totally unprepared to
support their children in Distance Education (Fig. 57). One explanation for that could be that
for the parents, possibly the most important issue to attend could have been securing
children’s online connection.
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How did you communicate with the teacher/school (if you
did) at the beginning of the pandemic in order to reassure
students' seamless participation to distance learning?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

The teacher/school contacted me through my I 13

personal Email

The teacher/school contacted me through I 1

Messaging Applications | regularly use (e.g...
The teacher/school contacted me through by phone [ 3

| contacted the teacher/school through my personal M
Email

| contacted the teacher/school through Messaging
B . I -
Applications | regularly use (e.g Messenger, Viber,...

| contacted the teacher/school through by phone [ 3

School contacted students [l 1

Zoom & other 4 [N 4

Figure 58: Communication means with teachers/school

It was important to examine how parents communicated with the school and/or the teacher
at the beginning of this emergency situation (Fig. 58). Even more important, it was interesting
to see who initiated this communication and how. Most of the answers indicate that the first
initiative was taken by the school or the teacher, through a variety of communication
channels. Email and messaging applications were the most preferred ones, but phone
communication was also used (possibly when/if other ways failed). In less cases the parents
contacted the school first through messaging applications or phone and only 1 parent used
email. In 4 cases the parents participated in a teleconference session with the school (only
happened in Portugal as it was an initiative of the school). Interestingly, in one case the
school/teacher contacted the student first, but that was in Italy and it concerned a secondary
education student.

Section 3

Section 3 of the questionnaire regarded the collaboration among teachers and parents and
the role the parents were required to undertake in the Distance settings. The first questions
of this part aimed at recording the parents’ active role in the distance education process. Fig.
55 reveals that parents claim to partially undertaking the teacher’s role (27 answers) in order
to explain part of the teaching material to their children and helping them more than they
normally did. Moreover, 9 parents claimed that they studied more with their children in order
to go through material that they didn’t manage during the synchronous sessions with the
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teacher (as a request by the teacher). Carefully examining this, the contradiction with the
teachers’ answers in a similar question (Fig. 20). The teachers mentioned that they provided
instructions that the parents were required to follow or simple information (e.g. assignments
so as to reassure that the children wouldn’t miss that information). Only a small percentage
attempted to involve the parents more by asking them to explain new material or go through
uncompleted exercises (labor division) as they felt that time wasn’t enough in online settings
to complete all the material synchronously. Thus, there is a totally opposite perspective
between the parents and the teachers regarding their role and complementarity.

How were you involved in the distance education
process

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
| undertook labor of teaching by helping my
child in more assignments than usual

| studied with my child the teaching material

he/she didn’t have time to go through with _ 9

the teacher (by request from the teacher)
| helped my child in completing assignments _ 28

| contacted regularly the teacher requesting
instructions -

Other - 4

Figure 59: Parents’ involvement in the distance education process

The most selected answer (28 parents) was “l helped my child completing the assignments”.
Although this could be expected as an answer during normal schooling, the fact that it was
the most selected answer may reveal that the parents perceived this as something different
than usual, in the sense that they felt they were doing it more than before. A significant
percentage (22 answers) stated that they were not involved at all and only 6 claimed to
regularly contact the teacher for additional information and instructions (Fig. 59).

Regarding the initial steps taken by the teachers, Fig. 60 reveals that the most selected answer
(29 times) was that they tried to communicate with the teacher or the school before they did.
This answer seems to comply with the statements of the teachers that parents contacted
them directly, mentioning that they sent initial instructions (e.g. so that students could
create/activate their accounts to learning platforms), mainly by email (Fig. 21). Indeed, the
parents seemed rather anxious with the emerging situation and didn’t have the patience to
wait for the school’s initial response with instructions on how to proceed. Almost the same
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amount of answers (28 and 29 is the last one is added in the same category) proceeded to
actions of a technical nature in order to reassure more qualitative internet connection for
their children. Whereas the latter was indeed a very positive reaction, the former is
guestionable, as the schools and teachers seem to have struggled with the totally unexpected
situation and on top of that, parents kept communicating with them in order to ask for
information. Thus, the lack of a formal communication channel is evident (and more or less
equally distributed among the 3 countries), as well as the lack of proper parents’ preparation
for facing emergency situations.

Did you take any initiatives regarding
your children's participation in distance education?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
| tried to communicate with the SChOO|/teaCher _ 29
before they did
| Sought technical assistance in order to _ 28

reassure quality internet access for my child
No [ 17
other [ 2

Requested computer from school I 1

Upgraded line I 1

Figure 60: Parents’ initiatives at the beginning of the pandemic

There were just a few irrelevant answers and only one referred to connection infrastructure
(“requested a computer from the school”). This indicates that eventually the highly mentioned
through the media issue of infrastructure (referring to connection devices) was not the most
important for the families.

In order to further confirm the nature of the initial communication between schools and
parents, they were asked how that happened and what was the content. The vast majority
received an email with instructions. Some parents simply confirmed that they received
instructions but didn’t specify the means (answered “YES”). Other communication means
were used, but it is safe to conclude that email was the main way of establishing an initial
communication. Although most of the parents didn’t comment upon the content of that
email, those who did mentioned that they received information for setting up or activating
students’ accounts, connecting to teleconferencing applications, etc. So the initial email was
of an organizational or preparatory nature.
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Figure 61: Initial instructions received by the parents.

Figure 62: Parent-teacher communication frequency and quality during distance teaching.

Regarding the communication after the initial one, the parents claimed that it was rather more
frequent than usual when distance education was applied (Fig. 62 left). Regarding the quality,
the answers followed a normal distribution among the middle value which was interpreted as
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“the same” (grade 3 in the 5-point Likert Scale) (Fig. 62 right). These answers comply with the
corresponding ones provided by the teachers (Fig. 22). Indeed, it seems that the uncertainty
introduced by teleconferencing and internet communication made the parents more anxious
and in need of more frequent communication with the teachers. Especially for younger ages,
it is not uncommon for the teachers to give to the students notes for the parents for
information purposes (at least until a common ground of understanding is established; in
Greece this is a common practice for grades 1 and 2). This, was not possible when distance
education was applied.

Have you established any kind of stable
communication channel with them? Please
briefly describe

0 10 20 30 40 50

WhatsApp [ 32

viber [N 8

Email [ 16
MS Teams [ S

No I
Registro elettronico [N 16

Phone M 3

GrowAppy [ 2

Regular meetings [l 2

Figure 63: Parent-teacher communication channels

Fig. 63 shows that parents didn’t have a specifically established communication channel with
the teacher (44 answers). This doesn’t comply with their previous answer in which they
claimed to have slightly increased their communication with the teacher. Thus, simple ground
rules in order to facilitate this communication were not always set and this could have
disrupted the distance teaching process overall. Regarding the rest of the answers, WhatsApp
was selected by most of the Italian parents (WhatsApp is the main messaging application used
in Italy), Viber (accordingly mainly used in Greece) and MS Teams (which was officially selected
as a communication platform by the Portuguese Ministry of Education). Also “Registro
elettronico” was selected by Italian parents, as this is the official communication platform
provided by the Italian Ministry of Education. It is impressive that 36/37 parents selected
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WhatsApp and 16/37 the official platform, mainly in combination with that. Still, not a few
parents selected email, as obviously they felt more secure with that. Overall, it is obvious that
parents tended to use communication tools that they were familiarized with in their everyday
lives, but also that parents (and possibly teachers) are not trained as needed in order to have
a more accurate, formal way of communicating on a regular basis.

How has the frequency of How has the quality of
communication with other communication with other
parents changed during parents changed during
distance teaching distance teaching

25
20

23
30
18
14 29
15
11 11 " -
10 > g
10 7
; I N
0 0
1 2 : 4 5 1 2 : 4 5

Figure 64: Parent-parent communication frequency and quality

(03]

Especially in younger student ages, it is not uncommon for parents to communicate with each
other in order to verify home assignments and the daily covered teaching material. Fig. 64
indicates that this type of communication was slightly more frequent, compared to normal
school circumstances.

Further examining the communication among parents, most of it was of the same nature as
in normal schooling circumstances, including support, exchanging ideas, verifying assignments
and seeking/offering help (Fig 65 right). Regarding the means of communication (Fig. 65 left)
the choices were similar to the ones used for communicating with the teachers and depending
on the country. Thus, the Italian Parents used WhatsApp and the Greek parents used Viber. A
significant percentage (19 answers) claimed to not communicating with other parents
regularly, whereas 9 parents mentioned using email. The latter is less immediate and it was
rather a surprise, as messaging applications now integrate file sharing functionalities too and
many daily users prefer them.
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Figure 65: Parent-parent communication channels and reasoning

The last set of questions in this section of the questionnaire focused on the collaboration
among parents and their children.

Figure 66: Parents behavior when children participated in teleconferencing sessions

Regarding their behavior when their children attended online synchronous teaching, almost
half of them stated that they didn’t sit by their side (Fig. 66 left) and 29% that they did so
sometimes only. About 40% stated that the teacher was aware of that (Fig. 66 right). This
contradicts with the statements of the teachers (Fig. 24) who stated that parents sitting by
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their children and interfering with the class was their main problem during synchronous
sessions. Thus, even if parents state that the teachers were aware of their presence that could
be their assumption and not the truth. Besides, in many cases the teachers (Fig. 24) asked
them to leave or stop interfering, which highlights the fact that parents are not behaving as
they should and possibly they are not trained to do so or even their behavior indicates lack of
trust, at some extent, to their children or even the teacher. This contradiction is more evident
by the answers presented in Fig. 63. Most of the parents claim to sit by their children at the
beginning or occasionally (when it happens). Only 6 state that they do so for the whole
teaching session and 10 for a significant amount of it. These answers seem totally opposite
with the ones provided by the teachers.

For how long do you do For which purpose do you
that do that?
45 =
40 No [ 7
35
30 Noreason [N 16
25
20 19 To see what the teacher - 5
does/says
= 10
10 6 lam just curious [l 4
. I O
To assist my child when
asked by the teacher _ T
QQO o(\ \\* ’OQ
'\‘i‘Q\ & '0& ﬂ'{’\\ To psychologically
o (2 S N
‘(\Q/‘o é\’& oé"b < support my child 3
& N\
S ¥
& To assist technically [N 27
.{\\0
&
S
e 0 10 20 30

Figure 67: Parents behavior during children’s teleconferencing sessions, explained

Even the two sets of answers presented in Fig. 67 contradict to each other. Parents state to a
noteworthy percentage that they try to assist their children when asked by the teacher (17
answers), are curious and want to listen to what the teacher says (9 answers) or even the just
do so for no reason (16 answers). The most selected option was “to assist technically” (27
answers) and only 7 stated that they do not sit by their children in this question. Overall, the
answers to these two questions and also to the previous two do not fully comply. It is
noticeable that 34% stated (Fig. 62) that they do not sit by their children, but only 7 repeat
the statement in the last question. Thus, it is clear that parents are not that honest in their
answers and it seems that they indeed verify the teachers’ claims of interfering with the
teaching process. This is also verified by the next question, in which the parents were required
to stated if they interfered with the class or not (Fig. 64). The majority (62/77 answers) stated
“No” or “Very little”, which Is totally opposed to the teachers’ perception.
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Do you interfere at all?

60

51
50

40
30

20
11
10 &
H = 3 :
. I o
2 3
Figure 68: Parents interference during online teaching.

In any case, the need to have boundaries between school and parents but at the same time
fruitful collaboration among them is highlighted. It wouldn’t be wrong to extract the
conclusion that possibly this awkward situation among parents and teachers was a more
significant problem than that of the technical infrastructure for participating in Distance
Education. This can be interpreted by the high numbers with which the teachers reported that
this was a problem for them (Fig. 25), even if the parents do not admit doing so, as opposed
to the number of connection devices that the parents stated they had available. In all cases
there were multiple devices available and eventually that was a problem for which the parents
were able to find a solution (see next section). Thus, the issue of disagreement between
parents and teachers about the former interfering while the latter teach seems to be of high
importance (see also the conclusions).

Section 4

The last section of the questionnaire focused on the support that the parents provided to their
children and the examination of their relationship in general. At first, their obligation to work
from home was examined in order to record the infrastructure needs that they had.
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Figure 69: Participants’ obligation to work from home.

The answers (Fig. 69) reveal that that demand was noteworthy, as 46% had to do so on a
regular basis and 18% occasionally. This obviously brought problems, which for the parents
are hierarchized as presented in Fig. 70.

Figure 70: Problems arising from having multiple person simultaneously online
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The most selected options were “None” and “l cannot support my child...” (20 answers each).
It seems that internet bandwidth is a significant issue for the parents too. What the pandemic
brought out is that although Internet is available in all the developed countries, the
demanding nature of the modern applications leave the users unsatisfied by the services
provided to them. Indeed, teleconferencing was a daily activity for all students and teachers,
but also for many working parents. Additionally to using the internet connection for Television
and Telephone services (voice over IP is selected by most of the companies as a solution), the
need for better connections (referring to being flawless or of a higher bandwidth),
connectivity issues emerged as being of high importance for all people.

The number of available connection devices didn’t seem to be that much of a problem (only
4 parents chose that answer). This is contradictory to what was brought up by the media and
possibly government related actions during the pandemic. In this case, the trustworthiness of
the media but also the focus of political decisions is challenged as not being directly connected
to the people needs.

Lastly, an important issue for the families during the pandemic was the available space in their
homes, as several family members had to participate in teleconferencing sessions at the same
time. This resulted in people talking on top of each other, increased noise and possible
frustration because of that, but even lack of appropriate office space for all of them to work
simultaneously (11 and 13 answers accordingly). Thus this was an important issue to consider
in matters of educational policy and strategic decisions regarding distance education
implementation overall.

The last part of this section focused on the relationship among parents and their children
overall. Fig. 71 indicates that parents are not in a position to assess their children’s
performance in distance education. Although only 11 stated that they don’t know how, the
majority selected “Average” or “Very Good” with no further explanation on the criteria (nor
was a clarifying question posed). The fact that they easily provided an assessment indicates
that parents like to believe that they are “in control” and thus they have a clear overview of
their children’s learning. On the other hand, these answers combined with the fact that many
parents chose to sit by their children and interfere is also an indication for the need of clear
boundaries between parents’ role and school.
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Figure 71: Parents’ assessment of their children performance in distance education

On the other hand, when parents were asked at which extend do they support their children
with their assignments, almost all the answers (it was an open ended question) were close to
“I' help them if needed to understand something or if they ask for help in some assignments”.
When specifically asked, all parents refused that they are doing their children’s homework for
them. Thus, another contradiction arises, as parents seem to “help only when asked”, but are
not honest about “participating and interfering” with teaching and above all that they usually
assess their children’s performance as “Average”. Thus, overall either parents are not very
honest with their statements or (which has the highest possibility) they are not very aware on
fundamental elements of teaching and learning and thus their perceptions are either
superficial or rely on guessing, more or less.

Figure 72: Parents’ assessment of their children’s workload
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When asked about the workload of their children, the parents (Fig. 72) considered that this
didn’t change much when compared with normal schooling. They consider an average
(meaning acceptable or normal) amount of time necessary for their children to fulfill their
home assignments and their perception of workload is almost evenly distributed around the
Average value. So, they feel that the workload is about the same during Distance Education.

How would you rate the level of support that you
are required to provide your child compared to
regular schooling

35 31

2 26

25
20
15
10

Figure 73: Parents’ estimation of support they provide to their children

When examining the answers in Fig. 73, another contradiction emerges. It is obvious that
parents state that they are required to provide much more support to their children,
compared to normal schooling. Considering their other answers (according to which they
merely do what they used to do), the only logical explanation is that they mostly refer to the
fact that for younger ages they are required to help them with printing and downloading
material, but also scanning or taking photos of worksheets and other resources to upload
them for the teachers. Although important, that type of support is not directly connected to
qualitative learning and thus the need for a more consenting ground between teachers and
parent, upon which children’s learning can be more fruitful seems to be needed.
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What type of assistance do you need more? (You
may choose more than one answers)

No/None

R s
Financial (e.g. to acquire more devices) _ 13

Infrastructure (e.g. better internet
connection available)

28

Psychological guidelines for supporting my
child
Psychological for me - 10
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Figure 74: Assistance that parents need

When asked what type of assistance they feel they need more, the parents provided various
answers. Technical and infrastructural assistance was high in their needs. It is recorded also in
previous answers of all three target groups of this survey. The most selected answer was
“Psychological guidelines for supporting my child”. This fully complies with their role as
parents, as it is a way for them to express their agony on how to support their children. A very
safe conclusion from this answer is that parents are worried with this abnormal situation and
express that they are not fully aware on how to support their children.

Also, a considerable percentage of the parents referred to financial aid in order to acquire
more devices, but the availability of devices was not an emergent issue in all three
guestionnaires. Thus, they possibly refer to the need to upgrade existing devices.

When asked if they had any specific problems that the school should be aware of, no parent
provided any useful information. Thus there either are not any problems of this kind or they
don’t feel comfortable sharing such information. This is another important issue in education,
that of prioritizing problems and needs overall, but also providing the means for successful
sharing of valuable information which can be treated in discretion.

When asked to share a memorable moment from the past week with their child, almost all
the parents provided non important answers. For example, they referred to “using the
computer” which was very generic. That was similar in the case of the students.
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When asked what they found challenging, the factor of focusing on learning and keeping
attention undistracted during teleconferencing was raised as a concern. Indeed, this verifies
that issues of this nature are more important and difficult to overcome than the availability of
connection devices and other technical issues. Only a few parents mentioned the lack of
physical contact for the children and raised their worries about examinations within the
context of school. Thus, overall the parents seem to express concerns and feel unable to
support their children effectively.

Please share something that you found
challenging
14 13
12

10
10

4
4 . 3
0 .

Lack of contact Exams Technical Focus/Attention

N

Figure 75: Challenging issues as stated by the parents

In the last question, the parents were asked to reflect upon the time they spend with their
children during the pandemic. The majority (40 answers) admitted that overall that time has
increased. Less (14 answers) considered it to be the same or that it hasn’t changed (19
answers). It is not clear what they mean by the latter and if they refer only to the amount of
time spent together, but also the quality of the time and the type of activities they do together
(which is more likely). Many parents try to compensate by spending more time on family
recreational activities (14 answers) or admit they need more time going through homework
(13 answers).

To an extent, possibly the parents have the perception that they spend more time with their
children because they are in the same physical space more during the day, as opposed to
normal living during which children have to attend school and other activities, parents have
to work and overall they have the opportunity to go outside for recreation. Thus, it is rather
evident that perceptions are rather mixed up, not always based on the proper information
and mainly reveal that families need further support during the pandemic.
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Has your relationship with your children changed
during the pandemic? (choose all that apply)

The available time together is more overall _ 40

The available time together is less overall - 5
| spend less time on recreational activities . B

| spend less time for homework l 2

It is the same _ 14
| spend more time on recreational activities _ 14
| spend more time for homework _ 13
vo [ s

0O 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Figure 76: Relationship alterations between parents and children

Conclusions

Overall, the questionnaire addressed to the parents reveals some interesting insights. To start
with, eventually the availability of connection devices was not a difficult problem to
overcome. That doesn’t mean that it wasn’t an issue overall or that the available devices were
always the most appropriate ones (e.g. having children under 9 years old interacting through
a smartphone is far from ideal when required on a daily basis and usually that is adequate for
teleconferencing only).

The provided answers reveal the extent at which the parents do worry for their children. They
tried to understand how to support their children, but it was evident that they didn’t know
where to turn to for assistance or appropriate information. In the case of the parents, the lack
of official instructions and proper boundaries on how much they can interfere with the
schooling operations. At the beginning of the pandemic they reached out to schools, took
initiatives but obviously it would be better if they had more assistant or clear guidelines.
During the pandemic, they don’t admit sitting by their children, but that was an issue overall.
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Parents appear to have been unprepared for distance education, as have been the teachers
and the students. A rather significant issue that of available space within the home context.
That resulted to problems, as in some cases more than one children had to attend distance
education, but also parents had to work from home. Privacy and unavailability of space
resulted to problems. The fact that parents expressed their concern about children’s focus
and attention in classes could be connected to this factor as well. Limited space leads to more
distractions being present.

Another significant finding from the parents’ questionnaire is that there are a lot of
contradictions with the answers that the teachers provided. The parents to not admit that
they interfere with teaching (something that is not possible during normal school days) and
like to be more in control. This lack of proper boundaries is also connected with educational
design, as proper design prescribes the role of each involved party in a very clear and explicit
manner. The support they provide, according to them, is similar to that in normal school
operations and is limited to helping out in homework when needed and verifying what
homework included and if it was done. Consequently parents are more involved (timewise)
but at the same time they are not (quality-wise).

Regarding the relationship between parents and children, most of the parents state that they
feel they are spending more time together overall but with no significant change in matters
of quality or activities. Thus, being secluded in the home space may be the reason for building
that perception which is not always the correct one.

Concluding, it is obvious that for the parents the situation was slightly awkward and they were
unprepared to deal with it. They raise concerns about their children in matters of socializing
and learning, but they seem to not be knowledgeable or prepared to provide solutions. For
that they turn to the school and the teacher. Technical and infrastructural issues manage to
be solved eventually. The psychological, social and cognitive factor seem to be the most
important ones and need to be properly addressed.
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Concluding Remarks

At the beginning of the pandemic, the United Nations reported that a total of 165 countries
implemented Distance Education in all educational levels which resulted in 91.3% of the
students in these countries not attending school face to face. Due to the rapid transition to
this state, the term Emergency Remote Teaching was also used to describe the situation. This
term is defined in the international literature as the sudden and unprepared shifting from a
face to face model to a distant model of teaching.

In this setting, all the involved stakeholders (students, teachers and parents) were required to
rapidly alter their interaction within the educational context, with no prior preparation. In all
countries, decisions were made on a policy level regarding this transition. For example, in the
participating countries, tools such as WebEx, eClass and e-me (Greece), Registro Elettronico
(Italy) and MS Teams (Portugal) were centrally decided to be the official online collaboration
platforms. Additional tools were used by many educators (e.g. Zoom) during this process, but
also common communication tools were utilized, based on their popularity (e.g. Messenger,
WhatsApp, Messenger).

Considering the literature in which it is clearly stated that none of the stakeholders were
actually prepared for this emergency remote teaching setting, this document reports upon a
survey which aimed at investigating how the stakeholders in the three countries of the
consortium dealt with the situation that emerged with the pandemic, the problems and
challenges they faced, the ways they addressed them and eventually the possible gaps on a
policy level that emerge.

For this reason, three questionnaires were designed and distributed to three groups of
stakeholders, namely teachers, parents and students, in all three countries. A common
conclusion is that more or less all the stakeholders in all countries were, indeed, unprepared.
This is a conclusion which fully complies with the recent literature. The necessary preparation
could be related to digital efficacy, educational design efficacy, learning efficacy and
facilitation/support efficacy, depending on the category of the stakeholder. To put it simpler,
all the involved parties were required to hold ICT competencies in order to use the necessary
digital tools and be able to connect, communicate and collaborate online. Regarding
connection they were required be knowledgeable about how to connect to the internet, be
informed about connection bandwidth, the data load of each application used, the impact of
having several individuals connected simultaneously on the connection quality, etc.
Furthermore, all three stakeholder categories were required to know the fundamental use of
the corresponding platforms, based on either the official decisions made by each ministry
and/or also the decisions made by each school and/or teacher. Such tools were Learning
Management Systems (e.g. eClass), Teleconferencing applications (e.g. WebEx, Zoom) and
other communications means (e.g. email) or collaboration platforms (e.g. MS Teams).
Additionally, the questionnaires reveal that the stakeholders preferred to make use of tools
they were already familiar with, such as messaging applications (e.g. Messenger, WhatsApp,
Viber). This occurred in some cases not only complimentarily to the main tools, but rather
resulted in such applications being the main communication channel. Of course, the students
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were the least involved stakeholders in such decisions, especially those of a younger age.
Communication was easily established in order to shift to Distance Learning initially via more
formal and traditional means (e.g. email, phone) and later on it shifted to other tools.

In the literature and the media, one issue which was often highlighted was the lack of devices
within the students’ families, but also the teachers for connecting to the internet, and
accessing the teaching material and communication tools. The questionnaires in this study
show that this was eventually not a significant problem. Most of the respondents replied that
they owned more than enough devices, including some extreme answers (with more than 10
devices available). Since the questionnaires were distributed in 2021, possibly the depicted
situation was far better than the one during the first lockdown period, as families managed to
acquire more devices. In fact, there were many actions which involved device distribution by
governments, local authorities and various donations in many countries. Consequently, the
device availability seems to be a problem rather easy to overcome, at least on a level of being
able to participate in Distance Education. It would be interesting in future surveys to examine
gualitative aspects of this matter, such as the appropriateness of the devices for the type of
the learning activities carried out. For example, a smartphone is adequate for
teleconferencing but not for writing large texts and so on.

Examining other procedural matters, another problem for the families was the fact that more
than person needed to be online at the same time on many occasions. This was the case of
siblings participating in Distance Education, sometimes in combination with parents having to
work from home. The latter was not very frequent in this survey. Partially this could be due to
the fact that in almost all countries specific arrangements were made to facilitate parents with
young children in order for them to be available to support them in this process. Of course
that doesn’t mean that in the future, if Distance Education becomes a more concrete part of
Education as a whole, this will not emerge again as a problem. Another noteworthy issue is
that almost all the teachers were also parents who had children who were required to attend
online classes and those were possibly the more difficult cases as they had to teach online and
also support their children in the same process. Overall, self-efficacy of those involved in
Distance Education seems to be a significant issue to address for future occasions, as it would
relieve support burden from the adults. Of course this is also related to the type of activities
involved in Distance Education and the user profile of the involved stakeholders (teachers and
especially students).

Another issue related to the previous one was, in some cases, the lack of space in order to
efficiently participate in Distance Education. The presence of other people in the house,
especially in the case of larger families, was an issue which resulted in noise and distractions.
One could argue that space availability was a more significant problem than device availability,
as the latter is rather easily solved, as opposed to the former.

Regarding ICT skills, the questionnaires reveal that initially the stakeholders were not
prepared at all to use the designated tools. On the other hand, people are using digital tools
every day and thus they are knowledgeable enough in areas such as internet access and use,
communication and basic material access. This is a significant capital on which Distance
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Education can build upon, as this was not the case about 10 years ago when tablets and
smartphones were not even introduced yet.

Consequently, on the infrastructural axis, most of the stakeholders have the means (or
acquiring them was not as difficult as it seemed at the beginning of the pandemic) and basic
knowledge to participate in Distance Education directly (teachers and students) or indirectly
(parents), as required. Even if at the beginning of the pandemic they were lacking such
resources, the past year shows that they adapted adequately. This is a positive outcome from
the unpleasant situation of the pandemic which seems to be considered as normal for the
future (having equipment and knowing how to use it in education settings).

Examining the difficulties that all the stakeholders faced during the pandemic, this survey
complies with the literature. A concrete conclusion is that the stakeholders highlighted the
lack of official support during the process. In order to address all the problems that initially
arose, they turned to two main directions: official channels (school for the parents and
directorates or ministries for the teachers) and social contacts (e.g. colleagues, friends and
family). In the literature it has been documented over the years that people tend to search for
answers in a learning situation from their peers. But in this case, it seems that two actions
should be part of the official plans in all countries: a) training programs for all the stakeholders
(including parents), and b) official guidelines in order to reassure a minimum level of
understanding what the basic steps for participating in Distance Education are (even for
uniformity reasons). Another conclusion is that when in need, the stakeholders seem to be
able to find answers and solutions but it is preferable to be proactive on the official side.

Regarding training needs, the teachers mentioned digital tools, technical matters, educational
design and teaching resources. It is a fact that many training initiatives were taken in many
countries by various organizations and institutions (e.g. NGO'’s, SMEs, Universities, Lifelong
Learning centers, Directorates, etc.). Many of them focused on digital tools. On the other
hand, as already stated it is preferable to have training toolkits for the tools that are officially
proposed/selected in every country for uniformity and efficacy reasons. An important finding
is also the highlighted need for training on psychological issues in order for the teachers to
manage their classes and the parents to support their children and even themselves. Reducing
physical activity and interaction in combination with having to sit in front of an electronic
device for many hours per day is an uncommon situation and people are in need of
information on how to deal with this situation. This refers not only to simple health matters
(e.g. prevention of possible musculoskeletal problems), but also psychological matters which
may arise from reduced social interaction. This is a type of training that should be designed
and implemented by official and trustworthy channels (e.g. ministries and universities).

The fact that teachers selected Educational Design as an area in which they require training is
a very important outcome of this survey. Examining other answers more qualitatively, one can
see that most of the teachers followed similar approaches in distance settings; they
distributed worksheets, assigned homework, lectured synchronously. When explicitly asked
on the teaching approach they followed in distance settings, “the same” was the most
selected answer by the teachers. This is also evident by questions regarding assessment
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methods, but also the perception of students and parents. The majority of the participants
commented mainly upon the workload and not the qualitative aspects of the teaching
interaction. In some cases, various digital tools were mentioned, but it seems that mainly
simple functionalities were used (e.g. file sharing).

Overall it can be safely deducted that teachers were not prepared in matters of educational
design. Distance Education requires very different teaching activities in order to provoke
participation, enhance engagement, facilitate collaboration and self-paced learning.
Mentoring, facilitation, moderating and other relevant topics have been discussed in the
literature for several years. It is clear, also from this study that teachers are not familiar with
these terms or the differentiated teaching required in distance settings. This is a significant
and concrete conclusion of this study which is also tightly connected to the Educational
Continuity 2.0 project and the designed outputs.

Another interesting observation is the contradicting answers that parents and teachers
provided regarding their behavior during synchronous sessions. Teachers highlighted the
awkwardness of having the parents sitting by their children and often intervening (e.g.
providing answers to the students when they were asked a question). Even if they didn’t
intervene, it is clear that this was a rather unpleasant situation. On the other hand, the parents
claimed that they didn’t act likewise and their intention was to reassure that their children
could connect and participate in the synchronous sessions unobstructed. In this case, it is clear
that appropriate training and guidelines could resolve this issue, along with proper
educational design. By implementing teaching activities similar to the ones in face to face
setting, it is easier to allow such occurrences. Instead, there are collaborative and technology-
based activities appropriate for synchronous teaching that could make the parents’
intervention obsolete. Some examples are the collaborative construction of a concept map
instead of a question-and-answer session (mainly of a knowledge testing type), guided
discussions in smaller groups (utilizing the breakout rooms functionality that almost all
teleconferencing applications integrate) or more visualized and interactive activities with
various tools (e.g. self-tests, interactive videos, image juxtaposition activities, gamified and
game-based activities). Some of them are integrated in the platforms that were officially
selected in the countries where this survey was carried out, but the teachers didn’t report
utilizing them.

Summarizing, a categorization of the supporting needs for all the stakeholders can be made,
based on the provided responses. The designated areas are presented also in Table 1. The first
level in which quick response was required during the emergent shifting to distance education
was that of technical infrastructure and initialization of facilities (e.g. creating accounts for the
students in online platforms). This includes the acquisition of devices, setting up internet
connection and tuning collaborative platforms. Although overwhelming at the beginning, it is
evident that all the stakeholders were able to address such issues. The survey reveals that all
of them were able to participate, although minor technical problems were always observed,
but this is a matter of national infrastructures.

PAGE |73

© REFUBLIC i A COOPERATIVA
OF EDUCATION & Bl

RELIGIOUS AFFAIRS AT Ty ADA NEGRI
DIRECTORATE OF PRIMARY . 3

EDUCATION OF THESPROTIA

'l'hc:umuh More



s

Co-funded by the /
Erasmus+ Programme Educational
of the European Union Continurty

20

The second level is that of intra-family well-being and interaction. Issues falling under this
category were: a) the necessary privacy of students who participated in distance education,
b) time availability for learning, recreational and other activities, c) relationships among family
members, and d) necessary knowledge directly related to distance education. Privacy is an
issue difficult to resolve, as it is related to the size of each family and their residence. The
second is directly related to educational design which affects the implementation of distance
teaching, but also the nature of the corresponding activities, the workload, the required time
and the timing of addressing the learning workload. Most of the teachers followed similar
teaching approaches as those in face to face settings. Consequently, training and support is
necessary. For the relationships among family members, some support could be considered
in the form of training programs, informative leaflets, instructions and proposed
actions/activities which include relationship management, mindfulness, etc. Lastly, the survey
highlighted the need for both parents and students to receive additional training and
information/knowledge on all issues related to distance education (both technical and
learning related).

The third level is that of the family-school relationship. What the survey reveals is that in some
cases the most convenient communication means were utilized (e.g. messaging applications,
phone interaction) and in other cases the communication was more typical (e.g. email with
instructions at the beginning or occasionally). One thing that was very clear was the fact that
frequent and well-established means of communication among families and schools are not
established, especially ones that take into account the types of communication among
teachers and parents. For example, means of regular announcements which are connected to
the extroversion of the schools and the awareness of the parents on where to find useful
guidelines and announcements seems to not have been resolved yet, despite the fact that
most people are regular internet users. A clear communication protocol could eliminate
communication noise, reduce conflict management needs and enhance necessary response
in more emergent situations. Most important, transparency and a common ground of
understanding by such protocols would eliminate misinformation which could lead to
unwanted or unpleasant situations. There is a lack of supporting mechanisms in technical
matters, but also psychological and other matters. It would be important for the school unit
to act as a place to which parents could turn to for support on all issues related to their
children’s learning and growth. But despite the fact that this is an issue related to educational
policy and the availability of trained professionals (e.g. psychologists), clear communication
protocols and channels can facilitate time allocation in various supporting actions and
mechanisms.

The fourth level is that of teacher-student interaction. The survey highlights that teachers
initially, and for most of the duration of the pandemic, attempted to implement in distance
settings similar teaching approaches as those in face to face settings. All stakeholders
mentioned that, for example, focusing on learning was a challenge. Not all the available digital
tools were utilized nor their functionalities. Overall, it seems that the digital tools were
underutilized. It is not clear if the home workload for students was increased or not, but the
need to involve the parents more was evident in the responses. All of these are issues of
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educational design which involves (among others): a) types of activities (e.g. setting up
synchronous and asynchronous collaboration and interaction), b) designing different teaching
material, c) designing different levels of engagement for the students, d) involving the parents,
and e) establishing different assessment and interaction methods. Within the activities’ types
and design, those aiming at facilitating social interaction, mindfulness and group well-being
cannot be neglected. Also, issues related to self-paced learning, asynchronous learning and
interaction are also important. All these require training, support and the presence of
suggesting mechanisms (what to do, when and how to do it) for the teacher who is
overwhelmed with information and was required to find solutions in an emergency situation
over the past year. These are issues tightly connected to the outputs of the Educational
Continuity 2.0 project and justify its desing.

Although already mentioned, the student-student social interaction can be considered as a
separate and significant category. The literature provides theoretical models and grounds for
this (e.g. social presence in online community settings). There are quick activities and
differentiated teaching approaches which can enhance students’ social interaction even
within the teaching activities. Collaboration scripts in Computer Supported Collaborative
Learning (CSSL), approaches such as spaced learning, creative intermissions and other ideas
can facilitate this interaction, further supporting social aspects which arise when in distance
settings. For all those issues which are also related to educational design, as teaching is not
only about knowledge transmission-acquisition but for individual development overall, all
stakeholders need additional training and support.

Table 1: Categorized overview of issues to consider in distance education

i

Erasmus+ Programme Educational
of the European Union

Continurty
20

Time for learning
Family time
Relationships
Distance  Education

knowledge

Caterory Requirements Solutions Timing and result
Infrastructure Devices Purchasing First stage response.
Internet connection Upgrading if possible Addressed
Collaboration Setup and tuned
platforms and tools
Intra-family Privacy Depends on family & residence Difficult to address

Educational design
Educational design
Training, support
Training, support

Needs addressing
Needs addressing
Needs addressing
Needs addressing

Family-School

Communication
patterns & channels

Establishment of
communication protocol and

Confusing at first,
needs to be clarified

means and communicated
Support Psychology, technical Needs addressing
Student- Teaching/learning Educational design Needs addressing
teacher
Student- Social interaction Educational design Needs addressing
student

As a concluding remark, the survey indicated that the involved stakeholders were able to

address the emergent need to shift to distance education, but it also highlighted systemic
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problems that exist overall. They all need to be aware of the parameters influencing the
quality of education overall in distance settings and training/support in order to carefully
evaluating and selecting the most appropriate approach for implementing distance education.
The Educational Continuity 2.0 project aims at addressing this exact issue through the

designed outputs.
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