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Online Teaching Methods and Student Satisfaction
during a Pandemic

Anita Kéri

Abstract—With the outbreak of the global pandemic of COVID-
19, online education characterizes today’s higher education. For some
higher education institutions (HEIs), the shift from classroom
education to online solutions was swift and smooth, and students are
continuously asked about their experience regarding online
education. Therefore, there is a growing emphasis on student
satisfaction with online education, a field that had emerged
previously, but has become the center of higher education and
research interest today. The aim of the current paper is to give a brief
overview of the tools used in the online education of marketing-
related classes at the examined university and to investigate student
satisfaction with the applied teaching methodologies with the tool of
a questionnaire. Results show that students are most satisfied with
their teachers’ competences and preparedness, while they are least
satisfied with online class quality, where it seems that further steps
are needed to be taken.
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1. INTRODUCTION

EIs have long been aiming to reach student satisfaction. It

is considered hard for universities to satisfy student
needs, as there is a continuously growing trend that university
students expect high service quality from their chosen
institutions [1].

With the global COVID-19 pandemic, it has become urgent
for HEIs to move their classes online. This shift in practices
has provided educators with the possibility to try new teaching
methodologies online [2]. New educational methods might be
able to enhance creativity of both students and teachers, boost
motivation towards engaging in classes, and result in better
learning outcomes. Teaching methodologies, such as co-
creation and gamification, can be applied in the online
classroom as well, and they might be reaching similar or even
better results than their application offline [3].

Students’ satisfaction with service quality provided by their
universities is a key factor in the success of HEIs [1]. Many
different factors are responsible for influencing student
satisfaction, such as tangibles, student services, teaching
quality and fulfilled expectations [4]. Nevertheless, enjoyable
and inclusive online classes filled with new and interesting
teaching methods might also result in higher student
satisfaction. Satisfied students are key to student retention and
loyalty, which might also influence the word-of-mouth
recommendations of the HEI of students [1], [4]. Therefore,
the aim of the current exploratory research paper is to reveal
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how teaching methodologies used online might influence
student satisfaction. After the introduction, the second chapter
entails teaching methods applied online, such as co-creation
and gamification, while the third chapter discusses student
satisfaction. The theoretical chapters are followed by a
primary research and its results, conducted at the University of
Szeged, Faculty of Economics and Business Administration
during the global COVID-19 pandemic.

II. ONLINE TEACHING METHODS

A. Importance of Innovative Methodologies

As student satisfaction has long been in the center of
research interest of scholars, different key factors have been
determined as antecedents of student satisfaction [5]. These
factors include higher education teaching quality as a crucial
aspect influencing students’ perceived quality and satisfaction.
Additionally, teaching quality includes more in-depth aspects,
one of which is teaching methodologies. Therefore, the
importance of these new and innovative teaching
methodologies is unquestionable, especially during a global
pandemic, where teachers and students both needed to convert
their classes online to convey and acquire the knowledge
online. Naturally, online education and massive online open
courses are not newfound. However, online education was not
commonly applied in undergraduate full-time education before
(2], [3].

Well-chosen teaching methods can be influencing factors
regarding younger generations’ satisfaction. As the younger
generations are born and raised in a technologically advanced
environment, their educational surroundings should also be
tailored accordingly. These younger students are more willing
to take risks, to take control and share information and
collaborate with their peers easier than previous generations. It
is also important for them to receive an education that
prepares them for future problems and workplaces that might
not exist at the moment of their studies. Therefore, skills such
as problem solving have a heightened importance [6].

There are a number of methodologies that are used in
education and specifically higher education in order to
motivate and grasp the interest of the young generations. This
paper intends to examine some of these methods applied
online, with special focus on one specific institution and its
foreign students.

B. Co-creation

Even though the notion of co-creation first surfaced in the
field of business [7], it is an emerging education
methodological field in higher education. Initially companies
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have recognized the value behind involving their customers in
the decision-making and value-creation process [5]. Co-
creation is proved to enhance the relationship between the
customers and the company, thereby strengthening customer
experience [7].

Co-creation can be defined as customers’ active
participation in the value creation process together with the
company [8], or as customers being active agents at concept
development at the early stages of the value creation process
[9]. While according to others co-creation is the generation of
shared meaning [6], or a collective learning process [10].

There are numerous fields on which co-creation has
appeared including for example product innovation [11] and
design thinking [12]. Higher education is one of the fields on
which co-creation appeared recently [6], [13].

Even though there are some outdated classrooms and
methodologies that are present in education [10], there has
been a growing need for innovative methodologies, and co-
creation has proven to be an applicable one. The aim with co-
creation is to involve both students and educators in the value-
creation process, to motivate both parties and to enhance the
whole study experience [13]. This new method can help
prepare students for their future employment by not teaching
them facts, but skills [6].

Specifically, in higher education, co-creation is widely
applied and is defined as ‘the process of creative (original and
valuable) generation of shared meaning’ [6]. It is often
applied together with other methods, such as problem-based
learning or art-based methods [6]. When applied in higher
education, co-creation has certain criteria to prove successful.
These include respect for students, students being active and
open during classes [14]. If these criteria are met, the co-
creation process is fruitful and would enhance both student
experience and students’ cooperative abilities [13].

Different co-creation methods appeared in education, as
different aspects of higher education could be co-created by
students and educators. According to one categorization,
shared meaning, user experience, shared value, technological
solutions and ideas can be co-created [15]. While according to
others, co-creation can appear when designing teaching
approaches, course design, and curricula [16].

Regardless of which co-creation category we take a look at,
either way it includes both teachers and students. Therefore, in
the current paper, co-creation is defined as students and
teachers creating added value together during the realization
of the course.

C.Gamification

Gamification has received increasing research interest in the
past years, and some believe that it is the tool to reach and
educate younger generations in the future. Different notions of
gamification appeared, some stating that gamification uses
game mechanics to increase engagement [17] or using game
design outside the gaming industry [18]. The most widely
used definition declares that gamification is “the use of game
design elements and game mechanics in non-game contexts”
[19]. The current paper uses the latter definition of
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gamification.

With  gamification’s appearance in education, a
differentiation between gamification and serious games is
needed. As gamification was detailed previously, serious
games need to be defined. Serious games are tools for
applying gamification and include those games that were
created for educational purposes [20]. The notion of ‘serious
games’ and ‘game-based’ learning are often wused
interchangeably. However, serious games are usually
developed for a specific purpose to reach a desired learning
outcome [20].

Gamification elements usually include three main factors,
such as game mechanics (what feedback is given and when,
progression of the game), personal factors (such as
visualizations, boards and player status) and emotional factors
(such as game flow and psychological state of the player).
These elements are incorporated and used together under the
framework of gamification [21].

Gamification has been widely applied in educational
contexts in the past few years [22]. The particular reason for
using gamification in education stems from the fact that new
generations have different needs. Being born digitally native,
new pedagogical solutions and innovations in teaching
methods is required for their successful learning activities, as
traditional ways of teaching might not be effective for them
[23], [24]. With the application of gamification in the
educational context, students can be motivated, and their
creativity, critical thinking, collaboration and communication
could be enhanced [25].

Main gamification elements in education include clearly set
goals, challenges, collectibles (points or badges), user status
and a platform for feedback. With these elements students can
be motivated and both students and teachers can keep track of
their progress in the game [26].

There are several uses of gamification, one of them includes
gamification in higher education, where it could be applied
during a whole course, or can be implemented as shorter in-
class activities [21]. Gamification seems especially crucial in
today’s pandemic-struck online teaching environment, into
which gamification can be positively applied [27].

Applying gamification successfully in higher education has
major elements to be considered. First of all, game mechanics,
dynamics and aesthetics have to be taken into account. If these
elements have a motivating effect, students will perform
better, and they might have a positive attitude towards the
course and the university [28]. Not only students, but higher
education teachers’ motivation can increase their engagement
and willingness to incorporate gamification into the learning
context [29].

Gamification has been used in different fields of studies,
such and psychology, engineering and business studies [30].
Gamification is proved to be a useful tool in entrepreneurship
education. Several digital serious games appeared on the
higher educational market to educate students in
entrepreneurship [31], [32]. In the current study, the effects of
applying gamification online in the field of economics are
investigated.
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D.Other Online Methods

In addition to co-creation and gamification, several other
pedagogical methods and tools appeared in higher education.
Modern online tools that were not necessarily made for higher
educational purposes are now being applied successfully in the
HEI classroom as well [33], [34].

Padlet has been revealed as an effective tool for teaching
youngsters English as a foreign language. It has numerous
features including complimentary usage, online presence,
works on multiple devices, engages creativity and the
cooperation of the whole class. Furthermore, it can be applied
to be used by students individually or as a group exercise.
Therefore, peer learning is also encouraged [33]. Padlet fosters
safe and collaborative online learning practices and
strengthens the relationship between students and teachers.
Previous research has found that the majority of participants of
a classroom using Padlet throughout a course agreed that
Padlet was highly motivating, and it encouraged them to fully
cooperate and interact with their peers in order to complete
their coursework [34].

In the online education of today, Zoom has become a tool
souring quickly to help convey knowledge. Since its recent
appearance in education, Zoom, as a video and audio tool, has
been widely studied. In a flipped classroom context, Zoom has
been found to help keep up student motivation during online
classes, engage in conversations and multi-task. Applying
Zoom with other social media channels could also be
beneficial to enhance peer collaboration [35]. It is argued that
Zoom has been playing an extensive role in the historic online
education era of the COVID-19 pandemic [36]. When taking a
look at this period in retrospect, we might conclude that
teaching as we had known before has transformed irreversibly
[2].

Other audiovisual online tools appeared in education,
among which are BigBlueButton (BBB) system, Microsoft
Teams, and Google Meets. Researchers found that BBB is
particularly useful as teaching with voice and video enhances
learning outcomes, which also depends highly on students’
readiness to learn online. Teaching speed should also be
adjusted to prevent students from multitasking and help them
concentrate more effectively [37]. Microsoft Teams is argued
to be successful in collaborative learning especially while
using the assignment tabulator, which would enable groups to
share presentations and work in groups [38].

The audio and visual software tools are unquestionably
irreplaceable in education. However, there is a real need and
wide application of all these tools using the built-in chat
function, as there are many students who refrain from
switching on their microphones or their cameras but can be
encouraged to type their answers or ideas in the chat box.
Therefore, the application of chat boxes is crucial. There has
been an increasing interest in the study of the chat functions in
online education. The chat function of different tools can
positively enhance the interaction between higher education
students [39]. Moreover, it can also provide help when
assessing students by enabling the teacher to create
anonymous groups and thereby assess the individuals
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anonymously [40].

Having a look at all the different methodologies and online
tools, this paper concentrates on examining how satisfied
foreign students are with online education, which includes the
usage of the BBB system, its chat function and co-creation.

III. STUDENT SATISFACTION

Satisfaction has been long studied and defined in the
literature. It has most broadly been defined as the comparison
of expectations and perceived service quality [41]. Customers’
previous experience, opinion and others’ word-of-mouth
recommendations might have an influence on their satisfaction
[42]. Customer satisfaction had an even more crucial role in
case of services due to their particular nature [43].
Measurement methods range from the traditional SERVQUAL
and SERVPERF scales [44], [45] to customer satisfaction
indices [46], [47].

In higher education, student satisfaction is defined based on
the expectations’ disconfirmation theory [41]. Student
satisfaction is the subjective comparison between students’
expectations and experience [48], [49]. Others also stated that
student satisfaction is expectations compared to service quality
perceptions [1].

Measurement of satisfaction in higher education is varied.
Quantitative measurement methods are based on customer
satisfaction indices tailored especially for higher education
[50], [51]. Several modifications of the SERVQUAL and
SERVPERF scales have also appeared in higher education.
The HedPERF scale examined satisfaction with the whole HEI
service environment [52], while the CUL-HedPERF scale was
supplemented with cultural factors [53]. The EDUQUAL
methodology took culture’s influence into account and
involved Hofstede’s cultural dimensions [54]. Other methods,
such as the HEQUAM and the HESQUAL, both used
modified SERQUAL scales [55], [56].

Qualitative methods for measuring student satisfaction have
also surfaced. Critical Incident Technique was used [57]
besides in-depth interviews [58] to uncover any differences
between students’ expectations and their perceived service
quality. Focus group discussions were also applied [59], [60]
and uncovered fields of student satisfaction not researched
before. However, there is a newfound interest in investigating
foreign students’ satisfaction during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Previous research has already been looking into different
aspects of foreign students’ lives and university studies, but
only few of them are concerned with students’ satisfaction
with teaching and applying new methodologies online.
Therefore, the current study aims to uncover whether foreign
students are satisfied with special emphasis put on new online
methods of learning.

IV. PRIMARY RESEARCH

The current primary research took place at the University of
Szeged, Faculty of Economics and Business Administration,
Hungary. The examined faculty is in a unique position, as
their international education has been on the rise, with more
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and more international students coming to study there. The
current situation hit the faculty as well, the pandemic
prevented many students from traveling from different
countries to do their studies physically in Hungary. Therefore,
foreign students’ education had to transfer fully online during
the academic year of 2020 and 2021 as well. By this academic
year, teachers have had the opportunity to equip themselves
with new creative ways of conveying their knowledge online.
Effective teaching and enjoyable classes are a must in online
education, as students’ knowledge and satisfaction might
depend on it.

A. Methodology and Sample

To reach the aim of the current paper, an online
questionnaire was circulated between foreign students of the
faculty in the fall semester of 2020/2021. The faculty had
around 150 foreign students at that time, and students’
willingness to fill out any surveys declined significantly
compared to previous years’ questionnaires. Therefore, the
sample consisted only of 26 international students, who
participated in either the first, second, third or last year of their
studies. Their language of instruction was English. Students’
countries of origin were France, Pakistan, China, Jordan, to
Azerbaijan and many more. Most scholarship holders arrive
with the Stipendium Hungaricum scholarship provided by the
Hungarian government. Table I shows the data of respondents.

TABLEI
PARTICIPANTS’ DATA

Finances Study program Number of students
Fee paying BSc 7
Fee paying MSc 1
Scholarship BSc 13
Scholarship MSc 5
Altogether 26

Due to the limited number of available foreign students at
the faculty, the current research is exploratory in nature.
Scales from previous literature were used to measure students’
satisfaction with tangibles, competence of teachers, teachers’
preparedness, classes quality and the online study material
[61], [62]. Respondents were provided 5-point Likert scales
corresponding to the higher education literature but modified
to fit the context of the currently ongoing pandemic. Each
examined aspect and the survey results are introduced in the
following chapter.

B. Results

Due to the limited number of respondents, mainly means
and standard deviation were used to analyze the data. First of
all, an overall satisfaction was investigated based on the
responses of 26 foreign students on a 5-point Likert scale,
where 1 is ‘Not at all satisfied’ and 5 is ‘Extremely satisfied’.
Results in Table 2 show that the overall satisfaction of how the
university is handling the pandemic situation is a little bit
better than average (M = 3.54; St.dev. = 0.81). This shows a
lower satisfaction level compared to previous studies at the
faculty.
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TABLE II
OVERALL SATISFACTION
Likert-scale Number of students

1 1

2 1

3 8

4 15

5 1

Mean 3.54

Students who gave 1 or 2 points on the Likert scale were
mostly 3" and 4™ year Bachelor students, while 3 points and
above were awarded by 1% and 2™ year Bachelor and Master’s
students. These results seem quite interesting, as one might
expect first-year students to be less satisfied with not being
able to attend in-class education.

Regarding their studies abroad, students were asked their
overall satisfaction with their experience so far. Results are
shown in Table III. It is interesting that the highest mean
belongs to the item including ‘students made the right decision
when they chose this university’, while the lowest is their
experience with the university and the city itself. The city
might have influenced their evaluation of this scale question.

TABLE III
STUDENT EXPERIENCE
Scale item Mean Stm?ld?rd
deviation
My experience of the university and the city itself is
very satisfactory even though a worldwide pandemicis  3.38 0.98
afoot.
Overall, I am satisfied with my university and the city
. . 3.92 0.93
itself regardless of the pandemic.
I made the right decision when I chose this university 4.08 0.93
and this city regardless of the pandemic. ’ )
I am satisfied with the service provided by my
university during the pandemic (teaching, education, 3.46 1.07
etc.).
Mean 3.71

Looking closer at foreign student satisfaction, a comparison
of scale means would make it possible to see what factors
students were the most and least satisfied with during their
online education amidst the pandemic. Factors such as
tangibles, competence of teachers, teacahers’ preparedness,
living in the city class quality and online study material were
investigated. As the current study focuses on online
methodologies, the results are analyzed with special emphasis
on teachers and classes.

Table IV shows that in case of all categories, students were
rather satisfied with the examined categories. Every mean is
above 3.6. However, they do not reach 4 in any case. The
highest satisfaction mean can be seen regarding teachers’
competences and preparedness. Surprisingly, online class
quality is the lowest among the five categories. According to
the aim of the paper, further analysis on these three categories
is needed.

Overall, teachers’ preparedness received the highest mean
scores. Regarding this category, students were asked how
much they agreed with the statements shown in Table V, on a
five-point Likert scale. Respondents were most satisfied with
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how teachers present the course material (M = 4.00; St.dev. =
0.85) and generally least satisfied with whether teachers
understand students’ needs during the pandemic (M = 3.54;
St.dev. = 0.99). It seemed clear to most students what
evaluation criteria is used during the classes and they were
satisfied with the reliability of teachers.

TABLE IV
STUDENT SATISFACTION

category had the lowest overall mean (M = 3.61), the highest
mean of scale items could also be found here regarding the
easy availability of online study material (M = 4.04; St.dev. =
0.77). The lowest mean value belongs to ‘Online courses are
pleasure to attend.” (M = 3.27; St.dev. = 1.34). However, the
responses to this item could be highly biased, as it might not
effectively measure whether the courses are of high quality,
but it is also influenced by how students compare it to in-
classroom lectures and how they generally feel towards online

Scale category Mean )
Tangibles (4 items) 3.82 Classes.
Teachers’ preparedness (5 items) 3.84 TABLE VII
Online class quality (4 items) 3.61 ONLINE CLASS QUALITY
Teachers’ competence (6 items) 3.86 . Standard
S . . Scale item Mean L
Living in the city (4 items) 3.66 deviation
Mean 3.76 Online courses are pleasure to attend (I enjoy going). 3.27 1.34
Most classes are interesting even online (the material is
int . di ted i d 3.38 1.17
TABLE V in erest.mg and is presented in a goo way).
TEACHERS’ COMPETENCES The online study material is well-developed. 3.73 1.08
- Standard The online study material is easily available. 4.04 0.77
Scale item Mean "
deviation Mean 3.61
University teachers understand students’ needs during the
. 3.54 0.99
pandemic.
Teachers are reliable (I can count on them to keep their 396 1.00 V.CONCLUSIONS
promises) during the pandemic. All in all, we can conclude that respondents were mostly
Teachers present the course material in a clear and 4 R K .
informative way during the pandemic (c.g.: online) . 00 085 satisfied with the examined factors, as each mean value of the
Teachers convey the essence of the study material 3.88 0.95 examined categories was above 3.6. Examined foreign
i effectively online. students were most satisfied with teachers’ competences and
Foreign students always know the evaluation criteria of a 396 0.96 dn hile th 1 isfied with onli 1
subject during the pandemic. . . prepgre ess, while they were least satisfied with online class
Students always get relevant feedback to their work even 381 0.90 quality.
online (marks and written or explained). Teachers’ competences and preparedness were given high
Mean 3.86

Teachers’ preparedness also received high scores of student
satisfaction. If we take a look at the scales in this category
shown on Table VI, we can conclude that students were most
satisfied with the language skills of teachers (M = 3.96;
St.dev. = 0.87) and teachers’ theoretical knowledge (M = 3.88;
St.dev. = 0.99). Respondents were least satisfied with
teachers’ preparedness for students’ online learning needs and
practical knowledge conveyed online (M = 3.77 for both).
However, their mean value can still be considered high.

TABLE VI
TEACHERS’ PREPAREDNESS

Scale item Mean Stagdz}rd
deviation
Teachers are well-prepared for international students'
. . 3.77 1.21
online learning needs.
Teachers have excellent theoretical knowledge to be
. 3.88 0.99
conveyed online.
Teachers have excellent practical knowledge they can
. 3.77 0.86
convey online.
Teachers have the ability to convey their knowledge to
- 3.81 1.17
students online.
Overall, the English language skills of our teachers are 396 087
good.
Mean 3.84

In contrast to the previously examined categories, online
class quality got the lowest means of all examined factors.
However, there are some discrepancies found in the items’
means that can be found in Table VII. Even though this
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mean scores by the respondents. Therefore, teachers in the
foreign programs at the faculty, who use the examined
methods pedagogical tools got valuable feedback on their
work. This also shows that their efforts pay off, when
carefully designing their online classes, as now amidst the
pandemic, they have had time to prepare for the upcoming
semesters.

The measurement of online class quality might have been
biased. As the results of this category are not consistent with
high mean scores for teachers’ competences and preparedness,
the online class quality should be further investigated.
Specifically, one item in the group seemed to have been
biased, as it might have involved the specific feeling of
students towards online education in general, and therefore
failed to measure what it was intended to measure.

Further research would be necessary to examine teachers’
online classes individually. Doing so would provide teachers
information on their classes and a possibility for students to
evaluate classes and the applied teaching methods separately.
However, this would pose an additional burden on students to
evaluate each and every class they had during a semester,
which might not result in many responses for each and every
course, lecture, seminar and teacher.

All in all, the results of the current research are important
for the faculty and for the teachers as well for a number of
reasons. First of all, teachers did not get an insight into how
satisfled specifically foreign students are with online
education during a worldwide pandemic. This research was
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among the first ones to examine foreign students and their
satisfaction with online education at the faculty. Secondly,
they got feedback on what their online classes are like and
whether there is any need for improvement or modification,
which is crucial as we do not foresee how long the pandemic
might last. Last but not least, students might have felt involved
and saw that their opinion matter for the faculty as they were
asked how satisfied they had been during the pandemic, and
in-depth discussions by faculty members have been now
expanded with the current survey.
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