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Abstract 

During the computer and internet era, there have been a lot of developments in the education 

field with increasing information technologies. These positive effects have been felt much 

more for the last few years, especially during the Covid-19 pandemic. This research 

investigated the use of the Learning Management System-UKEY at Bursa Uludağ University 

in Turkey by using a survey that includes six questions. In this context, it was aimed to 

determine the experiences of using UKEY on courses within the transition of lectures to 

distance education and digital change. The study was carried out on 42 academics from 

different institutes. It has been observed that academics mostly use the learning platform to 

share their course contents. As a significant result, it was found that the academics were more 

reluctant to encourage their students in online discussions. In doing so, it can be said that one 

of the main obstacles to using interactive online tools for supporting student activities is 

academic attitudes to LMS. However, it was comprehended that if LMS was used 

appropriately, it could positively affect students’ motivation and contribute precisely to the 

education process. According to the results, it has been seen that the academic approaches, 

which have an essential role in the transformation of technology, were vitally important during 

the change period and affected the success of the digital/technology transformation. The results 

revealed that it was essential to make face-to-face learning and increase the efficiency of the 

learning platforms. Consequently, it can be emphasized that learning with interactive tools on 

learning platforms will be planned more shortly within the scope of LMSs, which is considered 

an alternative solution to face-to-face training. 

Keywords: Higher Education, Learning Management Systems, UKEY, Covid-19 pandemic 

 

1. Introduction 

There have been many developments in every area, even in the education field, regarding 

the everyday usage of information technologies for the last decades. The internet, which has 

become a necessity of the Information period (computer period, digital period, new media 

period, or electronic period), has been an indispensable part of educational technology. With 

the development of telecommunication and computer technologies, especially with the spread 

of the internet, the most significant change has been in communication. Organizations will be 

one level forward in the competitive conditions if they can monitor changes and use 

information technologies like the internet and Learning Management Systems (LMSs) 

prominently in their strategies. LMS is one of the fast-developing technologies broadly used in 

schools and higher education, and the increasing use of LMS forms a new prototype known as 

e-learning. Consequently, universities worldwide started reconsidering their policies according 

to modern technologies that help reach their purpose (Naidu, 2006; Alharbi & Drew, 2014).  

Organizations such as private and governmental companies must prepare their employees 

for ongoing developments if they don’t want to miss the Information Age. This situation can 

also apply to all school types. In this age, rapid developments in communication technologies 
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affect the structure and form of education, forcing educators to develop new education 

programs and learning-teaching models. It has been reported on the rapid acquisition of 

knowledge and the rapid adaptation of teachers and learners to rapid changes in learning 

platforms in LMSs (Meyer, 2016). Thus, learning platforms are used at schools and 

universities, especially for digital educational contexts. They enable the transfer and 

organization of material, often offer various exchange channels, and allow learning progress to 

be technically tracked. All these functions must be decided on whether they are the helpful 

case-by-case basis. 

According to Meyer (2016), LMSs are integral to schools and universities. They see 

themselves as web-based “Software systems for organization, control, and communication for 

learning and teaching” (Kultusministerkonferenz, 2016) and enable learning content creation, 

modification, and publication. LMSs are mainly used “where many users encounter a sustained 

need for learning” (Müller, 2018). As web-based platforms, they address various educational 

tasks, from administering users and courses to assigning roles and rights to multiple options 

for communication and cooperation between teachers and learners. In addition, in the context 

of digitization in schools, universities, and companies, LMSs are considered decisive markers 

for the change and reorientation of teaching (Borchert, Fritzenberg et al., 2017). 

These observed changes in Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) are broadly 

used in education and other industry, business, and government areas. However, the usage of 

information technologies has gained new dimensions daily and continues to influence life 

considerably (Lewis et al., 2005). For example, LMS in education processes would be more 

critical to get efficient activities during and after the Covid-19 pandemic considering blended 

training methods adopting both traditional and distance education methods in all aspects of 

education (Kurnaz & Serçemeli 2020, Aydemir, 2021). Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, all 

educational institutions, including universities, were forced to switch to digital teaching and 

learning. Previous teaching and learning formats had to be implemented exclusively online in 

the short term, which presented many universities, lecturers, and learners with major or minor 

hurdles (Kerres, 2020). Instead of a well-thought-out and planned digital transformation, 

students and lecturers were quickly confronted with many innovations and requirements 

because of the Covid-19 pandemic. During this time, they had to switch to e-learning. Kerres 

(2018) defines E-learning as providing and using teaching and learning material using 

electronic media. It is a term for all forms of media-supported learning that integrate 

multimedia and communicative technologies (Kerres, 2018). It is considered a significant and 

essential key for innovative university teaching (Persike & Friedrich 2016, Schünemann & 

Budde 2018, Metzner et al., 2019). All these studies have displayed that universities 

increasingly rely on digital formats for teaching and learning in training and further education.  

However, various organizational factors must be considered when designing the learning 

conditions and the learning process. According to Kreidl (2011), learning with digital media 

brings many new challenges, so universities should establish supportive measures on content 

and technical level (Kreidl, 2011). The organizational design also includes the technical 

implementation of the offer. Especially, user-friendliness and functionality of digital learning 

environments shape study behavior (Persike & Friedrich, 2016). For example, students demand 

transparency about the examinations, structured processes, and clear communication. 

Moreover, Ehlers (2011: 180) emphasizes that “the learning platform - in the sense of technical 

functionalities - is a factor that can influence motivation.” (Ehlers, 2011). Digital learning 

opportunities have been developed, tested, and used at many Turkish universities recently. 

LMS at Bursa Uludağ University (BUÜ), which calls “UKEY,” is one of them. From this point 

of view, it is thought that this study can determine the current situation in the context of distance 
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learning and distance education in light of scientific data and provide factual data to institutions 

and researchers so that plans can be made in line with attainable targets. 

2. Review of literature 

2.1. Learning Management Systems (LMS)  

In prior research, it can be seen that the applications of computers to education are dated 

back 1950’s and are named differently, such as computer-based order (CBI), computer-assisted 

order (CAI), and computer-assisted learning (CAL). In the beginning, LMS had some other 

expression, integrated learning system (ILS), which provides functionality beyond 

instructional content, such as managing and tracking individual directions and incorporating 

crosswise the system (Bailey, 1992; Becker, 1992; Brush et al., 1999; Parr & Fung, 2001; 

Szabo, 2002; Watson & Watson, 2007). 

These studies explain LMS as a Learning Management System initially used to describe the 

management system components, content-free and separate from the courseware. According 

to Watson & Watson (2007), the expression LMS currently explains several educational 

computer applications. 

Other studies also reported that LMS is the frame that comprises all ingredients of the 

learning procedure. An LMS is the basic structure that presents and handles educational 

content, realizes, and evaluates personal and organizational learning or teaching purpose, 

follows the progression toward meeting those aims, and collects and delivers data to observe 

the learning procedure of an organization as a whole (Szabo, 2002). Furthermore, an LMS 

provides information and manages course application and management, skills gap analysis, 

tracking, and reporting (Gilhooly, 2001). 

Universities in the USA began to combine the programs used in the education process with 

the internet in the early nineties, thus creating the first LMSs (Newber et al., 1994) applications. 

Since that time, most LMS have tools for Online Asynchronous Discussion (OAD) planned to 

encourage learner(s)-to-learner(s) interaction (Murphy, 2004; Murphy & Loveless, 2005). 

Many researchers are optimistic about using LMSs to create effective learning environments 

and improve the learning experience by supporting learner-centered techniques and 

collaborative methods (Ubell, 2000; Wilson & Stacey, 2004; Blin & Munro, 2008; 

Ladyshewsky & Gardner, 2008; Bush & Mott, 2009; Fındık & Özkan, 2010). There are studies 

about discussion forums and other tools that may facilitate group homework and enhance the 

learning experience through interaction and sharing of information. They can also elicit group 

identity and improve learning by promoting a community of learners (Hopperton, 1998; 

Murphy 2004; Irwin & Berge, 2006). It has also been argued that, even if courses are given on-

campus, OADs elicit students to structure and organize their thoughts better than chatting in 

real-time or face-to-face discussions (Cheng et al.; 2011). 

Nowadays, it is observed that computer-based learning platforms are increasing in 

educational institutions. Moving the education environment partially or entirely to the internet 

environment has gained importance in using software and hardware technologies in education. 

Institutions now need integrated educational software that complies with their academic 

standards, curricula, and assessment tools. In previous researches, some of which have been 

above-mentioned, it can be read that computer usage in education started in the 1950s (Watson 

& Watson, 2007). Since then, many terminologies and concepts forced to use computers in 

education have entered. LMSs are one of them. They are briefly defined as interactive tools 

that enable learning and teaching processes to be carried out over the internet with various tools 

and features it contains. It is an integrated system that allows the management of educational 

content, monitoring of learners and lecturers, and allows individualizing the learning and 
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teaching processes. The primary difference between LMSs and other computer terms is that 

LMSs systematically cover the entire learning and teaching procedure. 

When we look at the definitions of the term LMS in different sources, it is seen that Network 

Management is defined as a software package that provides the management, distribution, and 

delivery of learning resources to students (Dictionary, 2022). Many LMSs enable access and 

manage learning content from anywhere and at any time. In Wikipedia, the LMS is expressed 

as management software that allows students to choose courses, record course, content 

presentation, measurement and evaluation procedures, and user information in distance or 

blended education (Wikipedia, 2022). Besides, LMSs can be defined as software that offers 

different options for learning and managing these experiences, as well as platforms that provide 

the management of teaching and learning processes, access information for educational 

purposes, and collect information sharing and communication processes. 

In line with this information, LMS can be explained as software that provides management 

of learning activities. Services in LMS can differ from one system to others. However, basic 

services may contain admission control, performance administration, communication skills, 

evaluations, study timetable documentation, and supply of learning content (Cavus & Ala’a, 

2009). It is also seen that these systems offer functions like presenting the learning material, 

sharing and talking about the learning topics, organizing courses, carrying out homework’s and 

exams, providing feedback about this homework and exams, managing the learning materials, 

and also giving a chance to make notes about students, lecturers, and the system (Paulsen, 

2002). In this case, an LMS can enable a meaningful division of activities in the course process, 

simple communication between learners, active participation, and feedback to institutions and 

learners. In this respect, LMSs, which provide an infrastructure with advanced tools and 

features, are frequently used in such educational environments (Rubin et al., 2010). Also, these 

systems are mainly used for purposes suchlike as distribution and management of content, as 

well as providing opportunities for interaction between learners and lecturers (Aydın, 2003; 

West et al.; 2007).  

Furthermore, to make course materials more accessible on the web, LMSs can also present 

lessons with more exciting and extensive content, exchange information in interaction with 

students and lecturers, and promote learning continuity (Dutton et al., 2004). Concerning 

studies and books on the usage of LMSs from the beginning of this century, it becomes evident 

that researchers support the creation of student-centered methods and effective learning 

environments. Accordingly, researchers stated that LMSs had improved the learning 

experience, and these developments continue (Ubell, 2000; Blin & Munro, 2008; Bush & Mott, 

2009; Fındık & Özkan, 2010). Related to this, many researchers have claimed that LMSs can 

improve learning (Hopperton, 1998; Murphy, 2004; Irwin & Berge, 2006). It is also stated that 

the use of other computer-based learning methods to provide online discussions and interaction 

in the learning process within an LMS can significantly improve the learning experience 

(Yarusso, 1992; Anderson & Kanuka, 1998; Cronjé, 2006). 

Studies were conducted to determine LMSs and their usage areas. In their research, 

Malikowski, Thompson, and Theis (2007) investigated which lecturers adopted the LMS in the 

learning process and divided the interactions into three groups according to their frequency of 

use. Accordingly, the most common aim of this study was to convey the content to the learners. 

In this context, the first group was focused on uploading files to the learning environment, 

transferring the learning content to the system, entering announcements, and following the 

learner’s success. The second group represented the assessment of learners and the interaction 

in the class. This group was also assigned features such as interactive tools and online 

discussions, messaging, classroom interaction, quiz assessments, and homework submissions. 
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Finally, the rarely used category included the course evaluation. For example, surveys measure 

course satisfaction and lecturers’ performance (Malikowski et al., 2007). 

In another research, Lonn and Teasley (2009) discussed the benefit to the learners and 

lecturers and the log records obtained from the system related to Sakai, an online learning 

platform included in the LMS and used to promote face-to-face learning. While the lecturers 

found it beneficial to provide the learner-lecturer and learner-learner interactions in this study, 

the learners considered the LMS to save time. The Log Management System data of this 

research showed that activities with low interaction rates, such as content sharing, assignments, 

and announcements, are about 95% of the use of the LMS and 5% of the speed of interaction 

with higher interaction tools such as instant messaging, discussion environment (Lonn & 

Teasley, 2009). The research conducted by Herse and Lee (2005) showed that students are 

most satisfied with sharing the course materials in the LMS environment (Herse & Lee, 2005). 

It turns out that the function of LMSs is to facilitate learning activities and perform them 

more systematically and planning. The learning method is constantly improved if learning 

activities are evaluated through these systems. Since the student’s actions are monitored, the 

learners are helped when necessary (Duran et al., 2006). However, educational environments 

need to be carefully planned to help learners organize their learning lives. A successful learning 

experience matches the learning environment and the learner’s needs (Alkan, 1987, Federico, 

2000). In well-structured interactive environments where learners have access to different 

sources and other people, learners, according to (Aydın, 2003), can simultaneously and 

asynchronously with lecturers and actively interact with content, thus achieving a meaningful 

and lasting learning process. Also, one can design and provide more hands-on classroom 

activities and materials as long as one tries to understand better learner behavior and 

preferences in LMS (Mogus et al., 2012). 

Over the last decade, universities have faced socio-economic and technological changes 

(Fox, 2007). Therefore, the demand for more flexible courses and study opportunities for 

students, the similarity of European higher education programs in connection to the Bologna 

Process, and the pressure to use information and communication technologies can be shown. 

When evaluated from this point of view, Instructional Management Systems will inevitably 

occur in most universities worldwide. Studies showed that more than 95% of all replying 

universities in the USA have accepted one or more LMS (Arroway et al., 2010) and that the 

same tendency is also in the UK (Browne et al., 2006). 

2.2. Using ICT in Higher Education in Turkey  

Various projects and initiatives have been on the agenda since the mid-1980s. Still, the 

earliest significant step for information and communication technologies in higher education 

programs in Turkey was the establishment of the National Academic Network and Information 

Center (ULAKBIM) in 1996, which is a part of the Turkey Scientific and Technological 

Research Council (TUBITAK) (Çağlayan & Bener, 2006; Tosun, 2008; Ateş, 2020). The 

“Strategic Plan of the Ministry of National Education (MoNE), 2015-2019” aimed to improve 

schools’ ICT infrastructure, support the production of digital content and develop teacher 

training on how to use these infrastructures and content effectively (Akdur, 2017). 

As in many countries, the using ICT in education is seen as a strategic matter in Turkey. 

The premise is that with the development of telecommunication and computer technologies, 

especially with the spread of the internet, universities have to monitor changes and use 

information technologies prominently in their practice to keep up the quality of education and 

prepare students for the future. Turkish government supports ICT development in higher 

education through national policies and budgets for establishing these systems (Tecim & 
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Gökşen, 2009). Many plans and procedures intended to encourage the usage of digital 

instruments were published through the websites of higher education organizations. All 

institutions have admission to the national network that offers many features of LMS, although 

some have chosen different systems. (Tosun, 2008).  

2.2. LMS (UKEY) at BUÜ 

BUÜ is a state university established in 1975 in Bursa, Turkey. Besides the central campus, 

there are seventeen other campuses in distributed locations with thirty-four colleges. The first 

faculty was the Faculty of Medicine, founded in 1970 within a relationship with the University 

of Istanbul. In 1974 the Faculty of Economics and Social Sciences at the University of Bursa 

was founded. The information about the BUÜ demographics is given in Table 1. BUÜ has four 

institutes, fifteen faculties, three colleges, fifteen vocational schools, and one conservatory. 

BUÜ has approximately 2,577 academic staff and 65,834 enrolled students. Today, BUÜ is the 

biggest university in Turkey in the number of students. It also offers courses and programs in 

most academic disciplines at the master's and doctorate levels (www.uludag.edu.tr). 

Regarding Turkey's national strategic plan, BUÜ pays attention to including LMS in 

learning and teaching programs and practices. These attempts aim to promote both academics 

and students with technical support. Furthermore, workshops and webinars have been 

conducted to increase academics’ awareness of LMS. However, face-to-face lessons and 

teaching are still the official training method at the university. The Learning Management 

Program called “UKEY” (BUÜ Institutional, Educational, and Research Management System) 

has been prepared to manage, record, monitor, and evaluate all activities carried out in the 

quality of education and research at BUÜ. UKEY, whose infrastructure is based on the software 

developed with the facilities at the IT Department, was implemented with the first application 

launched in the Faculty of Education in the 2013-2014 fall semester. It provides lessons, in-

service training, consultation, meetings, seminars, and various educational and managerial 

activities. This program, which is put into service, works in integration with the “Information 

Package” and “Student Automation System” created as a result of the studies within the scope 

of the Bologna Process and makes many data evaluable for users by taking these data from 

these programs (Alyaz et al., 2014). 

 

Table 1. BUÜ demographics 

Campuses and Faculties 

Total campus Institute Faculty College Vocation Conservatory 

17 4 15 3 15 1 

University Member Statistics 

Professors 
Associate 

Professors 

Assistant 

Professors 
Lecturers Instructors Total 

652 317 224 595 789 2.577 
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Figure 1. Some screen pictures from UKEY 

As seen in some screen pictures from UKEY in Figure 1, all of the homework, projects, 

exams, and other education and training activities prepared by our undergraduate and graduate 

students on paper can be carried to the computer environment. This program enables students 

to develop teamwork and individual development by preparing homework and group projects. 

Forum and visual communication platforms have also been created to eliminate the disruptions 

in student-academic meetings and communication, mainly due to the increasing workload and 

lessons. Any task assigned through UKEY is added to the automatically created plan for the 

user, and the task is informed via e-mail to the person who gives or undertakes the task, and by 

providing a warning in case the given job is not completed; it also contributes to the planning 

of the business and educational lives of the users as a job tracking program 

(www.uludag.edu.tr). 

3. Aim and Purpose  

The literature review reveals that studies on the use LMSs are well documented. It is also 

well-acknowledged that LMSs used in different organizations, like universities. And academic 

and student satisfaction with using an LMS is related to their readiness for it. Previous studies 

mainly focus on measuring the behavior of academics toward LMS systems before the Covid-

19 pandemic period. In response to this gap in the literature, this study aims to investigate the 

use of UKEY in BUÜ and identify the differences in the use pattern and opinions of lecturers 

about UKEY. It includes the extent to which digital teaching and learning formats academics 

used in their classes in 2019-2020 during the Covid-19 pandemic. The results are analyzed to 

suggest broader utilization of UKEY in BUÜ. 

The concern of this study resulted from several approaches. First, previous research has not 

investigated faculty staff behavioral aim to use LMS at BUÜ during the Covid pandemic. 

Second, the findings of this study will present different inputs and insights into the academics’ 

perceptions of LMS of other faculties. Third, this study will facilitate future research on LMS 

within the university context in Turkey. This study selected and revised a survey to adapt the 

existing LMS acceptance context that may be reprocessed in new academic researches. 

4. Methodology  

It was used an online survey for data collection in this study. Online surveys offer several 

benefits, such as saving time and costs by overcoming geographic distance. The advantage of 

a survey is the assurance of anonymity for the participants. On the other hand, a survey enables 

them to give more thoughtful and honest answers because there are no possible interviewer 

mistakes. There is no pressure from an interviewer or a group present (Schnell et al., 1999, 
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Wright, 2005; Alharbi & Drew, 2014). Finally, the online survey used in this study was 

developed to verify the relationship between questions. 

The online survey was adapted from the original measurement scales and other literature 

with some modifications and the required wording changes to fit the context of LMS use (Herse 

& Lee, 2005; Wright, 2005; Garrote & Pettersson, 2011; Garrote Jurado et al., 2019). To avoid 

problems that can appear in wording, measurements, and uncertainties, the survey was pre-

tested by two volunteers. It was highlighted that such a pre-test is important because wording 

problems considerably influence the survey’s exactness (Bougie & Sekaran, 2019). 

4.1. Research Design and Data Collection Tools 

The survey consists of two parts. The first part includes a nominal scale to identify 

participants’ socio-demographic information such as gender, age, academic rank, academic 

field, and teaching experience (Mitchell, 1998). Six questions are measured according to the 

study in the second part, as discussed in the survey below. 

A practical application of LMS should contemplate academics' views using such systems 

for teaching. With this research, the survey determined the academics’ opinions about the use 

of UKEY in BUÜ. Thus, the views of academics who use the UKEY platform were presented. 

The quantitative method was used to evaluate the data in the research. Therefore, the primary 

aim of the present study is to determine based on the opinions of the academics by using a 

quantitative design to investigate the following research questions: 

1. Do your students use the LMS to collaborate on some projects in your courses? 

2. Do you use the LMS to provide your students with study material? 

3. Do your students use the LMS to discuss the subject of their courses? 

4. Do you think your students discuss the subject of their courses using some other 

program (such as Facebook or Twitter)? 

5. Do you encourage your students to engage in online discussions? 

6. Do you think all students should engage in online discussions? 

The survey was adapted from Garrote’s (2019) study “European Lecturers’ Perceptions of 

Interactive Tools in Learning Management Systems” (Garrote Jurado et al., 2019). Organized 

as a four-digit Likert-type survey for three questions, a value of 1-4 of the answers could be 

selected, choosing “always” (1), “sometimes” (2), “once/very rare” (3), and “never” (4), and 

in the survey, which was organized as a three-digit Likert type for two questions, the answers 

were asked to select a value between 1-3 and indicate “always” (1), “sometimes” (2), and 

“never” (3). In the last question of the survey, it was asked to mark one of the opportunities, 

which are “Yes, during in most courses.”, “Yes, but only in certain courses.”, “Yes, but 

voluntarily.”, and “No, those who wish can always discuss if they want.”. Besides, if the 

academics had any comments they wished to add to each question, they were allowed to write 

this. 

This survey was uploaded to the internet and was made with Google Documents to collect 

the data. It was made available in the academic year 2019-2020 during the Covid-19 pandemic. 

The survey link was sent to 148 academics’ e-mails. Ten days later, once more, a follow-up e-

mail was sent. These two e-mails formed all of the responses for the study. They activated their 

connections, answered every question, and registered their answers. The academics were 

informed about the study's purpose, the survey's content, and ethical considerations. After 

consenting to join the study, the academics could complete the survey. The answers were 
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caught up through a Google account and downloaded in Excel as a table to the computer. The 

results are analyzed to suggest a wider usage of UKEY in BUÜ. 

Ethical clearance was provided for all participants before the survey. Participation in this 

survey was voluntary, and data was collected anonymously. This study did not include personal 

information about the participants. Before starting the survey, all participants were informed 

about the research's concern and how data was collected. It was clarified that the participation 

is established on the subjects’ interest, that they are not compulsory to participate, and that they 

may refuse to participate at any time. Their right to withdraw at any time during the survey 

was clearly stated. Moreover, (Alharbi & Drew, 2014) recommend that research data in 

researches should be assured confidently, which was also done in this research. 

Academics were asked to fill out an online survey about the usage behavior of their digital 

advertising tool and learning platform (UKEY). During the Covid-19 pandemic, academics 

were mainly conducted via UKEY, with Google Meet as the primary video conferencing 

system. The existing LMS (UKEY) was used for the online exams, tasks, and submissions. 

Online functions on the digital platform (UKEY) also measured the students’ course 

performance. 

4.2. Sampling Technique and Participants 

Sampling is an approach to making a conclusion based on a small presentation of a specific 

population when getting feedback from an entire people is hard. (Jemain et al., 2007). The 

sample in this survey is considered a subset of the chosen academics from different institutes 

at BUÜ. It is seen that convenience sampling was used in many studies investigating 

technology acceptance. Therefore, convenience sampling was selected since it was the optimal 

technique for this study. Finally, the present study used non-probability convenience sampling 

as a sampling technique. Additionally, this technique quickly provides a better feedback rate 

(Alharbi & Drew, 2014). 

The participants were chosen using a practical random sampling method. The information 

about academics’ contacts and email addresses was obtained from different faculties or 

departments. The participants in this study were 42 academics working at BUÜ during the 

2019-2020 academic year, and they voluntarily participated in the online survey. In context 

with the survey, participants were given short information about the research goal and its 

contribution to the subject. 

4.3. Data Analysis  

Academics answered each question and recorded their answers by activating the link sent 

via Google Documents. Accordingly, the responses were obtained through a Google account 

and downloaded to the computer. The data were tabulated with Microsoft Excel and Word 

support and analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Science software (SPSS-IBM) for 

Windows (version 25). 

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the survey. The internal consistency of the 

question scales was examined with Cronbach’s alpha (α) coefficient (CAC) (Cronbach, 1984; 

Eisinga et al., 2013). CAC can be written as a function of the number of test questions and the 

average inter-correlation among them as follows in Eq 1: 

𝛼 =  
𝑁 .𝑐̅

�̅�+(𝑁−1).𝑐̅
                                                     Equation (1) 
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Here, N is equal to the number of questions, 𝑐̅ is the average inter-question covariance 

among the questions and �̅� equals the average variance. The level of significance adopted for 

the statistical tests was 5%, that is, P < 0.05. 

5. Findings  

5.1. Demographic and Descriptive Statistics  

The study sample in the present research consisted of academics working in different 

institutes at a state university in Turkey during the 2019-2020 academic year. This study aimed 

to examine the use of UKEY in BUÜ. Therefore, it has been prepared a survey and then it was 

analyzed academics’ opinions about UKEY. As mentioned earlier, within the survey described 

overhead, all participants had access to the demographic section, which is presented first. 

As presented in Figure 2, of the 148 enrolled academics from 4 institutes invited to 

participate in the study, 42 respondents completed the online survey. The return rate in the 

overall response was 28.4%. Although this ratio was slightly low when compared to other 

research (Alharbi & Drew, 2014), it does not pose a problem-scientifical- theoretical in terms 

of this study (Smith, 2008). The majority of participants were females in terms of gender, with 

28 (66.7%) females and 14 (33.3%). In other words, female academics have contributed much 

more to the survey. Moreover, academics belonged to different age groups, but the great 

majority were between 30 and 50 years, with 14.3% from 25 to 30, 40.5% from 31 to 40, 28.6% 

from 41 to 50, and 16.7% above 50, an age range of 25 to 55 (M=40.0). The results generally 

reveal that 66.7% of respondents were Assistant Professors of higher ranks. The majority of 

academics have been teaching at Educational, and Natural Sciences, 45.2 and 28.6%, 

respectively, and a small part of academics has been working at BUÜ for less than five years 

(4.8% for 1-3 years and 14.3% for 3-5 years). All demographic results in Figure 2 indicated 

that the academic persons had a good experience expressing their valid opinions while 

answering the survey. 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Some demographic and descriptive information 
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5.2. Validity and Reliability Statistics  

It frequently uses multiple-item scales to quantify constructs that are not directly 

measurable. Likert-type scales are generally used to describe information such as attitudes, 

emotions, opinions, personalities, and descriptions, which are gathered in the social sciences 

(Likert, 1931). In this study, the survey questions were prepared using Likert-type scales to 

determine the Lecturers’ opinions about UKEY. When using Likert-type scales in the research, 

it is necessary to calculate and report CAC for internal consistency reliability for scales or 

subscales (Cronbach 1951). Reliability cares about internal consistency between multiple 

measurements of variables, and CAC is commonly used to measure it (Hair et al., 2014). The 

reliability of the survey means that answers are characterized by repetitiveness and are not 

connected with measurement errors. The evaluation of survey reliability-internal consistency 

is possible by CAC, which is considered the most important reliability index and is based on 

the number of questions of the survey, as well as on the correlations between them (Nunnally, 

1978; Cronbach, 1984; Anastasiadou, 2010; Anastasiadou, 2011). 

Responses were exported from the Google online survey hosting platform to analyze the 

raw data, tabulated with Microsoft Excel and Word, and analyzed using SPSS. The survey data 

was first evaluated through a reliability analysis for the consistency of the collected scale 

results. And the reliability analysis was performed as calculated by CAC, which usually ranges 

between 0 and 1. The closer CAC is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items in 

the scale, as per many studies (Nunnally, 1978; Santos, 1999; Gliem & Gliem, 2003, Sekaran 

& Bougie, 2016; Elsharif, 2019), surveys are examined to have internal consistency reliability 

when CAC exceeds 0.60 to 0.70, which means that the scale is acceptable. It was used 0.60 as 

the cutoff (minimum) level for CAC, and the values in each cell were averaged over six 

questions. 

Calculated CAC verified the stability of the survey for each set of survey questions in Table 

2. All measurements in this study showed a satisfactory reliability level, ranging from 0.590 to 

0.700. Generally, the larger the number of items in a scale (N), the more reliable the scale 

(Nunnally 1978). Hence, if the survey's total number of questions (N) has increased when other 

factors are constant in this study, CAC can be higher, as seen in Eq 1. 

 

Table 2. Questions-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean 

if Question 

Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Question 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Question 

Total Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

if Question Deleted 

Q2 11.74 9.564 0.311 0.167 0.692 

Q3 13.21 9.733 0.387 0.285 0.673 

Q4 11.52 7.329 0.606 0.531 0.590 

Q5 13.17 9.411 0.460 0.263 0.655 

Q6 11.36 7.894 0.534 0.418 0.620 

Q7 11.74 8.491 0.331 0.214 0.700 

 

The reliability statistics were calculated, and the results are displayed in Table 3. CAC value 

was statistically significant and equaled 0.698 for the total number of questions, suggesting 

that the questions had moderate-satisfactory internal consistency and were considered 

acceptable in most social science research situations (Bland & Altman, 1997; Anastasiadou, 

2011). It can be interpreted as quite reliable since the CAC value is 0.60≤α≥0.80. This value 

did meet the requirements for satisfactory reliability, as stated by Bland and Altman (Bland & 
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Altman, 1997). This may be due to the fact that all of the questions had tetrachotomous 

response categories, and it was slightly low due to the formative scaling (Leon et al., 1995). As 

a result, the survey can be considered reliable in terms of internal consistency in determining 

Lecturers’ opinions about UKEY. 

 

Table 3. Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach’s Alpha 
Cronbach’s Alpha Based on 

Standardized Questions 
N of Questions 

0.698 0.704 6 

 
 

5.3. Lecturers’ Opinions about UKEY 

Today, LMS is the most widely used at universities for teaching activities. Private 

companies have already practiced LMS routinely for their employee training, and now LMS is 

more common in many areas, mainly because of the Covid-19 pandemic. In the context of 

digitization in schools, universities, and companies, LMSs are considered a powerful feature 

for the change and reorientation of teaching (Wendeborn et al., 2018). 

Findings obtained from the survey were analyzed in six sections to determine lecturers’ 

perceptions of LMS at the BUÜ. This section is about UKEY used at university, and it is about 

the results of lecturers to assess their perceptions of the learning platform. The opinions of 

lecturers on the use of UKEY differ in some questions. The following section presents the 

analyzed data and the explained findings. The comments that lecturers would like to add to 

each question were also evaluated. 

 

Table 4. Do your students use UKEY to collaborate on their homework’s and projects in 

your courses? 

Answers f % 

 

Always 1   2.4 

Sometimes 16 38.1 

Once/Very rare 15 35.7 

Never 10 23.8 

The survey answers to the question “Do your students use the LMS to collaborate on their 

homework and projects in your courses?” was presented in Table 4. Lecturers expressed that 

nearly half of the students used the LMS for collaborating, with 2.4% from always and 38.1% 

from sometimes. 

When using the LMS, each lecturer uses several content elements differently. In the study 

by Wendeborn, Schneider, and Karapanos (2018), which researches their LMS at their 

university, forums are used most frequently, followed by working material in the courses. 

Similar to this finding, it can be said that the results at the BUÜ are nearly the same (Wendeborn 

et al., 2018). 
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Table 5. Do you use UKEY to provide your students with study material? 

Answers f % 

 

Always 32 76.2 

Sometimes 7 16.7 

Once/Very rare 2   4.8 

Never 1   2.4 

Considering the findings in Table 5 about the question “Do you use the LMS to provide 

your students with study material?” the majority of lecturers answered “always,” with 76.2% 

as the highest value. Besides, some lecturers reported in their comments about their LMS that 

they think, “This function in UKEY I find most useful” or “And, it provides great convenience” 

(Translations by the authors). 

 

Table 6. Do your students use UKEY to discuss the subject of their courses? 

Answers f % 

 

Always 1   2.4 

Sometimes 19 45.2 

Once/Very rare -- --- 

Never 22 52.4 

The lecturers surveyed have perceived the transition to digital platforms as labor-intensive 

and challenging. During a digital changeover, communicative skills are mainly required for 

digital teaching (Goetz, 2020). While the possibility of immediate feedback was assessed as 

positive, it turned out that the lectures at BUÜ did not provide the LMS as a choice to discuss 

the course subject. 

The findings in Table 6 are related to the question, “Do your students use the LMS to discuss 

the topics covered in the lessons?”. The lecturers’ answers have revealed that students are not 

mainly used to discussing the topics covered in the courses’ online discussion environments in 

LMSs. Nearly half of the students never used the LMS for discussion, with 52.4%. For this 

question, a lecturer commented, “No, I try to spare as much time as possible for my students 

in the lesson. I try to make my lessons as interactive as possible” and “Our students prefer to 

meet face-to-face because they can easily access their teachers rather than in the LMS UKEY.” 

(Translations by the authors). These comments can be seen as an explanation of why they never 

use their LMS. 

 

 

 

 

Table 7. Do you think your students discuss the subject of their courses, using some other 

program (such as Facebook or Twitter)? 

Answers f % 
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Always 31 73.8 

 

Sometimes 6 14.3 

Once/Very rare -- --- 

Never 5 11.9 

The findings in Table 7 belong to the question, “Do you think your students discuss the 

subject of their courses using some other program (such as Facebook or Twitter)?”. Looking 

at the answers, it can be seen that most students used a different program than LMS for 

discussing, with 73.8% from always and 14.3% from sometimes as the highest value. 

The situation can explain the high value that today’s university students can be seen as 

digital natives who have no idea what it would be like to live without social media and the 

internet. Therefore these students are believed to be ready to use the LMS (Hao, 2016). 

 

Table 8. Do you encourage your students to engage in online discussions at UKEY? 

Answers f % 

 

 

Always 4   9.5  

Sometimes 5 11.9  

Once/Very rare 12 28.6  

Never 21 50.0  

As is well known, an LMS has various content elements available to users to create online 

lectures. According to Wendeborn, Schneider, and Karapanos’s study (2018), these content 

elements are intruded into the course. However, the integration into a lecture says nothing about 

the actual usage behavior. They have found that access to forums and online discussions is 

relatively shallow (Wendeborn et al., 2018). 

A similar situation can also be found in the statements of the lecturers at the BUÜ. In the 

question in Table 8 on encouraging students to participate in online discussions in LMS, it can 

be seen that the minority of lecturers gave positive feedback on lecturers’ encouragement of 

their students, with 9.5% from always and 11.9% from sometimes. This value is found as the 

lowest value in the survey. From this point of view, it is figured out that lecturers do not 

encourage their students to participate in online discussions.  
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Table 9. Do you think all students should engage in online discussions? 

Answers f % 

 

Yes, during most courses 7 16.7 

Yes, but only in certain courses 9 21.4 

Yes, but voluntarily 11 26.2 

No, those who wish can always discuss if they want 15 35.7 

Undoubtedly, the direct, close exchange between students and their lecturers should be 

regarded as the most important factor. Wendeborn, Schneider, and Karapanos’s study (2018) 

found that students perceived direct, personal conversation and knowledge transfer in face-to-

face lessons as more effective and demanded direct communication.   

In connection with this finding, the lecturers also stated that the students should decide when 

to participate in online discussions. The results in Table 9 engage in the question, “Do you 

think that all students should engage in online discussions?”. Considering the answers, lecturers 

responded, “No, students can always discuss if they want.” with 35.7%. It is understood that 

lectures do not encourage and engage their students in online discussions. 

 

6. Discussion  

The present study investigated lecturers’ opinions on using their LMS (UKEY) at BUÜ. 

According to Table 4, nearly half (40.5%) of the students used the LMS for collaborating. The 

results demonstrated that only some content elements are integrated into the LMS's online 

courses. Also, some content is only used by a small proportion of users. This is consistent with 

what Wendeborn, Schneider, and Karapanos (2018) found in their studies (Wendeborn et al., 

2018). If the range of functions were reduced, hardly anyone would miss anything. Considering 

the software components, such as the ability of lecturers and learners to manage content, 

interactions, and reporting in LMSs, it was found that the lecturers at BUÜ use most of their 

LMS to provide course material to students. Similar results are in the findings reported by 

Garrote and Pettersson (2007) and Garrote and Pettersson (2011) (Garrote & Pettersson, 2007; 

Garrote & Pettersson, 2011). Their results showed that lecturers mostly use LMSs to provide 

access to course materials to their students. Only very few students used the online interaction 

function regularly. It was seen in Table 5 that the majority (76.2%) of lecturers at BUÜ use 

UKEY to spread the course content and retrieve documents for access. In this function, it can 

be seen that UKEY has supported the students primarily by providing textbooks, texts, or 

multimedia tools. Furthermore, it has facilitated the flow of information between the lecturer 

and the students. 

In addition, LMS enables teachers to be supported in various ways. For example, materials 

can be linked to online use of student support and a calendar so that certain documents can 

only be viewed at a specific time, for example, when an exam is passed. Another feature is that 

it allows online interaction. In this case, many learning platforms allow many modern LMS 

users to interact and collaborate. 

Looking at Table 6, the results showed that nearly half (52.4%) of the students never used 

the LMS to discuss the topics covered in the class. On the one hand, this situation can be 

explained by technical problems, such as the fact that the students do not have the internet and 

have difficulties participating in the discussion. Second, the results in this study support the 

findings in Perry’s study (2002) that this situation is known to be new to students from 
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traditional learning methods to which they are accustomed (Perry, 2002). They prefer direct 

contact and the direct transfer of knowledge in face-to-face lectures. In this context, because 

students cannot get used to learning with a constructive approach spontaneously and suddenly, 

it may be helpful to conclude that learning environments designed with a constructive approach 

should be presented more frequently to students. 

LMSs assist lecturers in delivering textbooks, texts, or multimedia tools to their students. 

This function is seen as a one-way process while facilitating information between the tutor and 

the learner and replacing previously used distribution tools, such as copiers, with less 

functioning tools. However, LMSs allow lecturers to be supported in various ways. For 

example, it can link materials to online use of course support and a calendar so that certain 

documents can only be viewed at a particular time, for example, if an exam is passed. The most 

used feature is that it allows online interaction. In this case, many learning platforms allow 

many modern LMSs users to interact and collaborate. 

As found in these studies (Garrote & Pettersson, 2007; Garrote & Pettersson, 2011), the 

results confirmed that lecturers mostly use LMSs to provide access to course materials to their 

students. Only very few students use the online interaction function regularly. This 

determination is important because the online interaction function of LMSs does not affect the 

pedagogical or didactic formation of the lessons. 

Online interaction provides many possibilities that positively affect and improve the 

learning process. However, the perceived value of online exchange may depend on what view 

of "knowledge" we adopt. In this context, it is understood that knowledge can be realized in a 

cognitive process by interaction with other people when we look at the constructivist view of 

knowledge and the learning approach in education. In this case, if the lecturers and learners 

stick to this view, they can take full advantage of collaborative work and online interaction. 

This perspective includes general competencies such as problem-solving and social skills. 

And it goes further than one from the point of view that provides the delivery and evaluation 

of a course’s materials. In this respect, these tools support interaction and collaborative work. 

And then, it is logical to expect that they can improve the learning process. Many academics 

would agree that this development should be a desired outcome for the education world, 

industry, and society. However, there are also demands from the industry and government that 

higher education should provide new jobs and be justified by economic growth (Beach, 2013; 

Lorenz, 2006). Nevertheless, Lorenz (2006) argues that the Bologna process will push higher 

education to be perceived as a marketable commercial practice. This situation is a chance for 

universities searching for academic freedom and money resources, by the importance of 

seeking knowledge and promoting democratic values and constructive freedom of expression 

(Karran, 2009). The process will inevitably force us to focus more on testable knowledge 

specific to the subject areas in response to government and business demands. As Kromydas 

(2017) found in his study, this situation has turned people away from their primary purpose in 

education, making them a tool in commercial development. 

As can be seen in Table 7, for discussing the course topics with different programs, it can 

be seen that the majority (73.8%) of students use another program because they are more 

knowledgeable of digital and technology environments. The results obtained in this study are 

compatible with the literature (Munoz-Organero, Munoz-Merino & Kloos, 2010; Wang, Woo, 

Quek, Yang & Liu, 2011). 

When examining the data in Table 8, half (50.0%) of the lecturers answered “never,” and 

the minority (21.4%) of lecturers gave positive feedback for encouraging their students to 

participate in online discussions. It is seen that lecturers do not nurture and engage their 
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students in online discussions (35.7%) in Table 9. When the studies in this field are analyzed, 

it is seen that online discussions take place in education, and LMSs are starting to be used by 

lecturers and learners. However, it can also be observed in some studies that student 

participation where online discussions are a condition of the course is higher than in online 

discussions are optional. 

In a similar study, Williams and Pury (2002) reported that the students in the group of 

compulsory students participated in more discussions, read more messages, and wrote more 

than those in the group of not obligatory. Findings in line with the usage of LMSs confirmed 

that lecturers accept that such learning platforms are now part of universities. In this context, 

before starting online discussions, it is necessary to consider what kind of performance is 

expected in terms of content, style, frequency of participation, and which language will be 

used. For this reason, the lecturers should determine their criteria before using the LMS since 

it would be helpful to give an evaluation criterion that indicates the grade value of each of these 

(Rovai, 2007). 

7. Conclusion  

In recent years, information technologies have been developing rapidly to increase the 

success of education systems worldwide. Educational activities have now moved out of the 

institutions to virtual platforms where students can easily access information when needed. 

Teaching has now been seen as a measurement and evaluation technique. It has become a 

structure in which electronic evaluation is made immediately after the information is given, far 

beyond the classical examination and assessment methods. This rapid change in the informatics 

world shows that the process is no longer irreversible. It opens the way for fast and easy access 

to information, which is now indispensable in today’s world. Thus, the doors of creating the 

"intellectual person" have been opened wide. And this is also possible with LMSs. Although 

there are a lot of LMSs in number at our age, there is no single one that "can meet all needs." 

Therefore, selected LMSs should be examined with their general characteristics, compared 

with each other, and the one that best meets the needs of the institution that will use the 

application should be selected. The use of LMS enables institutional and individual 

development. Choosing an LMS should be done with great care since it brings a radical change 

and is very costly. In this case, LMSs should be analyzed with their general features and should 

be selected considering the best matches the structure of the institution should be selected. For 

this, appropriate strategies should be determined, and the needs should be analyzed in the most 

detailed way. Particular attention should be paid to the fact that it is easy to use, flexible, 

suitable for development, accessible, compatible with other system contents, reliable, and 

capable of serving 24 hours (Hall, 2002). There are many reasons to use LMSs in the education 

process in many universities. It plays an important role, mainly due to the increased demand 

for access to higher education and increased competition for students coming to universities 

with high media literacy and related expectations. 

However, to understand the importance and logic of LMSs, it is necessary to see how 

technology will be used in the future, how it will open up in education, and how the needs of 

future learners and today’s learners will differ. The “e” in front of e-Learning will likely be 

removed in the future and learning and teaching procedure will be integrated with the electronic 

environment. In this context, LMSs will be important in every way in education at universities. 

At the same time, it should be borne in mind that using LMS in higher education requires a 

basic understanding of computer science in order to enable effective digitally supported 

knowledge acquisition, management, and distribution. Because for many of the academics who 

took their university education in the 1980s, it was a matter, of course, to explain to the students 

the worldwide body of knowledge of organized concepts in library science.  
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In conclusion, it can be said that the lecturers in this study were reluctant to use LMS in 

their lessons. However, the use of LMS systems has become crucial due to the interruption of 

face-to-face education, especially during the Covid-19 pandemic. It is necessary to identify the 

deficiencies first and then develop the LMS system since the Covid-19 pandemic period is 

continuing rapidly. But, in the near future, it is predicted that web-based education can be used 

as an alternative method planned within the scope of LMS in the near future compared to face-

to-face training. 

In this respect, current research results are thought at a level for setting light, guiding, and 

contributing to the experiences and evaluations of lecturers from different departments.  
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