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Introduction

On the 11™ of March 2020, the World Health Organization declared the COVID-19 outbreak
as a global pandemic (WHO, 2020). Education systems, all around the world, decided to
interrupt on site learning and teaching and to initiate some sort of online activities. UNESCO
estimated that by the end of 2020, approximately 139,000,00 learners were still being affected
by school closures (UNESCO, 2020) that continued during 2021 in many countries.

Those millions of learners constitute a very heterogeneous group in various aspects, and one
of them is the presence of a condition (e.g., a disability) that requires the attribution of
additional support to guarantee a successful educational path. In Europe, according to the
European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, the percentage of students with
an official decision of Special Educational Needs (SEN) in Europe averages 4,75% in primary
and lower-secondary (ranging from 1,02% in Sweden to 25,12% in Scotland), and 2,41% in
higher-secondary (ranging from 0,61% in Germany to 23,25% in Scotland) (EASNIE, 2018).

The school closures, after March 2020, took all countries by surprise, and evidence points to
the fact that “the inclusive dimensions of education received less public attention than its
more general or traditional dimensions” (EASNIE, 2021, p. 58). Nevertheless, a clear picture
of what happened with European students with disabilities, their parents and caregivers, and
teachers and therapists is yet to be accomplished. Much research has been published since the
year of 2020, but either focusing on specific country situations in a quantitative approach
(e.g., Jeste et al., 2020; Kast et al., 2021; Parmigiano et al., 2021; Tomaino et al, 2020) or
addressing a limited number of cases within a qualitative approach (e.g., Canning et al., 2021;
Couper-Kenney et al., 2021; Pozas et al., 2021; Yazcayir et al., 2021).

The goal of our study was to describe and compare the perceptions of teachers (regular and
special education), parents or other caregivers, and therapists about the educational process
implemented during the lockdown, in the six countries participating in the project. The results
were used as a part of the basic information needed to implement the ErasmusPlus project
“Supporting success for all — Universal Design Principles in Digital Learning for students
with disabilities” (SUCCESS4ALL).

To accomplish this task, we focused on three research questions:

1. What were the challenges faced by parents and caregivers during lockdown remotely
teaching students with disabilities?

2. What were the pedagogical adaptations implemented during lockdown?

3. Which materials, technologies and resources were used to support students with
disabilities in remote teaching?



2 Methodology

To analyze the topic of distance learning for students with SEN, it was decided to use an

online questionnaire as a research tool, as it allows information to be collected from a

large and representative sample of people. Following the analysis of the research results

previously carried out, it was possible to proceed with the creation of a questionnaire
which, in addition to including multiple target figures, also studied new areas not yet

explored.

2.1 Preparation

In figure 1 it is possible to observe the PRISMA 2009 Flow Diagram describing the first steps

of our research:
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The diagram in fig. 1 describes the process adopted to analyze the international literature
available in English. The results of this review were then integrated with literature in the
national language.
In table 1 is possible to see the description of the material collected during this research

phase and to which of the three research questions described above the surveys answered:
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2.2 The questionnaire

After the analysis of previous existing surveys, a new questionnaire was created. The
goal of it was to study how caregivers, teachers and therapists have faced the
challenge of supporting students with BES in a new technological environment
during distance learning. In accordance with the initial research questions, any tools
used to support the student with BES were investigated to identify the needs
identified and the specific resources to be made available to them. In addition, it was
considered important to analyze the methods of interaction between the different
figures surrounding the student and the perception of effectiveness by each of them.

For the creation of the questionnaire, it was necessary to plan the sequence of topics and
questions to be treated, prepare filter questions, formulate them, define the response
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methodology, write the initial instructions to facilitate the compilation and explain
the purpose of the study, choose the method and the platform to be used. This
questionnaire contains three sub-questionnaires: one dedicated to caregivers, one to
teachers and one to therapists. Four sections have been created for each target figure:
the first is dedicated to describing the lived situation, the second section focuses on
the pedagogical processes and didactic adaptations that have become necessary, the
third focuses on the resources that have been available and, finally, the final section
focuses on one's own personal assessments of the process. Following the first
general questions, the other sections provide specific questions by category.

In order to define the main characteristics of the sample made up of people who
answered the questionnaire, specific questions were formulated for each category.

The following questions were dedicated to teachers:
- Al: How long have you been teaching (years of practice)?

- A2: Have you had specific training to work with students with disabilities and special
educational needs?

- A3: At what school level do you teach?

- A4: What kind of disability does your student (s) have?

- A5: Does your student benefit from specific support services from the public service?
- A6: Does your student follow an individualized educational program?

- A13: What is the maximum level of support your student with disabilities needed to
participate in distance learning activities at the 2019/20 or 2020/21 lockdown?

Therapists were asked:
- Alt: What is your specialty?
- A2t: What kind of disability does your patient have?

- A7t: How many school-age patients did you give online support during the A.S.
lockdown? 2020/21?

- A10t: What level of support does your patient with a disability or SEN need to
participate in distance learning activities?

Caregivers, on the other hand, were asked:

- Alc: Age of the child?

- A2c: Educational level?

- A3c: What kind of disability does your child have?

- A4c: Does your child have a support teacher or is he assisted in his studies?



- A5c: Does your child follow an individualized educational program? - A15c: What
level of support does your child need to participate in distance learning activities?

- Al4c: Did school support activities continue during the lockdown with the same
frequency as before?

- Al6c: Did you support your son while he lectured remotely?

- A15: Did I prepare new materials for learners who needed special support during
periods without face-to-face lessons?

- B4: Did I present lesson content using multiple formats (e.g. audio, text, graphics,
video, sign language)?

- B5: Did I apply different strategies to make the lesson contents understandable to all
students (for example, by presenting glossaries, examples)? - B7: Have I based my
lessons on using suitable strategies to stimulate students to set personal goals so that
they can plan and monitor their performance?

B8: Have I included in all my courses different strategies to encourage student
interaction (e.g. drawing, conversation, dramatization, dance, video)?

- B9: In my lessons have I allowed my students to present their works using one or more
formats of their choice (e.g. written text, video, sign language)?

- C6: During the lockdown of the A.S. 2020/21, did I have enough time to support all
my students during remote lessons and activities?

- Q3: Have the needs and skills of my student been addressed and oriented according to
his / her problems?

- Q9: Was the program of learners with disabilities and special needs significantly
reduced during the lockdown?

- Q10: In general, were teachers able to select and implement adequate tools to ensure
the participation of students with disabilities and special educational needs?

- B1: It was easy to organize the online lessons and related materials so that all students
were able to self-regulate their learning (e.g. knowing what to do, when to do it, for
how long and why)?

- B2: Was it easy to organize my lessons and materials online to keep all students
engaged and motivated, while respecting their personal characteristics (for example,
explaining the importance of the topics)?

- B3: Was it easy to organize my online lessons considering the interests, profile and
resources of all the students?



- B6: It was easy to organize my lessons so that all the students understood what they
were supposed to be learning (for example, I started lessons with an outline of the
didactic contents, periodically remembering the objectives of the activities)?

- Q2: Overall, has the quality of the educational process decreased?

- Q4: Should some of the teaching adjustments that were made during the lockdown
continue in the future?

- Q5: Has my student been prevented from accessing inclusive and quality education due
to the lack of accessibility of the information and communication technologies used?

- Q6: Did my student / ssa demonstrate a positive attitude towards e-learning?

- Q8: Was the feedback given to my student during online teaching effective, as it was
before the pandemic in the presence?

The questionnaire was created using the "Google Forms" application and was
administered by self-filling online. An English version was first developed in
collaboration with the SUCCESS project partners which was subsequently translated
into Italian. The three parts of the questionnaire were reviewed by a teacher, a
therapist and a caregiver respectively. The grammatical correctness of the items, the
uniqueness of the interpretation, the comprehensibility and the adequacy of the
terminology used were verified. It was subsequently disseminated to a small number
of people with the aim of carrying out an initial data analysis. The questionnaire was
then disseminated from 16 to 30 June 2021, then the first results were collected and
analyzed. It was later shared again in September 2021 until October. All partners
contributed to gather the maximum number of answers for an overall total of . In the
table 2 below there are the specific numbers.

Country Total Teacher SEN Therapists | Caregivers
Teachers

Portugal 40 0 26 5 9

Italy 160 33 13 57 57

Poland 103 49 23 7 24

Spain 80 0 16 9 55

Greece 89 26 24 22 17

Lithuania 43 0 0 3 40

Totale 515 108 102 103 202

Participation in the questionnaire was voluntary and provided for the participation of
adults only. Another inclusion criterion to proceed with the completion of the



questionnaire was belonging to the category of teacher, SEN teacher, caregiver, or
therapist.

The time taken to complete the questionnaire was less than about 10 minutes.



3 Results

Because there were 4 categories of responders (teachers, special educational teachers,
therapists, and caregivers) the answers of the demographic part from each category will be
presented independently in sections 3.1.2, 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and 3.1.4. In section 3.2 the answers
from the different categories will be compared to each other, especially when talking about
the efficacy of the pedagogic approach applied during the emergency.

The categories will be considered together independently from their nationality. Data will be
shown in percentage in one figure for selected questions.

3.1 Teachers

Most of the teachers were veterans with more than 11 years of practice.

How long have you been teaching

W15
W e6-10
W11-20

21 and more

Figure 1. “al. How long have you been teaching (years of practice)”

Most of them teach in elementary or Middle school. It is interesting to stress that the 24%
declared to be working in a special school.

In which school level do you teach

M 1 pre-school
M2 elementary
3 Middle school
4 High School
M 5 special school
6 third level
university

Figure 2. “In which school level do you teach?”



When talking about resources and materials adopted for online lessons it is interesting to
stress that most of people used videos.

What resources/materials have you used in your
online lessons

Online quiz _

Presentations _

Text materials -

Audio files _

personal edited videos |
Internet videos _

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Figure 3: c4. What resources/materials have you used in your online lessons?

3.2 Special education teachers

Most SEN teachers were made by veterans. It is interesting to stress that very few of them
were new at their work with less than 5 years of experience.

How long have you been teaching

H1-5
W 6-10
B11-20

21 and more

Figure 5. al. How long have you been teaching (years of practice)?

About their place of work, it is interesting to observe that very few of SEN teachers work in Special
schools.



In which school level do you teach

B 1 pre-school

W 2 elementary
W 3 Middle school
™ 4 High School
B 5 special school

Figure 6. a3. In which school level do you teach ?

At the question about the tools they use for their lesson we can notice the importance of power points
in their practice.

What resources/materials have you used in your
online lessons

Online guiz (Quizziz, Socrative...) -

Presentations (PowerPoint, Prezi...) _

Text materials (pdf, Word, ...) _

Audio files _

Personal edited videos —
Internet videos _

o} 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Figure 6: c4. What resources/materials have you used in your online lessons?



3.3 Therapists

The therapist identity varied very much: as shown in figure 7, 22% were psychologists, 20%
occupational therapists, 19% speech therapists, 18% physiotherapists, 14% children
specialists.

What is your speciality?

2%2%1%
\oAd

® Educatore Professionista
™ Fisioterapista
" Logopedista
Psicologo
Terapisti della Neuro e
™ Psicomotricita dell'Eta
Evolutiva
Terapisti della
Riabilitazione Psichiatrica
B Terapista Occupazionale
B Altro

Figure 7: what is your speciality?

The figure below show us as most therapist supported from 1 to 10 children during the
pandemics

How many children did you support online during
the school lockdown?

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15

10
5
, R .-_

none 1-5 6-10 11-20 maore than 20 there was not
lockdown

Figure 8: a7t. How many children did you support online during the school lockdown?

Almost the entirety of the therapist allowed caregivers to contact them directly during the
emergency providing an important support in such a difficult period.



During the lockdown, | gave parents the
opportunity to contact me by phone or
messaging services

2%

M yes to all
B only to someone
W never

Figure 9: c4t. During the lockdown, I gave parents the opportunity to contact me by phone or
messaging services

The lockdown did not make it difficult for them to support their patients: 94% of the
therapists had enough time to spend with them.

During the lockdown, | had available time
to support all my patients during the
remote classes and activities

1%
|

W always

M very often

W rarely
never

Figure 11: ¢5t. During the lockdown, I had available time to support all my patients during
the remote classes and activities

3.4 Caregivers

The age of the SED students involved vary, but the caregivers who answered to the survey
described children attending elementary or middle school.



Age of the student

W 3-5 years
M 5-11 years
[012-18 years
W 15-27 years

Figure 11: alc. Age of the student

Among the respondents the 25% of caregivers had children who attended high schools: the
data is quite different from the teachers’ category. It can be seen as teachers in elementary
and middle schools are more sensitive to this kind of research.

School level

1%

Scuola dell'Infanzia
(materna)
Scuola primaria
(elementare)
Scuola Secondaria di |
grado (media)
Scuola Secondaria di Il
grado (superiore)

M Scuola Speciale

a2c. School level

The data above is interesting when related to the question about the number of children who
needed to be helped. More than 33% of all caregivers said that they had to support more than
2 children.



How many children did you have to support during remote
classes?

3%

mo
w1
2
H3
m4
W not declared

Figure 2: alOc. How many children did you have to support during remote classes?

Most caregivers declared that their children could not attend lessons during the lockdown. It
is an interesting data because it clearly shows that more than 60% of the children could not
attend online classes during the lockdown.

Has your child had a period without classes
during lockdown?

M YES
o]

Figure 12: al3c. Has your child had a period without classes during lockdown (not including
school holiday)?

The role of the caregivers was decisive: they had to support their children during the online
lessons as shown in figure 13.



Were you supporting the child during
his/her remote classes?
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Figure 13: al6¢. Were you supporting the child during his/her remote classes?

36% of the caregivers declare that their children attended less than 40% of the classes, a
worrying data.

In what percentage of the regular classes (classes
with his/her classroom colleagues) did your child
participate?

B more than 80%
M between 40% and 80%
W less than 40%

Figure 14: al7c. In what percentage of the regular classes (classes with his/her classroom
colleagues) did your child participate?

In comparison to the availability of the therapists who were easy to contact during the
lockdown, caregivers felt the teachers were not so collaborative: not all of them exchanged
their contacts to make it easier to communicate during the online lessons.



During the lockdown, our child’s teachers provided
the opportunity to contact them by phone or
messaging services
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

YES, TO ALL

NO

Figure 14: c4c. During the lockdown, our child’s teachers provided the opportunity to contact
them by phone or messaging services

It is good to observe that most of the caregivers had enough time to help their children.

During the lockdown, we had available time to support all
our children during the remoteclasses and activities
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Figure 16: c5c. During the lockdown, we had available time to support all our children during
the remote classes and activities.

The most disturbing data is the denouncement from caregivers that their children had less
learning opportunity in comparison to their peers.



During the lockdown did you think your child had equal
learning opportunities as his/her peers
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Figure 16: c6¢c. During the lockdown did you think your child had equal learning
opportunities as his/her peers

Finally, it is important to stress that almost no caregivers (and children) had experience of
blended learning: it means that using computers or any TLC tools was completely new for all
of them.

Did your child had a previous experience of
blended learning or online learning?

M
mNO

Figure 17: c7c. Did your child have a previous experience of blended learning or online
learning?



4 Comparisons

4.1 Socio-Demographic comparison between the categories
What kind of disability do your students/patients/children have?

What kind of disability do your
students/patients/children have?
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Do your students/children receive support from special education services?
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support from special education
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COMMENT:

Do your students/children follow an Individualized Educational Program?

Do your students/children follow an
Individualized Educational Program?

B YES
B NO
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TEACHER

COMMENT:

Were you in a lockdown situation during the 2020/2021 school year?



Were you in a lockdown situation during
the 2020/2021 school year?
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How many people lived in your household during the 2020/21 lockdown?
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How many people usually worked/studied at the same time from home during the 2020/21
lockdown?

How many people lived in your household during the
2020/21 lockdown?
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4.2 School life during the lockdown

How long did you teach during the lockdown in the 2020/21 school year?



How long did you teach during the lockdown in 2020/21
school year?
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Did you keep your previous timetable during the lockdown?
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During the lockdown, school had a Learning Management System

Dwring the lockdown, school had a Learning Management System:
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During the lockdown, school had a videoconferencing system
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It was easy to organize online lessons and materials that
guarantee that all students were able to self-regulate
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It was easy to organize my online lessons considering the
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It was easy to organize my lessons guaranteeing that all
the students understood what they were supposed to be
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lincluded strategies in all my courses to stimulate
students to establish personal goals, and to plan and
monitor their performance
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My student/patient/child was overloaded with lessons
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Some of the adaptations that have been made during the
lockdown should continue in the future
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My student/patient/child demonstrated a positive
attitude towards e-learning
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The curriculum for children with disabilities and special
needs was significantly reducedduring the lockdown

100
80
60
40 M agree
20 disagree
0
TEACHER SPECIAL THERAPIST CAREGIVER
EDUCATION
TEACHER
Generally speaking, teachers were able to select and
implement adequate tools to guarantee the participation
100 of students with disabilities and special education needs
80
60
40 M agree
20 disagree
0
TEACHER SPECIAL THERAPIST CAREGIVER
EDUCATION
TEACHER
Teachers worked in close collaboration with the other
teachers and therapists of his/her students
100
80
60
a0 M agree
disagree
20
0

TEACHER SPECIAL EDUCATION THERAPIST
TEACHER







5 Analysis

5.1 What comparisons suggest for the next steps

Comparisons show critical distance among what teachers think about their work and what
caregivers and therapists do. They suggest adopting an approach that can be inclusive in
adopting more tools than just video, for example. UDL can be a key to introducing an
approach that is new and compatible with ITC technologies.
About technology there are two points with a significant impact on the project:
e Most respondents do not know at all what MOODLE is, especially among caregivers.
e There is a difference among the respondents in terms of know-how about using online
tools and in terms of adopting the same technologies, for example, for
videoconferences.
We suggest providing online material to help users to learn more about Moodle and the way
to use it.
About the other point, the project should provide all needed technologies in one virtual point
that can be easily reached by users,

5.2 Descriptive analysis of the items of the second part of the survey

The first step of the analysis of the second part of the survey is to provide a descriptive
analysis of the items followed by a Kolgomorov-Smirnov test of normalcy to understand
whether the distribution of the answers follows a normal curve. Since the topic of each item
is the same for the several subgroups of respondents (teachers, therapists, and caregivers, we
are going to provide all the data in one table.

Item Teachers Therapists | Caregivers | Kruskal-Wallis
(n=98) (N=191)
(N=262) (N=551)

Strategies to self-regulate [ M=5.15% M=6.04*° M=6.12* H(2)=18.306

learning
SD=2.37 SD=2.29 SD=3.00 P<.001

Strategies to engage and | M=5.07 * M=6.09 * M=6.07* H(2)=20.745
motivate
SD=2.36 SD=2.22 SD=3.05 P<.001

Strategies to consider M=5.19* M=6.18° M=6.29 ¢ H(2)=24.484

interests, background,
and resources SD=2.30 SD=2.36 SD=3.09 P<.001




Strategies to present M=8.24* M=6.40° M= 6.68 * H(2)=58.787

information in multiple
formats SD=1.84 SD=2.20 SD=3.02 p<.001

Strategies to make all M=7.79 * M=6.10*° M=6.45"* H(2)=40.316
information
understandable by all SD=1.91 SD=2.26 SD=3.13 P<.001

students

Strategies to guarantee M=5.90* M=5.94" M=6.00* H(2)= .874
that all students
understood what they SD=2.34 SD=2.18 SD=3.05 P=.646
were supposed to be
learning

Strategies to stimulate M=7.29 % M=5093% M=5.74*¢ H(2)=36.505
the establishment of
personal goals, and to SD=1.91 SD=2.47 SD=3.03 P<.001

plan and monitor

performance

Strategies to offer M=7.17% M=46.00*? M=5.67" H(2)=32.809
options to

self-expression SD=12.23 SD=2.55 SD=2.99 p<.001

Strategies to allow the M=7.19? M=6.18*% M=6.37"* H(2)=40.164

presentation of work in
different formats SD=2.09 SD=2.51 SD=2.98 p<.001

* p <.001 for Kolgomorov-Smirnov test of normalcy.

As we can see, in all items and subgroups, the average score is above the medium point of the
scale. In the first three items, teachers’ answers, on average, get a lower score than the
answers of caregivers and therapists. On the other hand, in the other six items, teachers’
answers are, on average, higher than those of the two other subgroups. The
Kolgomorov-Smirnov test of normality shows that the distribution is significantly different
from a normal distribution, in all items, recommending the use of non-parametric statistics.

When comparing the results between the three subgroups in each item, the results of the
Kruskal-Wallis test show that there are significant differences between the three groups in all
items, except the item “Strategies to guarantee that all students understood what they were
supposed to be learning”.



As the nine items were constructed taking into consideration the three dimensions of the UDL
framework (Engagement, Representation, and Action and Expression), a reliability analysis
was conducted to understand if the results showed internal consistency within the three
dimensions and in total.

Dimension Teachers Therapists Caregivers Total
Engagement 951 .929 954 951
Representation | .598 .893 954 .856
Action and | .796 900 904 .883
Expression

Total .832 953 972 929

In all cases, except the subscale Representation, for teachers, the results are above .80, which,
according to George and Mallery (2003) rule of thumb, can be considered good or excellent.
The value of alpha for the scale representation, in the teacher’s subgroup, considering the
reduced number of items, can be considered acceptable. According to these results, the
following analysis will focus on the three subdimensions and not in the individual items.

The three dimension show significant correlations between them:

Engagement Representation Action &
Expression
Engagement .683%* A4T79%*
N=551 N=546

Representation 683 %% T40%*

N=551 N=546
Action & | A479%** T40%*
Expression

N=546 N=546




** Correlation is significant for p<.001 (two-tailed)

Comparing the results obtained by the three subgroups (teachers, therapists, and caregivers),
in the three dimensions, we determined significant differences in the three subscales, very
significant in the Representation and Action & Expression subscales (p<.001) and slightly
significant for the Engagement subscale (p=.01). Analyzing the pairwise comparisons for the
three subscales, we conclude that there are significant differences between teachers and
therapists and between teachers and caregivers. Average scores are higher for teachers than
for the other two subgroups of respondents (according to the adjusted significance using
Bonferroni correction).

This might be interpreted as demonstrative of a lower satisfaction with the educational
practices within the three dimensions from therapists and caregivers, opposite to teachers.

When we compare the answers to the three dimensions of the scale as well as the full scale,
according to the level of support needed by the student (characterized in four levels, from
none to permanent), we found significant differences in the subscale Engagement (p<.001);
Representation (p<.01); and total scale (p<.001). There are no significant differences in the
Action and Expressions subscale between the different levels of required support.

Correlations between the scale of pedagogical adaptations and the three subscales and the
satisfaction items

Item Engagement Representation | Action and | Full Scale
Expression

d1. My student 169** 125%* A31%* 150%*

was overloaded

with lessons and N=437 N=437 N=432 N=432

tasks.

d2. The quality of | -.180** - 150%* - 194%* - 186**

the educational

process was N=437 N=437 N=432 N=432

reduced.




d3. My student’s
needs and abilities
have been
individually
addressed and
oriented

A17**

N=437

598%*

N=437

.632%*

N=432

585%*

N=432

d4. Some of the
adaptations that
have been made
during the
lockdown should
continue in the
future

256%*

N=437

356%*

N=437

328%*

N=432

340%*

N=432

d5. My student
was prevented to
access inclusive
and quality
education due to
the lack of
accessibility of the
information and
communication
technologies used

071

N=437

.067

N=437

A72%*

N=432

114%*

N=432

d6. My student
demonstrated a
positive attitude
towards e-learning

263%*

N=437

227

N=437

245%*

N=432

280%*

N=432

d7. Parents
received feedback
about their support
action in relation to
their children

369%*

N=437

A469%*

N=437

530%*

N=432

A408%*

N=432

d8. The feedback
provided to my
student was as
efficient as it used
tobeina
non-pandemic
situation

4145

N=437

393 %%

N=437

A405%*

N=432

A450%*

N=432




d9. The curriculum | -.159%%* - 147%* -.156%* -.146**
for children with
disabilities and N=437 N=437 N=432 N=432
special needs was
significantly
reduced during the
lockdown.

d10. Generally S528** S556%* 593** .616%*
speaking, teachers
were able to select | N=437 N=437 N=432 N=432
and implement
adequate tools to
guarantee the
participation of
students with
disabilities and
special education

needs.

d11. I worked in .081 364%* A403** 205%*
close collaboration

with the other N=246 N=246 N=241 N=241

teachers and
therapists of my
students.

* p<.01; ** p<-,001

In general, we see a strong correlation between all the evaluation items and the results of the
three subscales of the pedagogical adaptations, as well as with the full scale. This clearly
demonstrates that the level of adaptations the respondents consider existing in the online
classes is closely connected with their evaluation of the pedagogical process.



