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Abstract  

The main objective of the paper is to present the results of the comparative study carried out during the first and 

the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic. Via an online survey, the Slovene and Romanian public 

administration and social sciences students were asked about different aspects of their lives during both waves, i.e. 

lockdowns. The main focus of the study was on their perception of teaching, assessment and workload, teacher 

and administrative support, as well as on their performance and expectations. The comparative empirical analysis 

between the first and second waves of the COVID-19 pandemic and countries was performed by using two 

statistical approaches: an independent-samples t-test and a two-way ANOVA. We have identified some facts that 

differed significantly between the first and second waves and between the two countries. With a sample of 572 

Slovenian and 400 Romanian students from the first wave and 495 Slovenian and 1104 Romanian students from 

the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic, the study reveals that during both lockdowns and the transition to 

online learning, Romanian students were on average more satisfied with the work and attitude of their lecturers 

than Slovenian colleagues. Romanian students were also more confident about acquiring knowledge during the 

online study. Students from Romania mainly assessed their opinions in the second wave better than in the first 

wave compared to their peers from Slovenia. The findings show that self-efficacy in working with computers 

increased on average between the first and second waves in both countries and that the students felt less workload 

in the second wave. The main purpose of the study was to provide recommendations in support of the decision-

making processes of higher education institutions and policymakers from Slovenia, Romania and the European 

Commission for this and any future crises. 

 

Points for Practitioners: The paper presents an interesting insight into the differences between the Slovene and 

Romanian students' perceptions of their lives during the first two waves of the COVID-19 pandemic that shocked 

the students and teachers all around the World and brought about numerous changes in diverse fields of their lives. 

The results of the survey may serve as good guidelines for future decisions of different institutions regarding the 

support of students in similar challenging crises. 
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1 Introduction 

The COVID-19 pandemic is responsible for the most considerable disruption to society in recent history, including 

higher education. Apart from the devastating health consequences for those directly affected by the virus the 

COVID-19 pandemic holds significant implications for how higher education students live and work, affecting 

their physical and mental well-being in profound ways (Aristovnik et al., 2020; ILO, 2020). The general measures 

to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic were banning public events and gatherings, workplace closures, stay-at-home 

restrictions, domestic and international transport restrictions, testing and contact tracing, and shutting down the 

educational institutions. The aforementioned has led to a rapid transition from onsite to online study, which posed 

many challenges for higher education institutions and students and their families, friends, employers and thus 

society and the global economy. Moreover, once reopened after the lockdowns, educational institutions do not 

encounter the same situation they experienced before the COVID-19 pandemic. 

In 2020, we recorded two waves of the COVID-19 pandemic, the first in the spring and the second in the autumn. 

The first cases of infections appeared in Romania and Slovenia at about the same time. So, the first confirmed case 

in Romania was on 26 February 2020, while in Slovenia a few days later, on 4 March 2020. After a while, the 

spring wave of the COVID-19 pandemic started. The first wave was quite successfully passed in Slovenia, and 
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Slovenia was the first EU country who declared the end of the pandemic in May 2020. In the second wave, which 

began in the autumn of 2020, Slovenia was no longer successful in stopping the virus from spreading; moreover, 

it became one of the most affected EU countries. Namely, the number of active cases was growing rapidly from 

486 cases on 1 September 2020 to over 22,500 on 1 November 2020. A comparison between Slovenia and Romania 

shows the jump in Slovenia from 23,5 active cases per 100,000 inhabitants in October increased to 813,4 by 31 

January 2021, while in Romania, the increase was significantly smaller, from 85,7 to 183,5 active cases per 

100,000 inhabitants. Thus, Slovenia was ranked at the top of the EU countries in the second wave, while Romania 

was at the bottom of the scale of infections per 100,000 inhabitants (COVID-19 Sledilnik, 2022). 

In the Slovenian second wave, the lockdown of public life was significantly worse. On 19 October 2020, the 

pandemic was declared. Worsening of the situation was followed by a variety of measures on a weekly basis, 

sometimes even faster: limiting the group gatherings up to 10 people, restrictions on indoor activities, followed by 

restriction of movement between 9 p.m. till 6 a.m., limited crossings of regional borders etc. This was followed by 

even greater restrictive measures, such as the closure of nightclubs, cinemas, restaurants, hotels, shopping centres, 

hairdressers and beauty salons as well as the student dormitories, while public transport was reduced too. The 

learning process at faculties for the academic year 2020/2021 was initially planned in the form of a hybrid model, 

having some students in the classroom and others attending the lectures online at home in alternating groups week 

by week. Soon after the start of the semester (3rd week of October 2020), the pedagogical process was transferred 

to a completely online environment, and the students had to stay at home. 

Regardless of the availability of online resources and technological developments, in the first wave, the education 

system in Romania was quite unprepared (Statista, 2022b). As Deaconu and Olah (2022) reported, the transition 

to online study in March 2020 in Romania was the result of a rapid response to the situation. After the emergency 

was over, the preparations for the new academic year began. The 2020/21 academic year has started almost entirely 

online. In particular, all Romanian universities have decided to switch to online education. Similar to Slovenia, 

there were restrictions on public life with the closure of the agri-food market, a ban on movement between 11 p.m. 

and 5 a.m., and remote work was supported where possible (Statista, 2022a; Wikipedia, 2022).  

The transition to an online learning environment after the education institutions were closed down has brought 

major changes in teaching and learning. Moving teaching online was made without proper consideration of the 

adequacy of study materials and teaching methods. This was an ad hoc shift in a completely unknown situation to 

both teachers and students. The transition has also revealed gaps in the readiness of education providers and a lack 

of digital education infrastructure and created inequalities in the accessibility and quality of education for all, 

especially among rural areas and regions with lower socio-economic development. At this point, we must also 

highlight that the rapid transition to an online learning environment in the emergency circumstances should not be 

mixed up with the online education, equipped with the infrastructure that enables and supports pedagogical work 

and study in an online environment (Hodges et al., 2020). In addition to teaching and learning, the social life of 

students has also changed. Social isolation and missing essential social contact were one of the main consequences 

in students' life (Bonsaksen et al., 2021; Elmer, Mepham & Stadtfeld, 2020; Fried, Papanikolaou & Epskamp, 

2021; Van der Graaf et al., 2021), in some cases also resulting in coronavirus-related post-traumatic stress 

syndrome (PTSD) (Ochnik et al., 2021). Gavriluţă, Dalban and Ioan (2022) highlighted three dimensions affecting 

students during the COVID-19 pandemic: the education, emotional, and social. Education changed significantly 

with the transition from lecture halls to a virtual environment, which required a change in teaching as well as a 

different way of studying. The new normality changed attitudes toward various aspects of life and thus affected 

emotional responsiveness. The social dimension is shown in the lack of relational, economic, and professional 

problems, directly or indirectly affecting the transition to adulthood. Therefore, huge changes to everyday lives 

have occurred, and perhaps there will be an even more long-range impact in the immediate and distant future, 

which we cannot yet predict. 

Due to the autonomy of the universities in Europe, the higher education institutions took different measures during 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Nevertheless, as the research report exposes, similar problems have arisen (Van der 

Graaf et al., 2021). Even though most higher education institutions had some experience with online education, 

there was a challenge to shift so fast and on such a large scale. Most of them provided emergency online learning, 

which initially did not adopt the concept of online pedagogy but only enabled teaching in distance learning 

environments. A big problem was the digital divide between students, which was especially evident between urban 

and rural areas. Many studies after the first wave were made better to understand the effect of closure on teaching 

and learning. Therefore, the emergency of the first wave encouraged national stakeholders to make adequate and 



efficiently planned online education. As a result, the second wave was treated more appropriately (Van der Graaf 

et al., 2021).  

The paper's objective is to present the analysis of the differences between the first and the second wave of the 

COVID-19 pandemic regarding the higher students' education and other life dimensions in two European 

countries, Slovenia and Romania. More specifically, our main focus was on students' experiences in these specific 

unprecedented circumstances regarding teaching and administrative support as well as with their performance and 

expectations, where we limited ourselves to students of public administration in Slovenia and the Romanian 

students enrolled predominantly in fields of social sciences studies. 

2 Data and Research Methodology 

The data were a part of the most comprehensive and large-scale global student survey entitled "Impact of the 

COVID-19 pandemic on the life of higher education students", aimed at examining student's perceptions on the 

impact of the first and second waves of the COVID-19 pandemic on various aspects of their lives on a global level. 

Initially designed in English and later translated into six different languages (i.e., Italian, North Macedonian, 

Portuguese, Romanian, Spanish, and Turkish) the questionnaire was formed by mainly closed-ended questions 

(Aristovnik et al., 2020, 2021; CovidSocLab, 2022). The web-based survey was conducted online between 5 May 

2020 and 15 June 2020 for the first wave and between 20 December 2020 and 30 April 2021 for the second wave 

of the COVID-19 pandemic, when most nations experienced the arduous restrictions imposed by the lockdown. 

The survey was intended for all higher education students who were at least 18 years old, representing the target 

population of this study. The respondents were recruited by convenience sampling facilitated by advertising on 

university communication systems around the world and social media. Detailed information about the survey was 

available to the students before they gave their informed consent and thereby confirmed their participation in the 

survey (Aristovnik et al., 2020, 2021; CovidSocLab, 2022). The paper primarily focuses on different aspects of 

distance academic work during the first and second wave/lockdown, covering students' responses about their 

perception of teaching, assessment and workload, teacher and administrative support, and their performance and 

expectations. The selected aspects of students' academic life were measured 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(lowest value) to 5 (highest value) (see Appendix). Moreover, the paper also focuses on examining the presented 

issues on public administration students. Despite Slovenia having a sufficient sample of public administration 

students, Romanian public administration students were underrepresented, and therefore, the Romanian sample 

was supplemented by the most comparative counterparts enrolled in fields of social sciences studies. The final 

dataset consisted of 572 Slovenian and 400 Romanian students from the first wave and 495 Slovenian and 1104 

Romanian students from the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic (Table 1). 

Table 1: Socio-demographic characteristics of the survey participants by COVID-19 pandemic waves and countries 

  1st wave 2nd wave 

Characteristics  Slovenia Romania Slovenia Romania 

Gender Male 174 (30.7%) 55 (11.2%) 107 (26.8%) 116 (10.5%) 

 Female 393 (69.3%) 436 (88.8%) 293 (73.2%) 988 (89.5%) 

Status Full-time 541 (94.7%) 474 (95.8%) 380 (95.0%) 1047 (94.9%) 

 Part-time 30 (5.3%) 21 (4.2%) 20 (5.0%) 56 (5.2%) 

Level of study First 500 (87.6%) 385 (77.9%) 376 (94.0%) 905 (80.0%) 

 Second 68 (11.9%) 105 (21.3%) 22 (5.5%) 170 (15.4%) 

 Third 3 (0.5%) 4 (0.8%) 2 (0.5%) 29 (2.6%) 

Note: The number of respondents across characteristics may differ due to missing values. 

Source: CovidSocLab (2022), authors elaboration. 



 

The comparison of socio-demographic characteristics of the survey participants across COVID-19 pandemic 

waves and countries revealed the similar structure of the samples for the first and the second wave of the pandemic. 

Most of the participants were female, full-time and first-level students. This implies that countries' samples were 

comparable to each other and consequently appropriate for further empirical considerations. 

The comparative empirical analysis between the first and second waves of the COVID-19 pandemic and countries 

was performed using two statistical approaches. The comparison between countries within individual COVID-19 

pandemic waves was facilitated by an independent-samples t-test, which was considered a robust parametric 

statistical technique for detecting differences in averages between two groups (Rasch et al., 2007). A two-way 

ANOVA further supplemented the comparison since it allows one to examine the effect of two independent 

variables (country and wave) on the dependent variable (perception on selected aspects of students' academic life) 

and model interaction. Therefore, it was considered as a very convenient statistical approach since, besides 

examining only the effect of the independent variables separately (main effects), it also allowed for examining 

their effect in combination (interaction) (Hinton et al., 2014). The empirical analysis was conducted using the 

Python Data Analysis Library Pandas (McKinney, 2012) and Statsmodels (Seabold & Perktold, 2010) and 

visualised using Python Visualization Library Matplotlib (Hunter, 2007). 

3 Results 

This study aimed to explore whether there were similarities or differences between Slovenia and Romania during 

the first and second waves of the COVID-19 pandemics regarding the specific aspects of students' academic life. 

An independent-samples t-test showed some statistical differences between students' perceptions (Table 2). We 

highlighted the essential differences between them, especially those where a statistically significant difference 

between countries had been demonstrated (p<0.001). 

The first question where the significant difference between countries was identified refers to the implementation 

of study work carried out by teachers. Namely, students expressed differences in providing course assignments on 

a regular basis (Q16a), the readiness of lecturers to student suggestions and online classroom adjustments (Q16d) 

and promptness about giving information about what exams will look like in this new situation (Q16e). In all 

responses, Romanian students were, on average, more satisfied with the work and attitude of their lecturers than 

Slovenian colleagues. Romanian students were also more self-confident that they would have been able to master 

the skills taught in courses that year even though onsite classes had been cancelled (Q20e). 

The next question, where there were significant differences between the answers, was about students' digital 

competencies in computer use (Q22); namely, they had to evaluate how confident they are in browsing online 

information (Q22a), sharing digital content (Q22b), using online collaboration platforms (Q22c), using online 

communication platforms (Q22d), using software and programs required for the study (Q22e) and applying 

advanced settings to some software and programs (Q22f). In all mentioned cases, the differences were statistically 

significant (p<0.001). In all cases, except in Q22c, the average value of the answers was higher in the case of 

Romanian students so that they could be assessed as more qualified. It is worth mentioning that in both countries, 

it is noticeable that self-efficacy in working with computers increased on average between the first and second 

waves, which can also be attributed to the fact that students upgraded their digital skills during the first wave. 

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for observed questions: mean and standard deviation for 1st and 2nd wave, separately for both 

countries (SI – Slovenia, RO – Romania), and p-value for t-test  

 Wave Mean 

SI 

Mean 

RO 

Std SI Std RO p-value 

Q10e – lecture written communication 1 3.139 3.448 1.232 1.237 0.011 

 2 3.522 3.484 0.949 1.092 0.687 

Q12e – tutorial written communication 1 3.110 3.477 1.197 1.249 0.005 

 2 3.463 3.547 0.955 1.103 0.391 



 Wave Mean 

SI 

Mean 

RO 

Std SI Std RO p-value 

Q16a – course assignments on regular basis 1 4.200 4.496 0.797 0.839 <0.001 

 2 4.152 4.569 0.731 0.740 <0.001 

Q16c – response in a timely manner 1 3.831 4.000 0.865 1.048 0.090 

 2 3.797 4.088 0.949 1.088 0.002 

Q16d – readiness of lecturers to student 

suggestions 

1 3.674 4.120 1.112 1.029 <0.001 

 2 3.553 4.080 1.029 1.064 <0.001 

Q16e – information about exam 1 3.190 4.495 1.315 0.908 <0.001 

 2 3.663 4.528 1.020 0.812 <0.001 

Q17 – workload 1 4.043 3.923 0.847 1.084 0.233 

 2 3.524 3.457 0.956 1.122 0.464 

Q19b – satisfaction with technical support 1 3.552 3.517 0.963 1.069 0.764 

 2 3.551 3.329 0.952 1.144 0.026 

Q19c – satisfaction with student affairs office 1 3.608 3.925 0.885 1.048 0.007 

 2 3.555 3.450 0.861 1.239 0.369 

Q19h – satisfaction with tutor 1 3.620 3.764 0.924 1.131 0.270 

 2 3.903 3.611 0.956 1.115 0.003 

Q20a – difficult to focus during online 

teaching  

1 3.892 3.844 1.249 1.374 0.718 

 2 3.885 4.086 1.213 1.283 0.067 

Q20d – adaption to the new teaching 1 3.388 3.692 1.067 1.222 0.010 

 2 3.526 3.752 0.987 1.142 0.020 

Q20e – mastering the skills taught  1 3.118 3.528 1.019 1.223 <0.001 

 2 3.368 3.598 0.954 1.230 0.028 

Q20f – dealing with difficult classwork 1 2.933 3.230 1.038 1.298 0.017 

 2 3.157 3.346 1.052 1.247 0.075 

Q22a – browsing online information 1 4.116 4.624 0.793 0.673 <0.001 

 2 4.252 4.702 0.735 0.594 <0.001 

Q22b – sharing digital content 1 3.833 4.584 0.940 0.668 <0.001 

 2 3.942 4.603 0.909 0.691 <0.001 

Q22c – using online collaboration platforms 1 4.080 3.696 0.838 1.243 <0.001 



 Wave Mean 

SI 

Mean 

RO 

Std SI Std RO p-value 

 2 4.143 4.005 0.771 1.227 0.178 

Q22d – using online communication 

platforms 

1 3.861 4.509 0.941 0.773 <0.001 

 2 4.084 4.667 0.829 0.633 <0.001 

Q22e – using software and programs 1 4.362 4.747 0.792 0.587 <0.001 

 2 4.314 4.783 0.773 0.551 <0.001 

Q22f – using advanced settings to software 

and programs 

1 3.949 4.126 0.843 0.955 0.053 

 2 3.929 4.387 0.831 0.861 <0.001 

Q22g – applying advanced settings to 

software and programs 

1 3.355 3.338 1.031 1.248 0.883 

 2 3.510 3.595 1.022 1.223 0.412 

 

In the continuation of the research, we used a two-way ANOVA, which estimates how the mean of a quantitative 

variable changes according to the levels of two categorical variables. Two-way ANOVA is used when the 

combined effect of independent variables on a dependent variable is studied. In our case, a two-way ANOVA was 

performed to analyse the effect of two pandemic waves (1st wave and 2nd wave) and the nationalities of students 

(Slovenian, Romanian) on various aspects of students' opinions on distance learning. Therefore, multiple 

dependent variables were used (the two-way ANOVA was run multiple times) while the two independent variables 

were fixed. The set of included dependent variables was the same as in the previous analysis (t-test). The results 

of the analysis are reported in Table 3, only for those where effects were detected. 

Table 3: Results of the two-way ANOVA 

 

Factor 

Sum of 

squares df F PR(>F) 

Q10e– lecture written 

communication 

Country 3.097 1.0 2.423 0.120 

Wave 4.451 1.0 3.482 0.062 

 Interaction country * wave 7.031 1.0 5.500 0.019 

 Residual 1893.188 1481.0   

Q12e – tutorial written 

communication 

Country 8.799 1.0 6.847 0.009 

Wave 5.392 1.0 4.196 0.041 

 Interaction country * wave 4.171 1.0 3.246 0.072 

 Residual 1641.079 1277.0   

Q16a – course assignments on 

regular basis 

Country 32.803 1.0 55.530 <0.001 

Wave 0.848 1.0 1.436 0.231 

 Interaction country * wave 0.868 1.0 1.469 0.226 

 Residual 1019.001 1725.0   

Q16c – response in a timely manner Country 13.552 1.0 12.291 <0.001 

Wave 1.436 1.0 1.302 0.254 

 Interaction country * wave 0.855 1.0 0.775 0.379 

 Residual 1868.908 1695.0   

Country 57.817 1.0 51.788 <0.001 



 

Factor 

Sum of 

squares df F PR(>F) 

Q16d – readiness of lecturers to 

student suggestions 

Wave 1.131 1.0 1.013 0.314 

 Interaction country * wave 0.381 1.0 0.342 0.559 

 Residual 1895.686 1698.0   

Q16e – information about exam Country 268.7836 1.0 328.503 <0.001 

Wave 5.430 1.0 6.636 0.010 

 Interaction country * wave 11.517 1.0 14.076 <0.001 

 Residual 1412.228 1726.0   

Q17 – workload Country 1.994 1.0 1.714 0.191 

Wave 84.220 1.0 72.409 <0.001 

 Interaction country * wave 0.165 1.0 0.142 0.706 

 Residual 2024.994 1741.0   

Q19b – satisfaction with technical 

support 

Country 4.552 1.0 3.785 0.052 

Wave 5.942 1.0 4.941 0.026 

 Interaction country * wave 1.762 1.0 1.465 0.226 

 Residual 1707.619 1420.0   

Q19c – satisfaction with student 

affairs office 

Country 0.894 1.0 0.673 0.412 

Wave 48.559 1.0 36.551 <0.001 

 Interaction country * wave 7.840 1.0 5.901 0.015 

 Residual 2003.445 1508.0   

Q19h – satisfaction with tutor Country 3.569 1.0 3.001 0.083 

Wave 0.873 1.0 0.734 0.392 

 Interaction country * wave 8.367 1.0 7.037 0.008 

 Residual 1612.365 1356.0   

Q20a – difficult to focus during 

online teaching 

Country 2.086 1.0 1.242 0.265 

Wave 12.560 1.0 7.480 0.006 

 Interaction country * wave 3.615 1.0 2.153 0.143 

 Residual 2770.709 1650.0   

Q20d – adaption to the new 

teaching 

Country 15.975 1.0 12.251 <0.001 

Wave 2.0082 1.0 1.540 0.215 

 Interaction country * wave 0.353 1.0 0.271 0.603 

 Residual 2168.369 1663.0   

Q20e – mastering the skills taught  Country 22.028 1.0 15.569 <0.001 

Wave 3.975 1.0 2.810 0.094 

 Interaction country * wave 1.876 1.0 1.326 0.250 

 Residual 2333.089 1649.0   

Q20f - – dealing with difficult 

classwork 

Country 12.869 1.0 8.550 0.004 

Wave 6.668 1.0 4.430 0.036 

 Interaction country * wave 0.649 1.0 0.431 0.511 

 Residual 2459.361 1634.0   

Q22a – browsing online 

information 

Country 53.213 1.0 127.687 <0.001 

Wave 2.867 1.0 6.880 0.009 

 Interaction country * wave 0.189 1.0 0.453 0.5012 

 Residual 688.049 1651.0   

Q22b – sharing digital content Country 114.977 1.0 214.259 <0.001 



 

Factor 

Sum of 

squares df F PR(>F) 

Wave 0.487 1.0 0.908 0.341 

 Interaction country * wave 0.462 1.0 0.861 0.354 

 Residual 884.894 1649.0   

Q22c – using online collaboration 

platforms 

Country 13.990 1.0 10.265 0.001 

Wave 23.173 1.0 17.003 <0.001 

 Interaction country * wave 3.482 1.0 2.555 0.110 

 Residual 2247.399 1649.0   

Q22d – using online 

communication platforms 

Country 87.695 1.0 170.782 <0.001 

Wave 10.277 1.0 20.013 <0.001 

 Interaction country * wave 0.240 1.0 0.468 0.494 

 Residual 847.771 1651.0   

Q22e – using software and 

programs 

Country 43.791 1.0 119.161 <0.001 

Wave 0.114 1.0 0.311 0.578 

 Interaction country * wave 0.407 1.0 1.107 0.293 

 Residual 605.269 1647.0   

Q22f – using advanced settings to 

software and programs 

Country 26.673 1.0 34.443 <0.001 

Wave 14.323 1.0 18.495 <0.001 

 Interaction country * wave 4.530 1.0 5.850 0.016 

 Residual 1276.225 1648.0   

Q22g – applying advanced settings 

to software and programs 

Country 0.391 1.0 0.273 0.601 

Wave 19.488 1.0 13.608 <0.001 

 Interaction country * wave 0.607 1.0 0.424 0.515 

 Residual 2368.600 1654.0   

 

Table 3 shows that the influence of the pandemic wave was statistically significant with p<0.001 only in six cases 

(Q17, Q19c, Q22c, Q22d, Q22f and Q22g), while the impact of the country was statistically significant in many 

more cases, namely 12 cases (Q16a, Q16c, Q16d, Q16e, qq20d, q20e, q22a, q22b, Q22c, Q22d, Q22e, Q22f).  

A two-way ANOVA revealed that there was no statistically significant interaction between the effects of waves of 

COVID-19 and the nationalities of students in almost all cases. A clear exception was shown for Q16e, where we 

detected a statistically significant interaction between the effects of waves and nationality of students on 

promptness about giving information about what exams will look like in this new situation, F (1, 1726) = 14.075, 

p <0.001. The mean value of this variable was for Romania in the 1st wave, 4.50 and slightly increased in the 2nd 

to 4.53, but for Slovenia, the mean value was lower; nevertheless, it increased from 3.19 in the 1st to 3.66 in the 

2nd wave. Simple main effects analysis also showed that 'the waves' had a statistically significant effect on 'giving 

information about the exam' (p = 0.010). In the case of nationality, the influence was even stronger since a simple 

main effects analysis showed that it had a statistically significant effect on the same issue (p < 0.001) (Figure 1). 

The results could be explained by taking into account the fact that in the second wave, teachers were much more 

familiar with the situation and, based on the experience from the first wave, planned their knowledge testing better 

and in advance. 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 1: Since onsite classes were cancelled, my lecturers have informed me on what exams will look like in this new situation 

(Q16e) 

 

Let us also mention those dependent variables where there was a weaker but still statistically significant interaction 

between the independent and dependent variables. The opinion that shows the next larger statistical significant 

interaction between both independent variables on Q19h was the one where students expressed views about 

satisfaction with the support of tutors, F (1, 1356) = 7.037, p = 0.008. However, none of the simple main effects 

had a significant effect on satisfaction with the support of a tutor (wave: p = 0.392; country: p = 0.083). The mean 

value for Slovenia increased from 3.62 to 3.90, while for Romania decreased from 3.76 to 3.61 (Figure 2, left 

side). Therefore, Slovenian students felt more assistance from tutors in the second wave, while in Romania, the 

opposite happened.  

Regarding Q19c, where students expressed their opinions about the support of the student affairs office, a two-

way ANOVA revealed that besides the statistical interaction between the effects of both independent variables on 

the dependent one - Q19c (p < 0.05), there was a statistically significant difference in mean of satisfaction with 

support of student affairs between the waves (p < 0.001). In both countries, mean values fell, but the decline was 

much larger in Romania. In the first wave, students in Romania (RO mean = 3.93) were more satisfied than in 

Slovenia (mean = 3.61), while in the second wave, their satisfaction fell below that in Slovenia (RO mean = 3.45, 

SI mean = 3.56). This implies that the Romanian students felt significantly less student affairs office's support in 

the second wave (Figure 2, right side). 

Figure 2: Satisfaction with the support of tutors (Q19h) and with the student affairs office (Q19c) 

 



A very interesting fact was revealed in the case Q22f, where students expressed self-confidence using software 

and programmes required for the studies. Although a statistically significant interaction between the effects of 

waves and groups on self-confidence in using the software was weak (p = 0.016), the two-way ANOVA revealed 

that there were strong statistical differences in the mean values of self-confidence between waves (p < 0.001) and 

between groups (p < 0.001). The results reveal that the self-confidence of Romanian students increased from the 

first to the second wave (mean: 4.13 🡪 4.39), but in the Slovenian case, it slightly decreased (mean: 3.95 🡪 3.93) 

(Figure 3, left side). 

The last question we mention as a case of significant interaction between the effect of both independent variables 

on student opinion was Q10e (F (1, 1481) = 5.500, p = 0.019). In this question, students assessed their level of 

satisfaction with different forms of lectures and written communication, such as forums and chats. The differences 

were significant; however, no simple main effects analysis showed any statistically significant differences in the 

mean, although the mean of Slovenian students (3.52) increased in the 2nd wave even above the mean of Romanian 

students (3.48) (Figure 3, right side).  

Figure 3: Self-confidence using software and programmes required for the studies (Q22f) and satisfaction with written 

communication Q10e 

 

 

Simple main effects analysis showed some differences between the two groups of students, with the 1st and 2nd 

waves having no major impact (Q16a, Q16c, Q16d, Q16e, Q20e, Q20, Q22a, Q22b, Q22e, Q22f). The differences 

between means were significant with p < 0.001, and in all mentioned cases, the mean of Romanian was greater 

than the mean of Slovenian students. Moreover, this is true for the 1st and 2nd waves (Table 2).  

Not mentioned to this point, the variables Q17, Q22c, Q22d, and Q22g showed differences in means between 

waves (p < 0.001). Students from Slovenia and Romania believed their workload (Q17) decreased between the 

first and second waves. An explanation of these results could indicate that students have become accustomed to 

the online study situation or that teachers have been less demanding of them based on their experience from the 

first one. We can also notice that the means in the case of Q22c, Q22d and Q22g were increased between the first 

to second waves. The issue in the mentioned case is asking students about their confidence in computer skills, 

namely using online teaching platforms, using online collaboration platforms and applying advanced settings to 

some software and programmes. In all cases, the means increased (Table 2). Perhaps we can conclude that there 

was an improvement in digital skills in the first wave due to the emergency situation, which can be found for both 

teachers and students. 

  



4 Conclusion 

The study has provided insights into the students' view of the COVID-19 pandemic emergency teaching and 

learning circumstances during the first and the second wave in two countries, Slovenia and Romania. In both 

countries, the students from the social science faculties were invited to participate in the research, namely in 

Slovenia only from the Faculty of Public Administration, while students from Romania were selected from 

different social sciences faculties so that both samples were numerically comparable.  

In both countries, in the second wave, there was greater confidence in students' familiarity with the use of digital 

tools to support teaching and learning, especially learning and collaboration platforms, and independence in 

advanced program settings. This suggests better digital competences that students are likely to have acquired 

during the first wave of the pandemic. The comparison between Slovenia and Romania suggests no significant 

differences in students' satisfaction with online lectures; however, students from Romania were significantly more 

satisfied with the support of teaching staff than Slovenian students. Moreover, Slovenian students reported a 

statistical significantly lower level of digital skills than their counterparts from Romania. The reason for this cannot 

be stated; it is possible that in the second wave, students in Slovenia became more critical about their knowledge, 

tired or more unwilling to study alone at home on digital devices. 

We can conclude that some aspects were rated differently for different waves of the pandemic and different 

countries. Policymakers and higher education institutions worldwide may benefit from these findings while 

formulating policy recommendations and strategies to support students during this and any future pandemics. This 

should be done mainly through the intense building of digital competencies at all levels of education systems - for 

scholars and students - on the one hand and for teachers and support staff on the other. These changes should not 

include merely the building of competencies to use the state-of-the-art information-communication technology but 

also the competencies on new teaching/didactical (for teachers) and learning (for students) techniques, including 

new ways of motivating and empowering students, acquiring and presenting the information, teamwork etc., which 

are all necessary skills in today's environment even without any specific crises. However, in the latter case, both 

teachers and students should also be equipped with the skills to deal with challenging changes and related emotions 

and new situations that occur for them, their friends and families, and the broader society. 
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Appendix 

QUESTIONNAIRE - only that part of the questionnaire that was taken into account in this article. 

5-point Likert scale: (1) Strongly disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neutral, (4) Agree and (5) Strongly agree, and also with Not 

applicable 

LECTURES  

Q10 Since onsite classes were cancelled, the organisation of lectures has changed. Below, several different forms of 

online lectures are listed. Please assess your level of satisfaction with each form. If you have no experience with 

particular form, please select "Not applicable".  

a Online in real-time (videoconference: Zoom, Skype, Teams, BigBlueButton, etc) 

b Online with a video recording (not in real-time) 

c Online with an audio recording (not in real-time) 

d Online by sending presentations to students 

e Written communication (forums, chat, etc.) 

TUTORIALS/SEMINARS AND PRACTICAL CLASSES  

Q12 – Since onsite classes were cancelled, the organisation of tutorials/seminars and practical classes has changed. 

Below, several different forms of online tutorials/seminars and practical classes are listed. Please assess your level of 

satisfaction with each form. If you have no experience with particular form, please select "Not applicable".  

a Online in real-time (videoconference: Zoom, Skype, Teams, BigBlueButton, etc) 

b Online with a video recording (not in real-time) 

c Online with an audio recording (not in real-time) 

d Online by sending presentations to students 

e Written communication (forums, chat, etc.) 

ASSESSMENT AND WORKLOAD  

Q16 - Please rate your agreement with the following statements. Since onsite classes were cancelled, my lecturers  

a have provided course assignments (e.g. readings, homework, quizzes) on a regular basis. 

b have provided feedback on my performance on given assignments. 

c have responded to my questions in a timely manner. 

d have been open to students' suggestions and adjustments of online classes. 

e have informed me on what exams will look like in this new situation. 

ASSESSMENT AND WORKLOAD  

Q17 On average, compared to the workload before onsite classes were cancelled, would you say that your study 

workload over the last weeks has been 

● significantly smaller.  

● smaller.  

● the same.  

● larger.  

● significantly larger. 

SATISFACTION WITH TEACHING AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT  

Q19 - Since onsite classes were cancelled, how satisfied have you been with support of 

a teaching staff. 

b technical support or IT services. 

c student affairs office. 

d finance and accounting. 

e international office. 

f library. 

g public relations (websites and social media information). 

h tutors. 

i student counselling services 



STUDENT PERFORMANCE AND EXPECTATIONS  

Q20 - In view of the new teaching and learning environment, to what extent do you agree with the following 

statements. 

a It is more difficult for me to focus during online teaching in comparison to onsite teaching. 

b My performance as a student has improved since onsite classes were cancelled. 

c My performance as a student has worsen since onsite classes were cancelled. 

d I have adapted well to the new teaching and learning experience. 

e I can master the skills taught in class this year even onsite classes were cancelled. 

f I can figure out how to do the most difficult classwork since onsite classes were cancelled. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SKILLS FOR STUDYING FROM HOME  

Q22 - To what extent do you agree with the following statements about your computer skills. I am confident in 

a browsing online information. 

b sharing digital content. 

c using online teaching platforms (BigBlueButton, Moodle, Blackboard, GoToMeeting, etc.). 

d using online collaboration platforms (Zoom, MS Teams, Skype, etc.). 

e using online communication platforms (e-mail, messaging, etc.). 

f using software and programmes required for my studies. 

g applying advanced settings to some software and programmes. 

 


