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Preface

This is the 24th issue of the Springer’s series Eurasian Studies in Business and
Economics, which is the official book series of the Eurasia Business and Economics
Society (EBES, www.ebesweb.org). This issue includes selected papers presented at
the 37th EBES Conference—Berlin that was held on October 6, 7, and 8, 2021,
with the support of the Istanbul Economic Research Association and in collab-
oration with the FOM University of Applied Sciences. Due to COVID-19, the
conference presentation mode has been switched to “online/virtual presentation
only.”

We are honored to have received top-tier papers from distinguished scholars from
all over the world. We regret that we were unable to accept more papers. In the
conference, 177 papers will be presented and 379 colleagues from 54 countries will
attend the conference. We are pleased to announce that distinguished colleagues
Klaus F. Zimmermann from UNU-MERIT, Netherlands & Free University Berlin
& EBES & GLO, Germany; David G. Blanchflower from Dartmouth College &
GLO, USA; Marco Vivarelli from Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, Italy;
Dorothea Schäfer from the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW Berlin),
Germany; and Sriya Iyer from the University of Cambridge & GLO, UK will join
the conference as invited keynote speakers.

In addition to publication opportunities in EBES journals (Eurasian Business
Review and Eurasian Economic Review, which are also published by Springer),
conference participants were given the opportunity to submit their full papers for this
issue. Theoretical and empirical papers in the series cover diverse areas of business,
economics, and finance from many different countries, providing a valuable oppor-
tunity to researchers, professionals, and students to catch up with the most recent
studies in a diverse set of fields across many countries and regions.

The aim of the EBES conferences is to bring together scientists from business,
finance, and economics fields, attract original research papers, and provide them
with publication opportunities. Each issue of the Eurasian Studies in Business and
Economics covers a wide variety of topics from business and economics and pro-
vides empirical results from many different countries and regions that are less

v

http://www.ebesweb.org


investigated in the existing literature. All accepted papers for the issue went through
a peer review process and benefited from the comments made during the conference
as well. The current issue is entitled Eurasian Business and Economics Perspectives
and covers fields such as education, management, accounting/audit, regional studies,
and sustainability.
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Although the papers in this issue may provide empirical results for a specific
county or regions, we believe that the readers would have an opportunity to catch up
with the most recent studies in a diverse set of fields across many countries and
regions and empirical support for the existing literature. In addition, the findings
from these papers could be valid for similar economies or regions.

On behalf of the series editors, volume editors, and EBES officers, I would like to
thank all the presenters, participants, board members, and keynote speakers, and we
are looking forward to seeing you at the upcoming EBES conferences.

Best regards

Reykjavík, Iceland Ender Demir



Eurasia Business and Economics Society (EBES)

EBES is a scholarly association for scholars involved in the practice and study of
economics, finance, and business worldwide. EBES was founded in 2008 with the
purpose of not only promoting academic research in the field of business and
economics but also encouraging the intellectual development of scholars. In spite
of the term “Eurasia,” the scope should be understood in its broadest terms as having
a global emphasis.

EBES aims to bring worldwide researchers and professionals together through
organizing conferences and publishing academic journals and increase economics,
finance, and business knowledge through academic discussions. Any scholar or
professional interested in economics, finance, and business is welcome to attend
EBES conferences. Since our first conference in 2009, around 15,134 colleagues
from 100 countries have joined our conferences and 8450 academic papers have
been presented. EBES has reached 2764 members from 87 countries.

Since 2011, EBES has been publishing two journals. One of those journals,
Eurasian Business Review—EABR, is in the fields of industrial organization,
innovation, and management science, and the other one, Eurasian Economic
Review - EAER, is in the fields of applied macroeconomics and finance. Both
journals are published quarterly by Springer and indexed in Scopus. In addition,
EAER is indexed in the Emerging Sources Citation Index (Clarivate Analytics),
and EABR is indexed in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). EABR has an
impact factor of 3.574 (2021 JCR Impact Factor).

Furthermore, since 2014 Springer has started to publish a new conference pro-
ceedings series (Eurasian Studies in Business and Economics) which includes
selected papers from the EBES conferences. The series has been recently indexed by
SCOPUS. In addition, the 10th, 11th, 12th, 13th, 14th, 15th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 19th,
20th, 21st, 22nd, 23rd, 24th, and 25th (Vol. 2) EBES Conference Proceedings have
already been accepted for inclusion in the Conference Proceedings Citation
Index—Social Science & Humanities (CPCI-SSH). Other conference proceedings
are in progress.
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We look forward to seeing you at our forthcoming conferences. We very much
welcome your comments and suggestions in order to improve our future events. Our
success is only possible with your valuable feedback and support!

With my very best wishes,
Klaus F. Zimmermann

President
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Evaluating Student Learning Gain: A Study
to Consider How Teaching Online During
the Covid-19 Pandemic Affected Student
Learning

Sarah Leidner, Martyn Polkinghorne, Gelareh Roushan, and Julia Taylor

Abstract Due to the Covid-19 pandemic and the resulting enforced national lock-
downs, universities have had to replace in-person teaching with online alternatives.
With the ongoing marketization of Higher Education, it is important to understand
how this change in delivery may have impacted upon student learning. To assess
student learning, this paper used a model for evaluating learning gain, which
considered student learning in the form of explicit knowledge gained (distance
travelled), which relates to codifiable models and theories, and tacit understanding
(journey travelled), which relates to practical skills and know-how. Self-reflective
surveys were used to collect learning gain data from final year students studying an
organisational leadership module as part of an undergraduate business studies degree
course at a UK university. The research collected data in 2019 (before the Covid-19
pandemic) for a cohort of students, and again in 2021 (during the Covid-19 pan-
demic) for the subsequent cohort of students. Through an analysis of both sets of
data, a comparison has been possible between how students perceived their learning
to have changed due to the alternative online educational delivery method being
offered. Whereas a decrease in reported learning was expected from the online
teaching, this was not always the case, and predominantly females appear to have
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particularly valued the educational experience offered by the online learning
delivery.

4 S. Leidner et al.

Keywords Marketisation · Assessment · Feedback · Learning gain · Higher
education · Staff-student partnerships

1 Introduction

The marketization of Higher Education has been an ongoing process, and this
modification to the relationship between student and university has previously
been discussed in an array of related articles (Banwait, 2017; Bendixen & Jacobsen,
2017; Bristow & Schneider, 2002; Molesworth et al., 2010; Nedbalova et al., 2014;
Nixon et al., 2018; Polkinghorne et al., 2017a). As a direct result of this
marketisation, students have become concerned about the ‘value for money’ that
they are receiving from their university education (Chapleo & O’Sullivan, 2017;
Howson, 2021; Roohr et al., 2017). Value for money, in this sense, relates both to
what students are taught, and also to how they are taught. It is true that the value for
money discussion does expand into the usefulness (or otherwise) of the university
education received by students. This relates to Skelton’s (2005) dominant and
alternative conceptualizations regarding the purpose of Higher Education, i.e. is it
for training the workforce which a country requires, or for developing critical
thinkers who can contribute to society. For the purposes of this study, the focus is
upon the intrinsic provision of a university education, as opposed to any subsequent
downstream results for the individual’s employment, which may be due to having a
university education.

With the arrival of the Covid-19 pandemic in 2020, universities were forced to
close their campuses and move to online teaching delivery. This change was
necessary to enable students to continue with their education, and universities
worked hard to minimize the resulting disruption that this caused. However, debate
has reverberated regarding how this worked in practice, and whether the online
teaching provision was the same standard when compared to the previously deliv-
ered in-person on-campus teaching for which students had pre-paid (Azionya &
Nhedzi, 2021; Díez-Gutiérrez & Gajardo Espinoza, 2021; Yatigammana &
Wijayarathna, 2021). At the time of writing, the global pandemic has not ended,
although university teaching provision in the UK is largely classroom based again.
However, the lessons that can be learnt from the experience of delivering online
teaching during this period need to be captured to enable the Higher Education sector
to be better placed to respond to any similar events in the future, or to any evolutions
in the current pandemic.

To support this agenda, this paper reports on a unique study which considers
whether university teaching delivered online during the Covid-19 pandemic actually
generated any change in the learning which students perceived that they had
received. The subject taught which is considered in this study is based upon an
Organisational Leadership module delivered as part of a final year Business Studies



undergraduate degree course at a UK university, and the study uses student learning
gain to determine any perceived change in learning which may have occurred.

Evaluating Student Learning Gain: A Study to Consider How Teaching Online. . . 5

Previous studies (McGrath et al., 2015; Polkinghorne et al., 2017b) have
reviewed different approaches for evaluating student learning gain. Many learning
gain approaches have been tested in large-scale projects with a variety of results
being reported (Howson, 2019; Jones-Devitt et al., 2019), and the understanding of
how, and when, these can each be applied is growing continuously (Howson &
Buckley, 2020). For those wishing to know more, a review of the application of
learning gain within the Higher Education sector can be found in the work by
Tight (2021).

The research described in this study has used a learning gain model to collect
student data which enables a comparison between the learning being reported by two
student cohorts; one from before and the other during the Covid-19 pandemic
teaching practices. Firstly, the research approach will be detailed and then this
paper will discuss the nature of the organisational leadership subject being taught,
to provide context for this research study. This will then be followed by the
presentation of the results, with an associated discussion regarding how the findings
can be interpreted. Finally, conclusions will be drawn from this research, with the
limitations of the study being acknowledged. The original contribution of this paper
is the unique perspective which has been obtained by comparing the learning gain of
the students before and during the Covid-19 period of university campus closure.
This has resulted in a rare insight into the potential differences in learning between
face to face and online university teaching, and was only possible because the initial
data had already been collected prior to the pandemic.

2 Research Approach and Method

For this study, data was collected from students studying an Organization Leader-
ship module as part of their final year of a Business Studies undergraduate degree
course at a UK university. The degree programme is accredited by the Chartered
Management Institute (CMI), and the Association to Advance Collegiate Business
Schools (AACSB), and the teaching therefore has both to satisfy academic require-
ments, and fulfil the criteria set by these Professional, Statutory and Regulatory
bodies (PRSBs).

By chance, learning gain data had already been collected from a cohort of
students in the 2019–20 academic year when teaching was being delivered
in-person and on-campus. When the Covid-19 pandemic arrived in 2020, universi-
ties were forced to move their teaching online due to the introduction of mandatory
national lockdowns and restrictions.

The online teaching was based upon the same curriculum, intended learning
outcomes, and learning materials, and same lecture delivery pattern. The seminar
delivery differed in that seminars in 2019–20 were delivered by a male member of
staff. Seminars in 2020–21 were delivered by an all-female teaching team. The only



other substantive difference caused by this change in educational delivery was the
need for students to access live lectures and pre-recorded materials from their homes
or student accommodation. The teaching was delivered using the University’s
institutional licence for the Zoom platform, and recordings and other learning
materials were made available via the University’s virtual learning environment
‘Brightspace’.
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Table 1 Questions relating to distance travelled and journey travelled

Questions relating to distance travelled

Q1 How much has your understanding of the nature of leadership increased?

Q2 Howmuch has your understanding of the practical aspects of leadership in different contexts
increased?

Q3 How much has your understanding of the theoretical aspects of leadership in different
contexts increased?

Q4 How much has your understanding of the implications for future leadership practices
increased?

Questions relating to journey travelled

Q5 How much has your ability to distinguish between leadership and management improved?

Q6 How much has your ability to evaluate the major theoretical approaches to leadership
improved?

Q7 How much has your ability to apply leadership theoretical approaches with reference to
leader power and influence improved?

Q8 How much has your ability to critically analyze the ethical, organisational, social and
environmental challenges and constraints faced by today’s organisations improved?

Authors’ own work

Given this change to online teaching, in the academic year 2020–21, the oppor-
tunity for collecting comparative data was identified. This data was collected from
the next cohort of final year Business Studies undergraduate degree course students
at the same UK university and studying the same Organisational Leadership module.
In both cases, students were selected using a non-probability volunteer-based sam-
pling method. This study followed Bournemouth University’s research ethics
protocols.

Students in both cohorts were asked to respond to a series of questions, with their
responses being ranked using the following linguistic labels (0) No Change;
(1) Minor Improvement; (2) Moderate Improvement; (3) Significant Improvement;
and (4) Exceptional Improvement. Using these options, students were asked to
consider how their understanding of the Organisational Leadership subject area
had changed due studying the module. Analysis undertaken focussed upon any
‘high-levels’ of reported learning, and in this context high-level relates to responses
which are either (3) Significant Improvement or (4) Exceptional Improvement.

For this study, the actual questions asked were based upon a learning gain module
first proposed by Polkinghorne et al. (2017c) and subsequently developed by
Polkinghorne, Roushan, and Taylor (2021b). The model has also been successfully
applied in a range of previous studies including the consideration of the learning
reported by marketing students (Polkinghorne, O’Sullivan, et al., 2021a). As seen in



Table 1, the learning gain model formulates questions based upon the intended
learning outcomes for the module being considered and separates them into those
questions which relate to improvements in a student’s explicit knowledge (codifiable
data) and those relating to an improvement in a student’s tacit knowledge (practical
abilities).
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The intended learning outcomes for this Organisational Leadership module which
underpinned the question formulation were based upon the following themes:

1. The nature of leadership and management
2. The major theoretical approaches to leadership
3. The practical aspects of leadership in different contexts
4. The implications for future leadership practices

Analysis of the data was undertaken using a frequency method to determine the
number of students who considered that their learning had improved significantly or
exceptionally. By undertaking a comparison of these frequency results across the
two cohorts of students, it was possible to review how the perceived student learning
had changed due to the introduction of the online teaching. In total, data was
collected from 27 students in the academic year 2019–20 (14 males; 13 females)
and from 46 students in academic year 2020–21 (24 males; 22 females).

3 Teaching Organisational Leadership

The rationale for delivering leadership education on undergraduate business and
management degrees is that graduates should aspire to reach a managerial or
leadership role in their career, or be at least exposed to leadership functions within
the businesses for which they work. Furthermore, a shortage of leadership and
management skills in applicants has been identified. In fact, the Employer Skills
Survey (Winterbotham et al., 2020) determined that in terms of softer and people-
related sills, time management skills, prioritization skills and managing one’s own
feelings, are the main causes for skills shortage based vacancies. The ability to lead,
motivate, and persuade others contributed to 44% of all skills shortage vacancies.
Graduates who lack leadership and management-related skills are likely to struggle
with working independently, and making fast decisions. Furthermore, with a lack of
these skills, career progression may be slowed down, since working with others,
motivating others, and exerting influence are required as an individual’s manage-
ment responsibilities increase. The above-mentioned developments provided a ratio-
nale for including leadership in degree courses which are geared at the business and
management-orientated professions. The curriculum therefore contains topics which
aim to address any gaps in these soft skills.

The delivery of the Organisational Leadership module is shaped by four factors.
Firstly, students need to learn theoretical knowledge about leadership theory. Sec-
ondly, students need to be aware of contemporary problems experienced by busi-
nesses and that have to be addressed by leaders. Thirdly, most undergraduate



students cannot reflect on their own leadership experiences because they have not
had any, and therefore, leadership examples and case studies serve as tools for
reflection and the application of theory to practice. Fourthly, students need to
become critical thinkers and writers in order to review and discuss the implications
of potential leadership challenges facing businesses.
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A qualitative study by Oberg and Andenoro (2019) found that there are certain
learner barriers which need to be overcome to ensure a successful student journey
and learning experience is delivered. Such barriers include external engagements
and activities (distractions) which students engage in, ongoing pressure and stress
relating to life and study, and pre-existing beliefs about leadership. Examples of
environmental barriers include technology, physical space, location, and the learning
environment provided by the educational institution itself. Furthermore, instructor
barriers are considered to include time, competing commitments, and department
support. This research recommends that to be effective, leadership learning should
take place through staff-student relationships, critical reflection, and adaptive
learning.

A variety of well-established teaching methods support the achievement of key
learning moments in leadership education. These are lectures, guest speakers,
experiential learning, action learning, feedback sessions, reflective practices, team-
work, and coaching (Murphy & Johnson, 2011). The use of pop culture has become
a well-established practice among leadership educators, and is a popular activity
amongst students to enable them to explore leadership concepts. For example this
technique can be used to teach students poor and toxic leadership through film
(Edwards et al., 2015).

In addition to this, the curriculum exposes students to thought-provoking topics
such as the use of gender and diversity in leadership, the role of followership,
responsible leadership, toxic leadership and the use of power and influence. Learn-
ing about critical issues is essential for future employees, as they will be navigating
through uncertain environments more than ever. Understanding the differences
between leadership and management, and different leadership styles and theory,
can enable students to become influential professionals and so maximize their
personal impact within their workplace.

4 Data Collection and Analysis

The data collected from students in the 2019–20 pre-Covid period when in-person
teaching was delivered on-campus are detailed in Fig. 1. A frequency analysis
technique was used with a focus upon those students reporting significant improve-
ment in their learning (indicated by a code 3) or exceptional improvements in their
learning (indicated with a code 4). Using this approach, it is apparent that the highest
levels of learning were reported by students for Question 1 (How much has your
understanding of the nature of leadership increased?) and Question 3 (How much
has your understanding of the theoretical aspects of leadership in different contexts



increased?) with 59% of students reporting significant or exceptional improvements
in their learning for each.
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Fig. 1 2019–20 learning gain responses for Questions 1–8: data representing Females 1–13 and
Males 1–14. Authors’ own work

The lowest level of learning was reported by students for Question 4 (How much
has your understanding of the implications for future leadership practices
increased?) with only 33% of students reporting significant or exceptional improve-
ments in their learning.

The median across the questions when considering just the high-level results for
all students is 48%, i.e. this is the percentage of students typically reporting signif-
icant improvement or exceptional improvements in their learning. The mean across
the questions when considering just the high-level results for all students is also
48%, and this is considered to represent the perceived overall learning gain for this
cohort of students.

By grouping the data together for Q1–Q4, it is possible to gain an appreciation of
student reported perceived learning in relation to distance travelled (DT). Similarly,
by grouping the data together for Q5–Q8 it is possible to gain an appreciation of
student reported perceived learning in relation to journey travelled (JT). Clearly from
the data (Table 2), 6 students, e.g. students Female 1 and Male 1, have not reported
any high levels of learning, whereas 5 students, e.g. students Female 13 and Male
14, have reported the highest levels of learning for both distance travelled, and
journey travelled.
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Table 2 Grouped distance travelled and journey travelled learning gain responses for individual
students: 2019–20

Student DT JT LG Student DT JT LG

Female 1 0% 0% 0% Male 1 0% 0% 0%

Female 2 0% 0% 0% Male 2 0% 0% 0%

Female 3 0% 0% 0% Male 3 0% 0% 0%

Female 4 0% 50% 25% Male 4 25% 0% 13%

Female 5 25% 75% 50% Male 5 25% 0% 13%

Female 6 50% 75% 63% Male 6 25% 25% 25%

Female 7 50% 75% 63% Male 7 50% 50% 50%

Female 8 75% 0% 38% Male 8 50% 75% 63%

Female 9 75% 0% 38% Male 9 75% 50% 63%

Female 10 75% 75% 75% Male 10 75% 50% 63%

Female 11 100% 75% 88% Male 11 75% 100% 88%

Female 12 100% 100% 100% Male 12 75% 100% 88%

Female 13 100% 100% 100% Male 13 100% 100% 100%

Male 14 100% 100% 100%

Authors’ own work

Incidences are apparent of 6 students reporting much stronger levels of distance
travelled compared to journey travelled, e.g. students Female 8 and Male 9, and
conversely, 7 students have reported much stronger levels of journey travelled
compared to distance travelled, e.g. students Female 5 and Male 11. Overall learning
gain combining both distance travelled, and journey travelled, and is indicated in
Table 2 by the column marked LG.

The data collected from students in the 2020–21 Covid-19 period, when
in-person teaching delivered on-campus was replaced with remote online teaching,
are detailed in Fig. 2. Once again, a frequency analysis technique was used with a
focus upon those students reporting significant improvement in their learning (indi-
cated with a code 3) or exceptional improvements in their learning (indicated with a
code 4). Using this approach, it is apparent that the highest level of learning was
reported by students for Question 5 (How much has your ability to distinguish
between leadership and management improved?) with 72% of students reporting
significant or exceptional improvements in their learning. The lowest level of
learning was reported by students for Question 4 (How much has your understand-
ing of the implications for future leadership practices increased?) with only 4% of
students reporting significant or exceptional improvements in their learning.

The median across the questions when considering just the high-level results for
all students is 57% which represents an increase of 8% when compared to the
previous cohort of students. The mean across the questions when considering just
the high-level results for all students is 55%, which represents an increase of 7%
when compared to the previous cohort of students.

When comparing the two student cohorts, is it possible to identify how perceived
learning reported against each question has changed over time (Fig. 3). The



maximum reported learning gain for any single question has increased by 12% from
59% (Q1 and Q3 in 2019–20) to 72% (Q5 in 2020–21). Similarly, the minimum
reported learning gain for any single question has increased by 8% from 33% (Q4 in
2019–20) to 41% (Q4 in 2020–21).
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Fig. 2 2020–21 coded learning gain responses for Questions 1–8: data representing Females 1–22
and Males 1–24. Authors’ own work
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Fig. 3 Mean frequency of high-level overall student learning gain by Question. Authors’ own work

The most significant change in reported perceived learning for an individual
question was for Q5 which changed a very significant 20% from 52% (2019–20)
to 72% (2020–21). The only question which did not see an increase in reported
perceived student learning was Q8 (How much has your ability to critically analyze
the ethical, organisational, social and environmental challenges and constraints
faced by today’s organisations improved?) for which there was a 3% drop from 48%
(2019–20) to 46% (2020–21).

Once again, by grouping the data together for Q1–Q4, it is possible to gain an
appreciation of student reported perceived learning in relation to distance travelled,
and grouping Q5–Q8, we can gain an appreciation of student reported perceived
learning in relation to journey travelled (Table 3). Clearly from the data, 7%
(3 students), e.g. students Female 1 and Male 1, have not reported any high levels
of learning, whereas 15% (7 students), e.g. students Female 22 and Male 24, have
reported the highest levels of learning for both distance travelled and journey
travelled. Incidences are apparent of 28% (13 students) reporting much stronger
levels of distance travelled compared to journey travelled, e.g. students Female
15 and Male 15, and conversely, 22% (10 students) have reported much stronger
levels of journey travelled compared to distance travelled, e.g. students Female 6 and
Male 4.

Furthermore, when we consider the aggregated mean frequency data for distance
travelled, journey travelled, and for overall learning gain, for the 2019–20 cohort,
and compare this against the data for the 2020–21 cohort, an ‘across the board’
increase in perceived learning reported by the students is revealed (Fig. 4). The data
indicates that the aggregated distance travelled learning has increased by almost 6%,
the journey travelled learning by 8%, and the overall learning gain by 7%.

However, by considering the data in terms of gender, a different and more
significant picture is revealed. In the case of male perceived learning gain (Fig. 5),
there was a reported increase in learning for questions Q2, Q3, Q5, Q6, and Q7 of
between +2% and + 10%, but a decrease in reported learning for questions Q1, Q4,



and Q8 of between-3% and-12%. Overall, male learning had either increased and
decreased depending upon the question, with some of the changes, both positive and
negative, being quite significant.
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Table 3 Grouped distance travelled and journey travelled learning gain responses for individual
students: 2020–21

Student DT JT LG Student DT JT LG

Female 1 0% 0% 0% Male 1 0% 0% 0%

Female 2 0% 0% 0% Male 2 0% 25% 13%

Female 3 25% 25% 25% Male 3 0% 25% 13%

Female 4 25% 50% 38% Male 4 0% 75% 38%

Female 5 25% 50% 38% Male 5 0% 75% 38%

Female 6 25% 100% 63% Male 6 25% 0% 13%

Female 7 50% 25% 38% Male 7 25% 25% 25%

Female 8 50% 50% 50% Male 8 25% 25% 25%

Female 9 50% 50% 50% Male 9 25% 50% 38%

Female 10 50% 75% 63% Male 10 25% 75% 50%

Female 11 50% 100% 75% Male 11 50% 0% 25%

Female 12 75% 25% 50% Male 12 50% 25% 38%

Female 13 75% 75% 75% Male 13 50% 50% 50%

Female 14 75% 75% 75% Male 14 50% 50% 50%

Female 15 100% 25% 63% Male 15 75% 0% 38%

Female 16 100% 75% 88% Male 16 75% 25% 50%

Female 17 100% 100% 100% Male 17 75% 25% 50%

Female 18 100% 100% 100% Male 18 75% 75% 75%

Female 19 100% 100% 100% Male 19 75% 75% 75%

Female 20 100% 100% 100% Male 20 75% 100% 88%

Female 21 100% 100% 100% Male 21 75% 100% 88%

Female 22 100% 100% 100% Male 22 100% 75% 88%

Male 23 100% 75% 88%

Male 24 100% 100% 100%

Authors’ own work

Taking a more holistic perspective for male learning, there was no substantive
change in distance travelled learning reported, and only a modest +2% improvement
in perceived learning relating to journey travelled (Fig. 6). Overall, the reported
change in learning gain for males was a negligible <1%. Therefore, if we just
consider males, there appears to be no significant difference in reported learning
between teaching in-person and on-campus in 2019–20 and teaching online instead
in 2020–21.

In practice, males have reported significant improvements in learning for Q2
(How much has your understanding of the practical aspects of leadership in
different contexts increased?), Q5 (How much has your ability to distinguish
between leadership and management improved?) and Q6 (How much has your
ability to evaluate the major theoretical approaches to leadership improved?), and
significant reductions in learning for Q4 (How much has your understanding of the



implications for future leadership practices increased?) and Q8 (How much has
your ability to critically analyze the ethical, organisational, social and environmen-
tal challenges and constraints faced by today’s organisations improved?).
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Fig. 4 Aggregated overall mean frequency grouped responses for high-level distance travelled and
journey travelled perceived learning. Authors’ own work
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Fig. 5 Mean frequency of high-level male student learning gain by question. Authors’ own work

In the case of female perceived learning gain, a far more positive story emerges as
there was a reported increase in learning for all questions of between +2% for Q3 and
+31% for Q5 (Fig. 7). Taking a more holistic perspective for female learning, the
reported perceived learning relating to distance travelled improved by +13%, and the
reported perceived learning relating to journey travelled improved by +16% (Fig. 8).
Overall, the change in learning gain for females was +14%. Therefore, if we just



f

consider females, there appears to be a significant difference in reported learning
between teaching in-person and on-campus in 2019–20, and teaching online instead
in 2020–21. With this data, the very significant improvements in reported perceived
learning should be noted for Q4 (How much has your understanding of the impli-
cations for future leadership practices increased?) of +28%, Q5 (How much has
your ability to distinguish between leadership and management improved?) o
+31% and Q6 (How much has your ability to evaluate the major theoretical
approaches to leadership improved?) of +19%.
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