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Abstract

The main aim of this study was investigating dis¢atearners’ perceptions of and attitudes
towards distance education. For this descriptivevey, a total of 120 students were selected
from two governmental Universities (Bahir Dar Umsi#¢y and Haramaya University) that have
distance education systems. The respondents wésetexk using simple random sampling
technigue; on the other hand, the institutions weetected purposefully since the researcher
believed that they were prestigious for their dista education programs and the period of their
tutorial programs was parallel to the data collewti period of the research. A Likert scale
guestionnaire was employed to collect the data e@edhen the data were analyzed through
descriptive statistics, particularly percentage.eTiesults of the study showed that students had
negative perceptions of and attitudes towards tlaeious aspects of distance education
institutions. Thus, the government, distance edogainstitutions and curriculum designers
should take their respective measures in maintgirstudents’ perceptions of and attitudes
towards distance education. Furthermore, these dmdshould design strict policies and
procedures for distance education systems so asddernize and up-grade the system in
general.
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I. Introduction
1.1 Background

Distance education’s origins may be traced to theteenth century in England and continental
Europe when colleges used postal services for giayieducation by means of correspondence
(Phipps and Merisotis, 1999; Ponzurick, Russo amght, 2000; Sherry, 1996; Wernet, Olliges
and Delicath, 2000). The term “distance educatibas been used to describe the process of
providing education where the instructor is disteggographically separated) from the student
(Gallagher and McCormick, 1999), or any instrucéibarrangement in which the teacher and the
learner are geographically separated to an exbattrequires communication through media
such as print or some other form of technology (Mamnd Thompson, 1997 as cited in Spooner,
Jordan, Algozzine and Spooner, 1999; Perraton, ;1R88gan, 1986; Garrison and Shale, 1987
as cited in Sherry, 1996).

Higher education via distance learning is expandimgscope and use of information and
communication technology. In many parts of theldjathere have been expansions of distance



education and online academic programs. Partiguthe past one decade has put a significant
contribution to the fast growth of distance edumain Ethiopia.

From time immemorial, teacher-lecturing/studertieliéng was the primary mode of traditional
academic education. The delivery system for higleication has been a classroom setting with
a professor giving a lecture and students listend writing notes. Interaction between the
professor and the student has been viewed as amnti@sslearning element within this
arrangement (O’Malley and McCraw, 1999), often mefé to as the “sage on the stage.”

Technological improvements such as printing madhineostal services, telephone, radio,
television, and more recently the Internet, havenba driving force yielding new delivery
methods and platforms. These new learning metheesl @o deliver distance education are
proliferating exponentially in various learning grams, and leading some experts to predict that
the “residential based model”, in the form of studeattending classes at prearranged times and
locations, will disappear in the near future (Baist Goldstein, and Lozier 1999; Drucker, 1997
as cited in O’Malley, 1999). Although an expensiygion today, video conferencing may create
a virtual feeling that we are “back in the classndoSome form of distance education has
progressed in concept and practice from an “anysyhdo an “anytime,” to an “any pace”
delivery method.

A substantial body of research on distance edutatonducted between 1952 and 1992,
showed that distance education outcomes were radt different from those achieved in
traditional classrooms (DeSantis, 2002). In theuiew of distance education programs, Phipps
and Merisotis (1999) reported that 1) most writisgggest similarities in learning outcomes of
those using technology and those attending classinstruction 2) distance learners genrerally
have positive attitude and are satisfied 3) mostiss conclude that courses of distance
education programs are of comparable merits walsstbom-based ones and win high level of
student satisfaction irrespective of the technologgd. Russell (2002) also examined numerous
studies and similarly reported further supporthef tho significant difference” phenomenon. On
the other hand, numerous research studies havenpeesa different picture and therefore
conflict with the conclusions cited above, creatagnixed and confusing situation (Dellana,
Collins, and West, 2000).

A major concern about distance education contirtaelge its quality compared to traditional

classroom education. This concern has spurred sixgenesearch into the factors that affect the
quality of these programs. In many cases, “broadasares of the effectiveness of distance
education have been examined focusing on acadeerformance, satisfaction, attitude and
evaluation of instructionNOjo and Kayode, 2006). Although student achievement is one
common measure of a distance education prograntsess, it is recommended that program
evaluators collect and report additional data @ ghe most exhaustive description possible.



Recent meta-analysis studies have focused on epetiéracteristics in distance education:
student satisfaction (Allen, Bourhis, Burrell andalMy, 2002); instructional features affecting
learner achievement (Machtmes and Asher, 2000);edndation technologies in K-12 learning
(Cavanaugh, 2001). As distance education in Ethidwis been suffering from various factors
related to attitude, quality, feasibility and susability from the outset, the current study
investigates distance learners’ real perceptiorandfattitudes towards distance education in the
Ethiopian context, taking the above theoreticakigamunds as a base.

1.2.Statement of the Problem

Distance education refers to various forms of etiocal activity in which learners are

physically apart from the teacher or the teachirstitution for much of the teaching and learning
process (Rumble, 1989). Distance education is eamgm@s a distinct discipline that has drawn
attention of educational researchers who wish twbh@rvarious aspects of this innovation in
countries like U.K., Canada and Australia and nowarious Asian and African countries
including Ethiopia. This is bound to lead to furtimaprovement and investigation of a variety of
new communication media, which are now easily atéd.

Relatively little research has been devoted to axmpy factors that predict the success of
distance learners (Cookson, 1989). Furthermore rékearch that does exit has concentrated
largely on demographic correlates of student suc@mer et al, 1995). Sahoo (1994) reported
that the majority of the studies are exploratorynature and useful for being aware of the
condition of distance education and almost all dbfacilitate macro and micro level decision-
making. From the review of studies, it is evidetitat empirical researches highlighting the
contribution of learners’ characteristics to suscés distance learning system have been
neglected with a few exceptions such as those atediy Das (1992), and Renu (1990). Other
researchers took it as a component in their stugy #&nand (1979), Gomathi (1982), Khan
(1982), Pillai and Mohan (1983) and Sahoo (1985xafeful scrutiny of the meager research
available in the field of distance education leads to believe that it is a growing field with vast
research potential. Surveys of research in edutaticthiopia vouch for it. It is also clear that
the battery of predictors generally used to predi& success in formal system may not
adequately do justice.

Shortage of researches in the area of distanceaBdngc inadequacy of existing research
evidence to predict the perception and attitudedistance learners in Ethiopia and the
researcher’s teaching experience in the system $exwved as motivating factors for undertaking
the present piece of research so as to fill an rtapoknowledge gap. In view of the importance
of learner characteristics in the success of tlstadce education system, the researcher was
inclined to study perceptions of and attitudes talsadistance education as predictors of
academic performance of undergraduate distancedesin two governmental universities.



1.3.0bjectives of the study
1.3.1. General Objective

The general objective of this study was examiniistptice learners’ perceptions of and attitudes
towards distance education in Ethiopia.

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

The specific objectives of the study were:

» Discovering students’ perceptions of and attitudesrds distance education in general.

* ldentifying students’ perceptions of and attitudewards the methods and materials
used in the distance education system.

» ldentifying students’ perception of assessmenihédistance education system.

» Discovering students’ perception of the qualityddtance education.

« Discovering students’ attitude towards the quatifyemployees who passed through
distance education.

1.4  Significance of the Study

This study can benefit various concerned bodiastl¥ it would inform methodology specialists and
curriculum designers in the Ethiopian educationtespsabout how distance learners perceive the
distance education system and enable them to endidtance learner’'s characteristics. Distance
education institutions can also benefit from thiglg since it triggers them to revisit their fummcting

by taking learners’ perceptions of and attitudesatals distance education into consideration. Above
all, this fairly limited study may pave a way farrther research in this area.

1.5 Scope of the Study

This study was carried out on only two learner abtaristics, namely, perception and attitude, and
only two governmental universities (Bahir Dar andr&maya) running distance education programs.
The research would have been more inclusive andaensive if students of the universities in
other study centers, other institutions such agapgi ones and other stakeholderss such as teachers,
employers and curriculum experts were included.

1.6 Limitations of the Study

This study focused on assessing distance learper€eptions of and attitudes towards distance
education with reference to two governmental ursiies. Firstly, the exclusion of private instituts

due to inconvenience of collecting data from thetattered tutorial centers would affect the
generalizability of the results of this study. Sedly, the study has not assessed tutors’ and other
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stakeholders’ perceptions and attitudes in paraitel those of students. Thirdly, the use of
guestionnaire only might have its own negative iobjmen the strength of this study.

1.7 Definitions of Operational Terms

Distance education: The process of providing education where the iosbru is distant
(geographically separated) from the student

Students’ perception: Students’ understanding and awareness of distaha=agon
Students’ attitude: Students’ outlook and feelings towards distancecation
Conventional institutions: Institutions that provide education face to face

II.  Methodology of the Study

The design of the study was descriptive survey \aithuantitative approach. A total of 120

students selected from two governmental univessi{iBahir Dar University and Haramaya

University) through simple random sampling parttga in the study. The institutions were

selected purposefully since the researcher belidvatdthey were prestigious for their distance
education programs and the periods of their tutgmiagrams were found to be quite parallel

with the study’s data collection period. The datarevcollected as students were taking their
tutorials in the Minilik I Primary School in the wkends. The data were then collected in a
period of two weeks.

A Likert scale guestionnaire was used to assextests’ perceptions and attitudes. To this
effect, a perception and attitude inventory whicksvdeveloped by a Nigerian researcher (Ojo,
2006) was slightly adapted. The questionnaire doedth 30 items classified under five
categories. In the first category, there were seatems dealing with students’ perception of
distance education; the second category contaieeensitems on methods and materials; the
third category had three items on assessment; dhehf category contained seven items on
quality education, and the last category contaified items on employees’ quality. The
guestionnaire was filled by all students regardielsbatch, age, sex and other variables. The
guestionnaire was also filled through face to fapproach. 120 questionnaires were distributed
and 102 of them collected back.

After data collection, data were organized thenadificand encoded into the SPSS 20 software.
Then, the data were analyzed and discussed, tHgsmnheing immediately followed by the
discussion under each sub-title. Since the apprazichhe study was fully quantitative,
descriptive statistics was employed. To this ehd,ftequency and percentage of responses were
calculated and analyzed using five tables undéereint categories.



Il. Data Analysis and Discussion

The analysis of data was made under five categdoessing on students’ attitude towards
distance education in general, their perceptiorthef methods and materials in the distance
learning program, their perception of the assestsnmpeocess in distance education, their
perception of the quality of distance education #meir perception of and attitude towards
distance education in relation to employment. Thiis,analysis is made according to the five
major categories each of which contain 3-7 itemsl, the results were presented in tables using
percentage as a numerical tool. For the analysipogse, only the valid percent was used
avoiding the missing part from the statistics.

In addition to this, a total of 120 questionnaivesre distributed and only 102 of them were
returned. As a result, the frequency of all of 162 papers is calculated in this part except a very
few missing elements under most of the items. Tdta dnalysis and discussion is made together
preceding the data presentation followed by a disiom at the end of each sub-title.

3.1 Students’ Attitude towards and Perception of Distane Education in General

Table 1: Students’ Attitude towards and Perceptiorof Distance Education in General

No | Statement Percentage of Responses

Agree | Disagree| Undecided

1 | am happy that | am attending my first degreealistance 50% 16% 34%
education

2 If I had the choice, | would have learnt my fidggree vig 77.2 %| 10.9 % 11.9%
the conventional system

3 It is easier to obtain a degree by distance iegrthan by| 68.3% | 21.8% 9.9%
regular university program.

4 Distance learning program are better than regdégree 15% 75% 10%
program.

5 The entry point into the distance education systeems 66.7% | 18.6% 14.7%
more relaxed than the conventional system.

6 It is easier to work and study in the Distanceication| 71.7% | 17.2% 11.1%
institutions unlike in the conventional Universdie

7 The distance education institutions permit onextend the 60.6% | 18.2% 21.2%
completion of a program without penalty.




Table 1 above shows the item-by- item analysidhefdata on students’ general perceptions and
attitude towards distance education.

The first item asked the students if they were gappt they were studying for their first degree
in distance education. Accordingly, half of thepasdents (50%) agreed that they were happy,
but only 16% of them disagreed. 34% of the respotglwere not in a position to decide
whether they were happy or not.

In the second item, most of the students (77.2%¢ehthat they would study for their first
degree if they had a choice. Here, 10.9% and 1fltBeostudents disagreed to the statement and
were unable to decide, respectively.

Item 3 of table 1 shows most of the students (68eBeved that obtaining a degree by learning
at a distance is easier than by attending a regulaersity program. 21% of the respondents
disagreed while 9.9 of them were not able to decide

Item 4 is about the comparison of distance learpirgggram and regular degree program. Most
of the students (75%) disagreed that distance #&duda better than regular program while 15%
of them agreed on the statement. Here, 10% akmondents were not in a position to decide.
In the fifth item, 66.7% the students agreed tlma&t éntry point into the distance education
system seems to be more relaxed than the convahtgystem. 18.6% and 14.7% of the
respondents disagreed and unable to decide, resggct

Responding to item number 6, most of the studefits/%) agreed that it is easier to study and
work in the distance education institutions unlikehe conventional universities. Here, 17.2%
of the students showed their disagreement, bubfetvem (11.1%), were unable to decide.

On the final item of Table 1, 60.6% of the responideagreed that the distance education
institutions permit one to extend the completioragirogram without penalty while 18.2% of the
students disagreed on the statement. Still, 21.P#teostudents were not in a position to decide
on the above idea.

From the above data, we can understand that theergl had a negative attitude towards
distance education in general. Although half of shedents seem to be happy about attending
their first degree via distance education, most2%j of them preferred to study for their degree
through the conventional education system. This siamply tell us that though half of the
students pretended to enjoy studying in the digtatcation system, they are more interested
in conventional education system. Furthermore, esitsl had some misconception on the
formality and load-related standards of distancecation. All these evidences could show us
how students in the distance education system egatively perceiving the educational system
they are engaged in.

3.2 Students’ Perception of Distance Education Methodand Materials

Table 2: Students’ Perception of Distance EducatioMethods and Materials

No. | Statement Percentage of Responses




Agree | Disagree| Undecided

1 The study materials received in the distance legraire| 24.5 | 63.7 11.8
of better than the lecture notes received in |the
conventional system.

2 The materials provided in the distance educatiogm@ms| 28.7 | 56.4 14.9
are self-sufficient for my studies

3 | don’t go to library, and | don’'t need to read etlbooks| 66.6 | 25.5 6.9
since the modules are enough

4 The counseling needs of learners are better ndisiance| 28 62 10
education than in the conventional higher education

5 Group discussions are more important in distaréé4 | 7.8 7.8
education than the conventional system.

6 The time given for tutorial is not enough. 77.Y 24, 8.1

7 The tutorial in use in the distance education isféective| 24.5 | 62.7 12.8
as the lecture methods used in the convention&sys

Table 2 is about students’ perceptions of methaud materials used in distance learning

programs. The first item asks students if theydweld that the study materials of distance
learning programs are of better quality than thetulee notes received in conventional system.
Thus, only 24.5% perceived that the course mageuaéd in their distance study are of higher
quality than the lecture notes provided by lecwiratr conventional institutions while most of

them (63.7%) did not perceive the distance learcimgrse materials as being of higher quality
than lecture notes.

In item 2 of Table 2, students were asked if theen@s in the distance education programs
were self-sufficient for their studies. 55.5% afdnts disagreed while 28.7% and 14.9 of them
agreed and were unable to decide, respectivelys Hsult indicates that more than half of the
students did not believe that the materials inadis¢ education programs were sufficient to their
education.

In response to item 3, 66.6% of the students redatttat they did not go to library and read

books other than their modules believing that tleelutes were enough. The remaining 25.5%
and 6.9 disagreed and were undecided, respectiVé¢lis is contrary to the response of over half
of the students to item 2: that the materials mtediin distance education programs were not
self-sufficient.




Responses to item 4 suggest that students’ needctdonseling were better met in ODL
institutions than in conventional university; or8@% of the students responded negatively to
this statement, while 28% responded positively, 2h@% indicated they were undecided.

The majority of the students (84.4%) agreed thaugrdiscussions were more important in
distance education than in conventional educatirereas 7.8% disagreed and the other 7.8%
were undecided.

The time given for tutorial in distance educationgrams was reported to be inadequate by the
majority of the students (77.7%) while 14.2 disagren the statement. 8.1% of the respondents
were not in a position to decide. In responseami?, most of the students (62.7%) disagreed on
the effectiveness of distance education tutorial®gared to that of the lecture methods in the
conventional education while 24.5% agreed and 12:8%& undecided.

From the above presentation, one can deduce teattidents had negative perceptions of the
methods and materials of distance education progranvarious measurements, except their
positive outlook on the importance of group disawss in distance education. This can give us a
good understanding of students’ real perceptiodistance education programs, particularly on
their perceptions of the methods and materials kvhan highly influence the teaching-learning
process.

3.3 Students’ Perception of the Assessment Processhistance Education

Table 3: Students’ Perception of the Assessment Rress in Distance Education

No. | Statement Percentage of Responses

Agre | Disagr | Undecid
e (%) | ee (%) | ed

(%)

1 There is more room for academic cheating in digan®.3 | 18.8 10.9
education than conventional education.

2 The assessments in the distance education program6a 28 7
easier than the assessments in the conventiomidstu

3 Very little effort is required to obtain a degreia distance 15 79 6
learning.

Table 3 assesses students’ perceptions aboutsbssasent process of distance education. Under
item 1, students were asked if there is more rooma€ademic cheating in distance education



than conventional education and 70.3% of them agvd@le 18.8 showed their disagreement.
Fewer students (10.9%) were not sure of the stateme

Regarding the assessments in the distance edugqatignam, 65% of the students agreed that
the assessments in distance education progranr ¢agiethe assessments in the conventional
studies. Here, 28% of the students put their desgent on the statement while 7% of the
respondents were not in a position to decide.

In parallel to the assessment process, studentsag&ed to show their perception on a statement
‘very little effort is required to obtain a degreia distance learning’. Accordingly, 79% of them
disagreed, 15% of them agreed and 6% undecided.

From the above data one understand that most dittlients (70% and 65%) perceive that the
overall process of assessment in the distance gdnystem is sub-standard in comparison to
the assessment process in the conventional edocgtsgtem. This could tell us that students in
the distance education system have a negative gienceabout the assessment process of the
institutions where they are learning in throughatise.

3.4 Students’ Perception about the Quality of Distace Education

Table 4: Students’ Perception about the Quality théDistance Education

No. Statement Agree Disagree Undecided
% %
(%) (%) %)
1. Teachers in the distance education program |63s 21 12
competent than teachers in the conventional
program.
2. The quality of a bachelor's degree obtained through.7 25.5 11.8
distance learning is inferior to that obtained tlglo
a regular university program.
3. Conventional university program are more rigoro68.6 19.6 11.8
than distance learning program
4. There is no difference in quality between degre24.7 67.4 7.9
obtained by distance and regular university program
5. Distance learning degrees are for students w@5 66.7 11.8

cannot gain admission into regular university
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program.

6. Students on distance learning program are 287 64.4 11.9
intelligent as their counterparts in regular progra

7. A degree via distance learning is as good as de(2& 62.6 12.1
obtained via a conventional university degree
program

The issue of quality education is covered in tieeng under table 4. In item 1, students were
asked if teachers in the distance education progesa competent than teachers in the
conventional program. As a result, 67% of the stiglgerceive that their teachers in the
distance education program are less competenttéamhers in the conventional program. Still,
21% of the students disagreed and 12% of the stsidegre not in a position to decide. 62.7%
of the students agreed that the quality of a bacisetiegree obtained through distance learning
is inferior to that obtained through a regular @msity program, but 25.5% showed their
disagreement on the statement. 11.8% of the stsidighhot put their stand on the statement.

In relation to the above idea, 68.6% the resporsddot believe that conventional university
program are more rigorous than distance learnmegram while the remaining 19.6% do not
accept this idea, and 11.8% shown their neutratipos

Item 4 is about difference in quality between degrebtained by distance and regular university
program. 67. 4% of the respondents here disagréae ®4.7% agrees on the quality between
degrees obtained by distance and regular progra®i of the students were not in a position to
decide on the statement.

Although students result in the above discussenisitshow that they perceive that distance
learning education if inferior to regular programost of the students (66.7%) disagree on the
statement which reflects that distance learningretsy are for students who cannot gain
admission into regular university program. Howe\29,5% of them agreed on the statement.
There were few students (11.8%) who were not abtketide.

On items 6 and 7, most of the students (64.4% &h6@%) disagreed on the concept of the
equivalence students’ intelligence and degree tgslbetween the distance and conventional
education system. There also students (23.7% a8@5vho had an opposite stand towards the
inequality of the two programs.

From the above descriptions, it is understood thas$t of the student in most cases do believe
that the quality of distance education is infetiorthe quality of conventional education. This
will have a clear implication on the quality of @ince education since perception has a direct
relation with practice and implementation. Howewstudents knew that distance education is not
designed for students who cannot gain admissianraggular university program. In contrary to
the previous ideas, students’ perception on thetext¢e of distance education for all kind of
students as a preference has a positive implicatioime distance education system.
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3.5 Students’ Perceptions and Attitudes about DistancEducation vs. Employment

Table 5: Students’ Perceptions and Attitudes aboutDistance Education versus

Employment
No. | Statement Responses
Agree | Disagree| Undecided
(%) | (%) (%)
1 Graduates who obtained their degrees via distaB8ed | 25.4 10.8

learning usually lack adequate skills compared| to
graduates of regular academic program.

2 Graduates of regular degree program requiretiassng | 63.4 | 26.7 9.9
on the job compared to those from distance learhing
program.

3 If 1 were allowed to select my assistant, | wouldt | 55.9 | 25.5 17.6

employ someone with a distance learning degree.

4 Distance learning degrees are useful for gainb§9 | 37.3 7.8
knowledge but not good for preparation for emplogtne

5 | will not recommend a distance learning prograom 56 35 9
anyone who wants a good quality degree.

The main purpose of the items in table 5 is onssisg students’ perception and attitude about
distance education versus employment. To know stad@erception about if graduates who
obtained their degrees via distance learning ugletk adequate skills compares to graduates of
regular academic program. Thus, 58% of them beltea¢ distance education graduates lack
adequate skills compared to regular program graduétere, 25.4% of the students disagreed on
this statement. Few (10.8%) were not in a positiodecide.

In relation to the above idea, students were atd@dhif graduates of regular degree program
require less training on the job compared to tHosm distance learning program.Similarly, the
majority of the students (63.4%) agreed on theestaht while 26.7% of them disagreed and
9.9% of them not decided.

On item 3 of table 5 students’ attitude measuredutjh technically asking them what would
have been their decision of employing someone iegrm the distance education program had
they been allowed to employ their assistant. Adoglgl, 55.8% of the students agreed not to
employ their assistant from distance program whdeo of them disagreed and 17.6% remained
undecided.
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Another systematic question which may challengéesits’ decisions was also raised on item 4
and more than half of the students (54.9%) agreedhe statement about distance learning
degrees are useful for gaining knowledge but natdgmr preparation for employment while
significant number of students (37.3%) disagreedl @B8% remained undecided.

Finally, a statement on Will not recommend a distance learning programatgyone who wants

a good quality degrew/as raised and students were asked to put thei sta. As a result, 56%
of the students agreed that they will not recommamygbne to evolve in the distance learning
program while 35% disagreed and 9% were not insiipa to decide.
All of the above questions are raised knowing thast of the students in the distance learning
program have work experiences since most of theeneanployees or employers. Like the
previous discussions, most of the respondents hagative perceptions and attitudes towards
the qualities of employees who have attended #ukication by distance education system.
Furthermore, most of them have showed a preferehemploying someone in the conventional
education system than someone in the distance galugaogram. Most of them also said that
they will not recommend a distance learning progtansomeone who wants a good quality
degree. However, unlike to their previous perceystion learning distance education, they said
that they learn degrees through distance educdbongaining knowledge than good for
preparation for employment. This idea contrast$ whieir previous concerns on the quality of
distance education versus the conventional educatie. So, it seems that significant numbers
of learners in the distance education program atesare of the entire objectives of attending
their education in the distance channel despitelia@ce they got to continue their education.

IV.  Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1 Conclusions
Based on the above analysis and discussion, tleevio conclusions have been drawn:

» Though students claim that they are happy of ditgntheir first degree via distance
education, they have a negative attitude to andr pomception about distance
learning program as it is compared to the conveaticeducation in terms of
preference and formality.

» Studentsreported a negative perception towardsntethods and materials in the
distance education programsin various measuremémsdules, tutorial and
counseling), except their positive outlook on thgortance of group discussions in
distance education in comparison to the conventietacation system. This can give
us a good understanding on students’ real peraeptiadistance education programs,
particularly on their perception of the methods andterials which can highly
influence the teaching-learning process.

* Most of the students perceive that the overalcgss of assessment in the distance
education system is sub-standard in comparisorh¢oassessment process in the
conventional education system. This could tell bat tstudents in the distance
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education system have a negative perception omassessment processes of the
institutions where they are learning in throughatise.

The majority of the students believe that the quadf distance education is inferior
to the quality of conventional education. This vhkve a clear implication on the
guality of distance education since perceptionrisatly related to practice.

However, students knew that distance educatiomotsdesigned for students who
cannot gain admission into regular university paogr Unlike to the previous ideas,
students’ perception on the existence of distadceaion for all kind of students as
a preference has a positive implication on theadis# education system.

Similarly, most of the students have negative paroas and attitudes towards the
gualities of employees who have attended their &ilut through distance education
system.
Generally speaking, students have negative atsSttal@nd perception about distance
education program in Ethiopia though they showesitpe attitudes and perceptions
in very few components of distance education.

4.2 Recommendations

Based on the above conclusions, the following renendations are made.

Students should first know and believe in the athges and disadvantages of
distance education and have a clear attitude aragpigon of the distance education
system to be successful through the course of $teyrin the system.

The methods and materials used in the distance agdaoc system should be
designedcritically and pedagogically by the Uniitegs which provide the program
since having well designed material and methods lagreat role in maintaining
students’ attitude and perception towards distauteation.

The assessment and admission requirements of cisettucation institutions should
have a standardized polices and guidelines thatdaather keep the reputability of
the institutions and the distance education programwell. This will then maintain
students’ attitude towardsthe above requirementsstéince education.

The main objective of every educational system, thdreit is conventional or
distance, should providing quality education. Tlemes distance education
institutions should work hard so as to change thteidents’ negative attitude towards
quality of education in the distance educationeaysin comparison to conventional
education system.

Distance education students’ attitude towards thality of employees who have
attended their education through distance educadistemshould be maintained
since employment has lots of things to do with fua&ducation. So, the institutions
and other stakeholders should work on changingesiist negative attitude towards
employment.
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* Ministry of education in collaboration to other citholders, such as Higher
Education Strategic Center (HESC) and Higher EdoicaRelevance and Quality
AgencyHERQA),should design standardized and dynamicpsieind procedures of
distance education system that can be followedyalbed and evaluated sustainably.
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