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Abstract 

India presents one of the largest education systems in the world showing an extensive 

network of more than 1 million schools and higher education organizations. As per some 

surveys, more than half of the country’s population falls in the target market for education 

and allied services. There are many institutions competing with each other to provide e-

learning technologies in India. They have roped in many technological developments to 

felicitate their distance education branch. Many new entrants have been noticed in the 

market providing students with an opportunity to widen their horizons of knowledge and 

offer a wide array of Distance Learning Courses in India. Thus in this paper we have tried 

to come with the  comparison of online education system &  compared to traditional 

classroom learning and in relation to individual student needs, perceptions, and learning 

outcomes in Indian environment. 
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I. Introduction 

Now days there are many institutions competing with each other to provide e-learning 

technologies in India. They have  entered in online education with the vision of providing 

good knowledge and to have a track of continuous evaluation overall development of the 

students. The system roped in many technological developments to felicitate their education. 

Many new entrants have been noticed in the market providing students with an opportunity to 

widen their horizons of knowledge and offer a wide array of Learning Courses in India like 

Merit Nation ,Gyan ganga , etc. 
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Infrastructure and regulation issues might seem to be slowing down the otherwise expanding 

education space in the country but this sector is already showing promise of an immense 

growth. The market is expected to grow leaps and bounds in upcoming years widening the 

areas of opportunities. It is predicted to grow $40 billion by 2017. 

 

There are many factors affecting its leverage. The online education providers should 

emphasize more on the education angle than the technology angle. This is the time where 

students may be tech savvy but they need relevant, precise and to the point high quality 

content that can be consumed online in a convenient manner. It is all about providing high 

quality content to the right person in the right manner. 

 

The impact of learning environments in relation to learning outcomes has constantly been 

explored by researchers of education. For example, Ramsden and Entwistle (1981) 

empirically identified a relationship between approaches to learning and perceived 

characteristics of the academic environment. Haertela, Walberg, and Haertela (1981) found 

correlations between student perceptions of social psychological environments of their 

classes and learning outcomes. Web-based technology has noticeably transformed the 

learning and teaching environment. 

 

Proponents of online learning have seen that it can be effective in potentially eliminating 

barriers while providing increased convenience, flexibility, currency of material, customized 

learning, and feedback over a traditional face-to-face  experience (Hackbarth, 1996; Harasim, 

1990; Kiser, 1999; Matthews, 1999; Swan et al., 2000). Opponents, however, are concerned 

that students in an online environment may feel isolated (Brown, 1996), confused, and 

frustrated (Hara & Kling, 2000) and that student’s interest in the subject and learning 

effectiveness may be reduced (R. Maki, W. Maki, Patterson, & Whittaker, 2000). 

 

The development of these new trends emerging in the contemporary education system raises 

a question about the effectiveness of online courses, particularly as compared to traditional 

classroom learning and in relation to individual student needs, perceptions, and learning 

outcomes. 

 

Thus in this paper we have tried to come with the comparision of online education system & 

compared to traditional classroom learning and in relation to individual student needs, 

perceptions, and learning outcomes in Indian environment. 

 

 

 



 
ISSN: 2348 9510 

International Journal Of Core Engineering & Management (IJCEM) 

Volume 2, Issue 4, July 2015 
 

115 
 

II. Research Method 

The purpose of this study is to compare student performance in online and face-to-face 

classes in terms of interaction and efficacy in a public administration class. The study 

compares learning effectiveness in six (three online and three face-to-face) research methods 

classes taught by the same instructor to B.Tech students. 

The study compares learning effectiveness of  six  factors out of which three are for online 

teaching  and other three for face-to-face teaching . The study is done on the students of 

B.Tech (CSE , IT, ECE, CE )  for teaching one theory subject and one practical subject thru 

both online and face to face method and then at the end of semester and the feedback form 

was distributed to them to get the required data. 

 

This research discovered two hypotheses: 

H0: There is no significant difference in learning effectiveness between 

online and face-to-face classes. 

H1: Online class differs from face-to-face class in learning effectiveness. 

Table 1 : Data Statistics 

  

Online  Classroom 

Grade  Value 

odd 

semester 

(N=28) 

odd 

semester 

(N=30) 

odd 

semester 

(N=29) 

even  

semester 

(N=28) 

even  

semester 

(N=30) 

even  

semester 

(N=29) 

A+ 10 6 5 6 4 4 5 

A  9 8 8 9 6 7 9 

B+ 8 6 7 7 6 6 5 

B  7 2 4 2 2 4 2 

C+ 6 4 4 4 4 4 4 

C  5 1 1 1 1 1 1 

D 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 

E 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 

F 0 1 0 0 3 2 2 
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Paired T-Test 

 
Paired Samples Statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 online study gp1 3.22 9 2.863 .954 

face to face study1 3.11 9 1.833 .611 

Pair 2 online study gp2 3.33 9 3.000 1.000 

face to face study2 3.56 9 2.351 .784 

Pair 3 online study gp3 3.22 9 3.420 1.140 

face to face study 3 3.22 9 2.333 .778 

 

 
Paired Samples Correlations 

 N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 online study gp1 & face to face study1 9 .924 .000 

Pair 2 online study gp2 & face to face study2 9 .945 .000 

Pair 3 online study gp3 & face to face study 3 9 .949 .000 

 

 
Paired Samples Test 

 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Pair 1 online study gp1 - face to face 

study1 
.111 1.364 .455 -.938 1.160 .244 8 .813 

Pair 2 online study gp2 - face to face 

study2 
-.222 1.093 .364 -1.062 .618 -.610 8 .559 

Pair 3 online study gp3 - face to face 

study 3 
.000 1.414 .471 -1.087 1.087 .000 8 1.000 

 

Inference :  

The correlation between three of the pairs is very high i.e .924 , .945 and .949 which is of 

very high order. 

 

To be significant at 0.05 level the value of T for  df =8 must be 2.31  and the obtained value 

for 3 of the pairs is .244 , -.610 & 0 which are very less than the tabulated value thus Null 

Hypothesis is not accepted. 

 

III. Conclusion 

As the T-value obtained is very less as compared to the tabulated value we reject the Null 

hypothesis. We can now say that Online class differs from face-to-face class in learning 

effectiveness. 
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