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Abstract. The purpose of this research are to (a) examine the academics’ perceptions toward digital transformation readiness, 

more specifically academics’ preparedness to embrace a digital culture, (b) investigate if there are significant differences in 

these perceptions based on the academics’ demographic variables such as gender, age, academic status and academic 

discipline, and (c) investigate the factors that affect academics’ digital transformation readiness and their significant role in 

determining student engagement and intention to use technology. A structured questionnaire was designed in Google Forms 

covering the perceptions of the teachers regarding blended teaching and learning. The study collected 165 responses through 

online surveys from academics of a public university in Mauritius. The data was analyzed descriptively and inferentially to 

validate the model and perform regression analysis and ANOVA. The findings showed that only digital acceptance and digital 

competence influenced the intention to use digital technology amongst academics. 
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1. Introduction

There has been an unprecedented development of new technologies, especially following the outbreak of

the COVID-19 pandemic. This situation has presented a significant challenge and transformation in the higher 

education (HE) landscape, compelling HE institutions (HEIs) to seek alternative teaching and learning methods 

through digital learning environments, serving as substitutes for traditional face-to-face learning [1,2,3].The 

adaptation of educators to online teaching holds the potential to foster innovation within academic institutions, 

thereby elevating the quality of online teaching and learning (OTL). It is argued that proper integration of 

technology-supported services and appropriate digital tools successfully promotes the transformation of traditional 

teaching and learning environments with new digital methods to work better in the digital era [4, 5]. However, the 

advent of digital transformation has posed challenges for academics, as the transition to real-time online teaching 

proved to be difficult for some [6]. Notably, some educators lacked proficiency in the use of the required 

technology, resulting in digital gaps among them [7]. Consequently, it becomes imperative to investigate whether 

experience with this method contributes to positive attitudes and adoption in the realm of digital readiness for real-

time online teaching.  

Past studies have sought to understand the factors that influence educators’ use of technology in 

education, including multiple factors such as lack of institutional digital support and infrastructure, digital 

competences, digital culture, digital training, curriculum, virtual collaboration, time management and student 

digital engagement [8,9,10]. implementation of digital technologies in various aspects of academic teaching and 

learning, and digital readiness and acceptance are important factors to better understand the diverse engagement 

experiences of academics, whose perspectives are critical to any transformation in higher education [3, 10]. 

Academics have expressed concerns not only regarding their pedagogical competency in effectively navigating 

online platforms but also about their perceived lack of control over the virtual learning environment and their 

inability to use the non-verbal communication medium during real-time online teaching [11]. Furthermore, an 

engaging in online teaching-learning environment necessitates key elements such as a robust network, internet 

access, a smart device or computer, a welcoming atmosphere, and proficiency in technical skills [12]. Despite 

these challenges in higher education, universities are trying to leverage digital technologies adoption. 

Understanding academics’ perceptions of digital readiness for online teaching and learning is an 

important and popular research topic. The literature extensively discusses frameworks for digital readiness in 

online teaching and learning [3,9,10,13]. However, it is apparent that digital readiness varies among faculty due 

to cultural, institutional, and contextual factors, suggesting that educators' readiness for online teaching will also 
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differ accordingly. Hence, there is an urgent need for further research into academics’ perception and receptivity 

of such initiatives.  

The purpose of this study is to examine whether online teaching has induced shifts in academics’ attitudes 

concerning their digital transformation readiness for online teaching and learning. The objectives of this research 

are to (a) examine the academics’ perceptions toward digital readiness, more specifically academics’ preparedness 

to embrace a digital culture, and (b) investigate if there are significant differences in these perceptions based on 

the academics’ demographics such as gender, age, and teaching disciplines. 

2. Literature Review

The transition to online education in higher education institutions during the pandemic was to reduce

human contact in the classrooms as well as across the universities to lower the spread of the COVID-19 [14]. 

Online classrooms include virtual platforms like Learning Management System (LMS), Zoom, online discussion 

boards and platforms, pre-recorded video lectures, Microsoft Teams, Google Meet, provide opportunities for 

discussion with students in real time interaction [15]. Digital transformation has revolutionalized the learning 

processes of not only students, but that of educators [16]. Academics were forced to embrace novel approaches to 

online teaching, which required their adaptation to modern technologies where their digital readiness was essential 

to improve the learning experience [17, 18]. Moreover, the attitude of teachers towards technology plays a 

significant role in defining their digital readiness and the appropriate utilization of technology [14, 19].   

Digital readiness refers to preparedness to use digital technologies for academic engagement [20]. 

According to these authors, digital readiness consists of technology-related knowledge, skills, attitudes, and 

competencies necessary for using digital technologies effectively in higher education. Digital readiness 

encompasses a range of abilities and competencies, including technology and computing, information science, and 

media and communication skills. Digital readiness has been measured in several ways, mostly amongst students. 

For example, student digital readiness was assessed by the use of the Digital Readiness for Academic Engagement 

questionnaire (DRAE) across five dimensions (i) digital tool application, (ii) information sharing behavior, (iii) 

information seeking skills, (iv) digital media awareness, (v) digital application usage. Student readiness was 

assessed in universities using a scale based on the following components [21] (i) equipment availability where 

students indicated if they had access to various digital devices, including personal computers, mobile phones, 

scanners, printers, and internet; (ii) experiences with e-learning tools where students explained their experiences 

with different e-learning tools made available by the university such as online lecture notes, lecture recordings, 

use of digital media in courses, online modules, online communication and collaboration platforms, online-tests, 

(iii) self-reported digital learning skills where students’ were required to assess self-reported skills for digital

learning, where two dimensions of the DRAE questionnaire developed was used [20].

Another factor which is important to consider in digital transformation in higher education is the digital 

competence of academics.  Digital competence can be defined as “the confident, critical and responsible use of 

the technologies from the society of information for work, entertainment and education” [22].  Being digitally 

competent involves a combination of personal attitude, technical skills, and an elevated level of multiliteracy [23]. 

Multiliteracy refers to the ability to access, identify, understand, create, communicate, and compute data from 

various sources [24, 25].  Different authors have identified a range of literacies that result in digital competency 

and these components have been summarized by [26]: (i) Information skills which is the ability to search for, 

access, manage, understand, secure and classify content found across different formats on the web [27]; (ii) 

Content creation or media skills which involves creating and editing new content in different formats (e.g., audio, 

video, text) by integrating available information[25,28]; (iii) Communication skills which is the effective use of 

communication via digital tools with other online platform members and the capacity to collaborate and network 

[29, 30]; (iv) Ethical skills  which is the ability to understand the rules relating to content ownership and relations 

with other participants in the network [31, 32]; (v) Problem solving skills which is the ability to address and resolve 

problems generated by the use of digital tools [28, 33]; (vi) Technical skills which is the ability to access the 

technical knowledge to use digital tools [34, 35]; (vii) Strategic skills which is the ability to apply the 

aforementioned digital skills to make personal and professional progress [27,36]. 

Digital technology has become an integral part of higher education with the potential to enhance teaching 

and learning processes and predict increased student engagement [37, 38]. In recent years, scholars, practitioners, 

and policymakers have devoted significant attention to understanding and measuring student engagement. 



   

 

   

 

Influential works, including Astin’s (1999) theory of involvement [39], Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris’s (2004) 

delineation of the three dimensions of student engagement (behavioral, emotional, cognitive) [40], and 

sociocultural theories by Kahu (2013) [41] and Kahu and Nelson (2018) [42], have contributed to research on the 

multidimensional concept of student engagement. Student engagement has been shown to improve achievement, 

persistence, and retention [43]. Conversely, disengagement has been linked to negative student learning outcomes 

and cognitive development [44] and serves as a predictor of student dropout in both secondary schools and higher 

education [45]. The multifaceted and intricate student engagement construct has also been referred to as a ‘meta-

construct’ by some scholars [40, 41]. Student engagement has been examined using different dimensions [44]; (i)  

active participation and involvement in learning and university life (e.g. participation in class activities, 

discussions, and extracurricular events) [47, 48]; (ii) Meaningful engagement between students and their peers, 

and with faculty members (e.g. collaborative learning, discussions) [49,50] (iii) time and effort devoted to learning 

(e.g. studying, attending classes, completing assignments, and actively participating) [51, 52]; (iv) Another 

perspective considers student engagement as the expenditure of both physical and psychological energy put into 

academic pursuits [53]. 

The study also seeks to examine the relationship between academics’ digital readiness, student 

engagement and behavioral intentions. Behavioral intention is a decisive factor in determining the actual adoption 

and usage of technology. Within the scope of this study, behavioral intention encompasses the extent to which 

academics express their intention to continue to use eLearning platforms [54].  Moreover, the study will assess 

academics’ readiness to teach online, the preparedness of faculty members in the context of digital transformation 

as well as the institutional framework supporting OTL.  Examining the factors of digital readiness will provide 

insights into the multifaceted nature of readiness for OTL in higher education settings. Based on extensive 

literature review and existing digital readiness instruments, this study discusses four areas of digital readiness: 

self-efficacy, institutional support, digital competence, and digital perceived usefulness.  

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Sample and Data Collection 

This study employed a quantitative research method to investigate academics’ attitudes toward digital 

readiness for online teaching and learning through an online survey questionnaire. A total of 400 comprising of 

both full-time and part-time academics in a public university were invited to take part in the online survey. The 

academics received an invitation via e-mail with a link to the online survey. The participation in the survey was 

voluntarily and anonymous. The convenient sampling technique was used for collection of the data. Data was 

collected over two months and the final sample consisted of 165 academics. 

3.2 Measurement 

In this study digital readiness for the online teaching and learning was measured using four factors, 

namely digital acceptance, institutional support, digital competence and digital perceived usefulness. Six items 

assessed digital acceptance, capturing academics’ attitudes fostering acceptance of OTL [55]. Eight items captured 

the academics’ perceptions of the institutional support for OTL [56, 57]. For digital competence, nine items 

reflected academics’ perception of competence in using technology for OTL [58]. Three items were used to 

measure the academics’ attitudes toward digital perceived usefulness [58]. Student engagement was measured 

using seven items [59], indicating academics’ perceptions of their student’s engagement with the OTL 

environment. Behavioral intention was measured using 3 items [60] indicating academics’ intention to use 

technology in their future teaching practice. The 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 

was used to operationalize the six constructs which form part of the conceptual model. The academic 

characteristics study such as gender, age, academic disciplines and devised used for OTL were also captured in 

this study. 

3.3 Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed through SPSS using descriptive and inferential statistics. Exploratory factor 

analysis as a data reduction technique was employed to obtain the dimensions of the model. From the academic 

perspectives, the findings of this study will uncover the disparities that exist at the University level and will help 

to formulate strategies for capacity building within the educational framework. 



   

 

   

 

4. Findings 

4.1 Summary of the Demographic Profiles 

Table 1 shows the summary of the participants’ demographic profiles. Among the participants, 67.3% 

were men (n = 111) and 32.7% were women (n = 54), while 18,8% were full-time and 81.2% were part-time 

academics. The majority of the participants were in the age group of 36-45 years old, and in the business, 

management and finance teaching discipline (45.5%). The study also showed that 84.2% of the participants used 

laptops, followed by 9.1% used tablet, 4.2% used personal computer, while 2.4% used smartphone for digital 

teaching.  

 Table 1. Summary of Demographic Profiles 

Demographic Characteristics Frequency %      

Gender Male 111 67.3 

  Female 54 32.7 

Age 25-35  34 20.6 

  36-45 56 33.9 

  46-55 44 26.7 

  55 and above 31 18.8 

Academic Full-Time 31 18.8 

  Part-Time 134 81.2 

Teaching Discipline Business, Management and Finance 75 45.5 

  Sustainable Development and Tourism 58 35.2 

  Innovative Technologies and Engineering 18 10.9 

  Health Sciences 14 8.5 

Device Used Personal Computer 7 4.2 

  Laptop 139 84.2 

  Tablet 15 9.1 

  Smartphone 4 2.4 

 

4.2 Academics Perceptions of Digital Transformation Readiness 

The finding of this empirical research drives some ideas about the academics’ perceptions of their 

capabilities regarding the use of technology in the teaching process. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used 

to evaluate convergent validity and discriminant validity of measurement scales. The index at KMO and Barlett’s 

test has statistical significance (Sig. 0.000 < 0.01), showing that the observed analysis is appropriate for factor 

analysis. The extraction method used was principal component analysis with the rotation method Varimax 

normalization with Kaiser. Extractions have been considered for values greater than 0.50 and an eigen value greater 

than or equal to 1 were used (Hair et al., 1995). The factor analysis shows that the variables of the model can be 

grouped into four factors that together manage to explain 60.85% of the overall variability of the model (Table 2). 

Descriptive statistics for all measures were calculated. Mean (M), standard deviation (SD), and Cronbach’s alpha 

(α) of the digital transformation readiness are reported in Table 2. Alpha values > .70 were considered as acceptable 

(Nunnally, 1978). The descriptive statistics (means and SD) by item within the four subscales, including digital 

acceptance, institutional digital support, digital competences, and digital perceived usefulness were moderated 

rated high by the participants (Table 2). These findings suggest that the respondents feel confident in their 

perceived ability to effectively use digital tools and technologies in their teaching practices and perceive 

themselves as competent in their digital skills and capabilities necessary for navigating digital transformation in 

teaching. 

 

 



   

 

   

 

 Table 2. Descriptive Results for Digital Transformation Readiness 

Statement for Digital Readiness Factor  

Loading 

Percentage of 

variance  

Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Mean SD t-value 

Digital Acceptance   41.290 .915 3.60 .91 8.38 

Digital Technologies have improved my online class 

management. 

.718     
3.44 1.04 5.47 

Digital Technologies have enriched my online teaching 

and research activities. 

.782     
3.59 1.11 6.84 

Digital Technologies have supported my teaching and 

student learning. 

.709    
3.81 1.11 9.33 

Digital Technologies have contributed to my interactions 

with students. 

.653     
3.21 1.20 2.21 

Digital Technologies have enabled me to share learning 

materials with my student  

.607     
4.02 1.08 12.06 

Digital assessment tools have aided me to monitor my 

student progress. 

.751     
3.50 0.98 6.60 

Institutional Digital Support   11.120 .824 3.76 .66 14.85 

The university provides access to digital channels for 

communication with students and peers. 

.801     3.22 1.00 2.89 

The university provides data protection mechanism. .863     3.32 1.03 3.93 

The university ensures that students and resource persons 

use digital technologies safely and responsibly. 

.778     3.41 1.07 4.97 

The university needs to provide cutting-edge digital 

infrastructures and services. 

.861     3.98 1.00 12.54 

The university needs to create fast, reliable and secure 

networks that are able to protect data and guarantee the 

security of interconnected devices and their users. 

.868     4.17 0.96 15.65 

The university needs to develop digital lifelong learning 

programs. 

.657     4.21 0.85 18.39 

The university needs to promote digital change as a 

continuous process. 

.613     4.19 0.88 17.51 

The university provides support for training 

opportunities on digital technologies. 

.620     3.60 1.09 7.09 

Digital Competences   4.758 .916 3.75 .78 12.21 

I use digital technologies to actively develop my teaching 

skills. 

.699    
3.82 1.06 10.00 

I use digital technologies to work together with 

colleagues, both inside and outside of my educational 

organization. 

.747    

3.85 1.08 10.13 

I am able to use digital platforms (Zoom, Microsoft 

teams, Google meet, Moodle, etc.) for teaching. 

.722    
4.33 0.84 20.24 

I can use digital technologies to design, plan and deliver 

lectures and assessment. 

.818    
4.19 0.88 17.51 

Digital technologies are conductive to improving my 

teaching competence. 

.625    
3.76 1.04 9.42 

I implement project-based learning as online 

instructional methods related to student-centered, 

competency-based learning and transformative learning. 

.612     

3.47 1.05 5.71 

I implement online debate as online instructional 

methods related to student-centered, competency-based 

learning and transformative learning. 

.795     

3.33 1.07 3.92 

I implement online problem-based learning as online 

instructional methods related to student-centered, 

competency-based learning and transformative learning. 

.843     

3.40 1.01 5.00 

I implement online presentation as online instructional 

methods related to student-centered, competency-based 

learning and transformative learning. 

.717     

3.58 1.05 7.08 

Digital Perceived Usefulness   3.677 .941 3.78 .98 10.25 

Digital technologies help to improve my teaching 

activities. 

.621    
3.87 1.03 10.87 

Digital technologies help change the way my students 

learn. 

.670     
3.73 1.08 8.75 

Digital technologies are helpful to my teaching 

evaluation and reflection. 

.659     
3.73 0.99 9.53 

Note: p < 0.000; KMO-MSA = 0.890; Bartlett’s test of sphericity = 4156.42 



   

 

   

 

4.3 Demographic Profile and Academics’ Perceptions of Digital Transformation Readiness 

A series of independent sample t-tests were performed to assess if perceptions of the digital acceptance, 

institutional digital support, digital competences, digital perceived usefulness, student engagement and intention 

to use technology are different from the level of gender and academic status. The results showed that there is a 

significant difference between only digital acceptance, digital competences, and intention to use technology and 

gender. The t-test results in Table 3 shows that male respondents had a higher perception on digital acceptance, 

digital competences, and intention to use technology. The analysis of respondents through t-test thus revealed 

significant associations only between gender and digital acceptance (p = .005, t = 7.652), digital competences (p 

= .005, t = 8.241), and intention to use technology (p = .05, t =3.955) at the .01 and 0.05 levels, respectively. The 

findings between the male and female academics were roughly the same for these factors. 

 

Table 3. Results of Independent Sample t-Test by Gender and Academic Status 

   Digital 

Acceptance 

Mean (SD) 

Institutional 

Digital 

Support 

Mean (SD 

Digital 

Competences 

Mean (SD 

Digital 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

Mean (SD 

Student 

Engagement 

Mean (SD 

Intention to 

Use 

Technology 

Mean (SD 

Gender 

Male 3.64 (.806) 3.78 (.600) 3.78 (.663) 3.75 (.915) 3.36 (.915) 3.84 (.918) 

Female 3.49 (1.10) 3.74 (.772) 3.70 (.990) 3.84 (1.12) 3.39 (.995) 3.83 (1.16) 

Academic Status 

Full-Time 3.73 (.945) 3.67 (.466) 3.91 (.832) 3.79 (.832) 3.46 (.811) 3.90 (.835) 

Part-time 3.57 (.905) 3.78 (.670) 3.72 (.815) 3.78 (1.01) 3.35 (.968) 3.82 (1.03) 

  

The results further showed that there is a significant difference between 2 factors of digital transformation 

readiness and academic status (Table 3). It is observed that full-time academics exhibited a significant lower 

agreement on the perceptions of institutional digital support (M= 3.67, p = .000, t = 4.59), but it had a higher 

agreement on digital competency (M= 3.91, p = .000, t = 3.164). However, the results of this study also found no 

significant difference among digital acceptance, digital perceived usefulness, student engagement and intention to 

use technology between full-time and part-time academics. 

 

4.4 Results of one-way ANOVA 
A one-way ANOVA test (Table 4) was used to determine the existence of any significant differences 

which may exist among the different demographic variables and respondents’ perceptions of the factors of digital 

transformation readiness and attitudes toward student engagement and intention to use technology based on age 

and academic discipline. 

 
 Table 4. Demographic Differences on Digital Transformation Readiness, Student Engagement, and Intention to Use Technology 

Analysis of Variance 

F-Value and Level of Significance 

Factors 

Digital 

Acceptance 

Institutional 

Digital Support 

Digital 

Competences 

Digital 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

Student 

Engagement 

Intention to Use 

Technology 

Age .765 .458 .664 .734 1.607 .590 

Academic 

Discipline .915 4.193 1.165 1.788 1.211 .948 

Notes: Demographic variables are as follows: Age: 25-35, 36-44, 46-55, 55 and above; Academic Discipline: 

Business, management and Finance, Sustainable Development and Tourism, Innovative Technologies and 

Engineering, and Health Sciences 

  
No statistically significant differences were discovered for age of respondents and academic discipline 

on any of the subscales of perceptions of digital transformation readiness, student engagement and intention to use 

technology. 

 



   

 

   

 

4.5 Influence of Digital Transformation Readiness on Student Engagement and 

Intention to Use Technology 

The aim of this study is to identify the key digital transformation readiness that affect student engagement 

and intention to use technology at the university. Multiple regression analyses were used to determine the factors 

predicting student engagement and intention to use technology at the university. Table 5 shows the results of 

regression analyses in which the four factors of digital transformation readiness were used as independent variables 

and student engagement measure as dependent variable. The four factors of digital transformation readiness 

together explained 66.9% of the variance in the evaluation of intention to use digital technology, which was 

significant as indicated by the F-value. The significant values of all four factors were less than the significant level 

of 0.05. The results indicated that the regression model was statistically significant and that all the four factors of 

digital transformation readiness positively and significantly influence student engagement and it is observed that 

digital perceived usefulness has the highest influence on student engagement. 

Table 5 further shows the results of regression analyses in which the four factors of digital transformation 

readiness were used as independent variables and intention to use digital technology measure as dependent 

variable. The four factors of digital transformation readiness together explained 63.5% of the variance in the 

evaluation of student engagement, which was significant as indicated by the F-value. The findings revealed that 

only three factors, digital acceptance, digital competence and digital perceived usefulness influenced intention to 

use technology, and the highest influence was observed for digital perceived usefulness.  

Finally, the influence of the five independent variables, namely digital acceptance, institutional digital 

support, digital competences, digital perceived usefulness and student engagement on the dependent variable 

intention to use digital technology were examined. The four factors of digital transformation readiness and student 

engagement together explained 67.4% of the variance in the evaluation of intention to use digital technology, 

which was significant as indicated by the F-value. The findings showed that only digital acceptance and digital 

competence influenced the intention to use digital technology. Another study has reported that experience with 

online teaching resulted in a positive change in the attitudes of academics toward it [61]. 

 

Table 5. Results of Regression Analyses 

Influence of Digital Transformation Readiness on Student Engagement  

Independent variables Standardized Coefficients t-value 

Beta 

Digital Acceptance .172 2.019** 

Institutional Digital Support .171 2.473** 

Digital Competence .211 2.518** 

Digital Perceived Usefulness .336 3.377* 

R2 = .635; *p < .01; **p < .05; ***p < .1 

F = 67.760, p < 0.000 

Influence of Digital Transformation Readiness on Intention to Use Digital Technology 

Independent variables Standardized Coefficients t-value 

Beta 

Digital Acceptance .168 2.071** 

Institutional Digital Support .089 1.348 

Digital Competence .279 3.494* 

Digital Perceived Usefulness .365 3.859* 

R2 = .669; *p < .01; **p < .05; ***p < .1 

F = 78.832, p < 0.000 

Influence of Digital Transformation Readiness and Student Engagement on Intention to Use Digital Technology  

Independent variables Standardized Coefficients t-value 

Beta 

Digital Acceptance .147 1.807*** 

Institutional Digital Support .069 1.028 

Digital Competence .254 3.136** 

Digital Perceived Usefulness .326 3.338 



   

 

   

 

Student Engagement .117 1.543 

R2 = .674; *p < .01; **p < .1 

F = 64.101, p < 0.000 

 

5. Conclusion 
This study aimed to understand the extent to which academics embraced the culture of digital 

transformation and examined the factors of digital transformation impacting on student engagement and their 

intention to use digital technology for online teaching and learning. The findings of the demographics influenced 

revealed that male and female academics had roughly similar perceptions for digital transformation readiness, that 

is, for digital acceptance, digital competences, and intention to use technology. However, full-time and part-time 

academics considered digital transformation readiness differently and thus showed a difference in their readiness 

of institutional digital support and digital competence. The results of descriptive statistics further confirmed that 

the majority of the respondents are ready to embrace the digital transformation for teaching and learning. Further, 

with online teaching and learning gradually being adopted around the world, this study identified the factors 

influencing the student engagement and intention to use digital technology at the university. To engage students 

with the online learning environment, academics should provide guidance to students on how to find suitable e-

resources and use e-libraries. It is important to help students have a more positive attitude toward digital learning 

environment and enhance their learning intentions. Embracing a digital teaching and learning environment 

provides an opportunity that will motivate both academics and students to become more interactive and engaged 

to make teaching and learning easier and more flexible.  

However, this research has some limitations. The principal limitation of this study is that it targeted only 

one public university in Mauritius. The second limitation is associated with the sample as it targeted academic 

staff only and the sample size was relatively small. It would be useful to investigate the current methodology and 

topic of this study to analyze and compare academic staff and students’ perceptions of both public and private 

universities to generalize the results within the Mauritian higher institution environment. While this is a relatively 

small study, it offers useful information about the academics’ perceptions toward digital transformation when 

making a transition to online teaching. 
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