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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM REVIEWER #2

We appreciate your feedback on the earlier version of the manuscript. The comments have been very helpful in our revision work, and we believe we now have a better paper. Below, we provide an overview of what we have done in response to the issues raised.

I have read with attention and interest your paper that in my opinion is interesting and stimulating from different points of view. In spite of this, I have some important questions, related in particular to your methodological approach.
Comment 1: Lines 290 and later – 79 respondents to questionnaires are mentioned but only 19 of them implemented e-learning. The other respondents, as you wrote, based their responses on their projections regarding these issues. In my opinion, it isn’t correct to put together these two types of respondents because their responses are very different in their meanings.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Reply: We think that we understand your concern because we have also debated on this point. Our study, however, addresses the issue of perception of advantages and disadvantages of blended learning of both groups: lecturers that have already engaged and experienced lights and shadows of the e-learning method and the other group, which for different reasons hasn’t decided yet to use e-learning techniques and does not have any personal experience. Therefore we added this concern as a limitation of the study in the conclusion section as follows: “Thirdly, in our analysis, we are comparing the perception of two groups of lecturers, the one, who already engaged in e-learning techniques and has personal experience with regard to the advantages and disadvantages encountered in the education process, and the second group, which has not decided yet for different reasons to use e-learning techniques, with no personal experience. Therefore, the results may have a little different meaning and should be interpreted accordingly. The aim of our study was also to find out how personal experience influences the perception of the advantages and disadvantages of the blended course”. 
Comment 2: It could be more interesting and rigorous a comparison between different visions and ideas of e-learning from lectures who have experimented with it in his/her course and those who haven’t done this. In this way, if you consider your research as an exploratory survey, you would contribute to discuss common and/or wrong ideas about e-learning (even if your sample is quite small).
Reply:  We are very grateful for this comment. We changed our focus on the problem, and also changed the paradigm of our research. As a result, we added the fragment in the introduction section and in the conclusion section, which corresponds to each other. Therefore in the introduction section, we added: “Basically, our survey has exploratory character and is intended to investigate how the advantages and disadvantages of the e-learning in accounting modules are perceived by two groups of lecturers: these, who already adopted e-learning techniques in their education process, and the other group, which has no experience in this matter. We want to compare and confront visions and ideas with regard to e-learning of two very different groups and profiles of lecturers. Finally, we intend to identify the reasons for which academics are not inclined to engage in e-learning education. We conjecture that among academics in Poland, and probably in other CEE countries, there is an unjustified misperception about the drawbacks of e-learning, which we are trying to reveal. “
And in conclusion section: “Finally, we wanted to reveal the misperception about disadvantages and difficulties, which are shared by academics, who so far haven’t decided to use e-learning techniques and have no experience in this matter”.
Comment 3: Lines 363 and later – You wrote: “The content of the survey consists of categorical questions. The responses to the first group of them are on the scale 1 to 9 and responses to the second group may be presented as dummy variables (zero- one). The application of Likert scale has been considered, but finally abandoned. The authors believed that more variability should be introduced to the data in order to detect statistical relations between variables. “
Reply: Thank you for this comment. The sentence: “The application of the Likert scale has been considered, but finally abandoned. The authors believed that more variability should be introduced to the data in order to detect statistical relations between variables “ was deleted. 
Comment 4: I have not understood what are the “first” and the “second” group (of categorical questions?) you mentioned. I suppose that they are listed in Tables 5 and 9 but it’s not clear why are they divided in two groups?
Reply: Thank you for this question. The first group of questions concerns the benefits and problems related to the use of e-learning, and the second group was aimed at comparing e-learning and traditional delivery. The way the responses were given is also different for both groups. The explanation was provided in the text. Please see also a response to comment 5. 
Comment 5: It’s the first time you mentioned “scale 1 to 9”; what is it?
Reply: Thank you for this question. We provided the following explanation in the text: “The questionnaire consisted of 14 closed questions divided into two groups. The first group concerned the benefits and problems related to the use of e-learning (10 questions) and the second group related to the differences between e-learning and traditional delivery (12 questions). As regards the first group of questions respondents could indicate 3 most important benefits or difficulties out of proposed 5. The answers to the second group of questions were provided on a scale from 1-9, where 1 was described as “the easiest”, “the least” or “the lowest” and 9 as “the most difficult”, “the most” or “the highest”. The answers varied and were assigned to questions in the following way: “the easiest/ the most difficult” related to the first two questions, “the least/the most” to the next six, and  “the lowest /the highest” to the last four. 
Comment 6: You wrote: “the application of Likert scale has been considered but finally abandoned”. Why? What does it mean?
Reply: Thank you for this question. This statement is confusing and was deleted. 
Comment 7: To a better comprehension of your questionnaire, in my opinion, could be useful a detailed explanation of this tool and its inclusion as an Appendix.
Reply: Following the suggestions included in the reviews, we provided a more detailed explanation of the questionnaire, and we hope that it is more understandable now, so presenting it in the appendix is not necessary. 
Comment 8: Lines 379 and later I have not clear your hypotheses, that seem to me related two different sub-groups of your sample.
H1 seems related to lectures that have not used e-learning methods
H2 seems related to lectures that have decided to use e-learning methods.
Why have you chosen them?
Reply: We have reconsidered our approach and changed the hypotheses, adding one more. We added a new hypothesis and finally ended up with three hypotheses. For the new one, we used MANOVA analysis recommended by one of the Reviewers. We do hope that now it is more clear. 
Comment 9: Lines 486 -494 This part seems coherent with the introduction and not with the conclusion section.    
Reply: The aim of these lines is to briefly restate the topic and remind the readers why it is important. We believe that it corresponds well with the introduction section and the whole paper. 
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