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Abstract

Since the transmission of knowledge has started, it solely relied on traditional teaching methods but ever since
technology-mediated instructions have emerged, they potentially brought a revolution in how we teach, when we
teach, from where we teach and what gadgets, modes and apps can better cater learners’ interest and motivation.
In this context, hybrid learning is a novel approach in academic settings that embraces advantage of the retention
of face-to-face component of traditional classes and e-learning environment. The present study aims at
investigating Taif University’s male and female English as Foreign Language (EFL) learners’ satisfaction towards
the onsite and online learning environments. An opinionnaire with 20 items was developed with closed ended
questions by employing Likert’s five-point scale to collect the data from 200 male and female EFL participants of
Taif University, represents quantitative dimensions of the study. The research tool is designed to measure learners’
satisfaction that is further categorized into five subscales. These include: (a) learners’ satisfaction with the
instructor and their real-time feedback; (b) perceived ease of use of technology and internet; (c) effective course
content and interactive and collaborative activities; (d) finally engaging nature of hybrid learning and its impacts
on learners’ interest and motivation. The study finds no significant differences in male and female participants’
perceptions regarding effective delivery of hybrid instructions except meek variations in male and female learners’
preferences in perceived ease of use of technology. The statistics reveal that male participants and their female
counterparts slightly differ in their satisfaction level towards the technical problems faced by them in recording
their scores, flexibility in terms of time and space, and in smooth completion of online activities. Finally, the
study provides few recommendations to fix certain issues and improve the quality of hybrid learning
environment.

Keywords: effectiveness of hybrid learning, male and female EFL learners’ satisfaction, gender-based,
technology-mediated instructions

1. Introduction

It has always been one of the main objectives of the Saudi Ministry of Higher Education to provide quality of
education by hiring highly qualified academic staff and utilizing multiple learning environments to supplement
traditional learning environment to meet the standards of 21st Century. In the same backdrop, most of the Saudi
Universities are using Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) as a preferred mode of instruction to meet
several ends; at one-point trigger learners’ mastery of the course content and at another point address varied
learning styles of the learners, etc. The increasing interest of Saudi Universities in computer-mediated
instructions necessitated researchers to measure Taif University’s EFL learners’ satisfaction towards the
components of hybrid learning, such as instructor, course content, technology, internet and finally smooth
working of both the worlds. By the same token, the premise of hybrid instruction enhances opportunities of
interaction, as for instance, social interaction in physical classrooms cum flexibility of synchronous and
asynchronous chat and discussions in online environment. Thus, it heightens learners’ insight and understanding
of the course content from diverse dimensions.

The use of computer assisted language learning made its appearance in the 1960s and introduced immense
changes in the quality and quantity of teaching and learning process. Despite possessing enormous benefits,
technology-mediated instruction could not entirely replace traditional learning environment. Traditional
classrooms are still perceived as a token of high-quality learning since teacher is considered as an expert in
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teaching techniques, methods, knowledge of the subject, ways of motivating the learners and assessing the
learning outcomes. Gulnaz, Thumali and Alzeer (2020) mention that physical learning environment and
technology-driven instructional models ideally trigger learners’ insight of the course content, meet the needs of
varied learning styles and ultimately help accomplish desired learning outcomes. INACOL elaborates the term
(cited in Leadership Series, 2009, p. 4) hybrid learning in these words: “combining online delivery of
educational context with the best features of classroom interaction and live instruction to personalize learning,
allow thoughtful reflection and differentiate instruction from student-to-student across diverse group of
learners.”

The integration of physical and virtual platforms of teaching are largely important for several reasons, as for
instance; it convinces the learners that their academic knowledge is part and parcel of their social life. Moreover,
technology driven education equipped the learners with the current needs of the time because traditional teaching
doesn’t prepare the learners to meet the challenges of 21st century (Qindah, 2018). The virtual cum face-to-face
learning environments enhance learners’ motivation and enthusiasm for learning as they get the opportunity to
feel and work beyond the walls of school. The combination of both the teaching approaches broadens learners’
horizon and enables them to receive knowledge and information from diverse channels. In this backdrop,
Neumeier (2005) expresses that EFL researchers have shown satisfaction towards both the modes of instructions.
In the same manner, Sharma (2010), discusses that best instructional blend exposes the learners to the optimum
learning experiences. Ono, Ishihara and Yamashiro (2015) contend that in spite of giving excellent results, CALL
has some disadvantages in on-site educational settings. Some of its challenges that make it hard to implement in
every educational setting is its high cost and difficulty of adaptability according to the demand of modern
educational scenarios. Several inquiries have been undertaken for the last two decades at different universities of
Saudi Arabia to inquire the challenges, strengths, weaknesses and effectiveness of hybrid learning. A brief sketch
of those studies in the context of hybrid learning in Saudi Arabia has been provided below to justify the gap
between the present study and their context(s):

1) As yet, Alebaikan and Troudi (2010) conduct their research to investigate the nature of impediments and
challenges encountered at Saudi universities while implementing a blended learning approach. Three major
challenges have been addressed in the research, such as implementation of hybrid learning at Saudi Universities,
selecting the right blend and the time issue. The study extended practical recommendations to overcome the
obstacles.

2) Similarly, Alzahrani (2017) investigates in his research the importance of the provision of information and
communication technology (ICT) tools to the professors and the learners for more effective learning outcomes.
Moreover, he highlights the current status of the development of ICT in his study to help the decision makers and
instructors to utilize them successfully by accurately assessing their learners’ needs and quality of the tools.

3) In a similar vein, Al Alhareth (2013) undertakes the study to investigate the barriers that impede access of
women to higher education in Saudi Arabia. The researcher believes that the opportunities for the women has
certainly increased with the provision of higher education but still equality has not been observed in the division
of the educational resources between both the genders. The lack of resources does not meet the educational needs
of women across the country.

4) By the same token, Badawi (2009) carries out his study at the University of Tabuk to inquire the effectiveness
of blended learning model in developing prospective pedagogues’ teaching skills and professional expertise. The
findings of the study indicate that blended learning model is more effective than face-to-face classrooms in
developing knowledge of the prospective teachers whereas both the modes of instructions have the same impacts
on developing their pedagogical performance.

5) Furthermore, Alseweed (2013) (cited in Alnahdi, 2019) undertakes his research at Qassim University to
investigate perceptions and experiences of 37 EFL learners about the traditional and virtual modes of instructions.
Moreover, another study was carried out at King Khalid University by Al Zumor et al. (2013) who investigate
learners’ experiences regarding promises and perils of hybrid learning in the EFL classroom.

6) In addition to this, Yushau (2006) in his work measures the impacts of online and onsite modes of instructions
on learners’ computer and mathematic attitude. The findings of the study indicate that both the modes of
instruction triggered learners’ motivation and enthusiasm towards computer and mathematics.

7) Yet another study conducted by Al-Otaibi (2010) (as cited in Al-Saleh, 2018), inquires secondary school
teachers’ awareness and attitudes towards hybrid learning in Tatweer schools in Makkah district. The findings
show that teachers possess positive attitude towards hybrid learning. In this context, study of Ageel (2011)
explores the use of the level of ICT among teachers in one of the most prominent universities of Saudi Arabia.
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He surveyed through the structured interview and found that majority of the teachers do not make use of ICT in
their classrooms. In addition to this, he identified number of attitudes ranging from the idea that ICT may impede
teaching learning process to their unwillingness to change traditional teaching method working since centuries.
However, some of the teachers have shown their inclination towards the use of ICT. Hence, suggested for the
training programs that focus on the use of ICT at educational settings.

The previous studies have been carried out at numerous universities of Saudi Arabia in different scenarios, such
as; the level of its use, challenges, promises and perils of virtual platform cum physical classrooms but so far no
research has been undertaken to measure the level of satisfaction of Taif University’s male and female EFL
learners about the effectiveness of hybrid learning environment. The aim of this study is to investigate the
effectiveness of different components of hybrid learning comprising, learners’ satisfaction with the instructor,
course content, internet, perceived ease of use of technology and both the modes of instructions.

2. Literature Review

The history of educational enterprise has seen many changes in its infrastructure to inaugurate innovative ways
of delivering the instructions. As an end-product of these measures, hybrid learning has emerged as an
innovative paradigm in modern education. Launer (2010) perceives that language learning process is a life-long
process, which is highly complex. In order to provide better learning opportunities, address challenges of
expansion and catering needs of the diverse learning styles of the learners, academicians introduced face-to-face
cum technology mediated instructions in teaching and learning scenarios. However, in this process they came
across numerous challenges, as for instance; financial obstacles, lack of enough resources and teaching expertise
to effectively deliver online instructions. The combination of face-to-face cum virtual instructions reflects saying
of Swami Vivekanand, who expresses that: “if people cannot reach school, schools should reach them” (Lalima
& Dangwal, 2017, p. 130). The idea of accessing learners’ home is unique but its practical implementation
involves detailed planning and complex processes. In the context of its successful implementation, one of the
important variables is learners’ satisfaction and its measurement is considered as an important predictor for
smooth delivery of hybrid learning.

Hybrid learning approach has been widely used at educational settings because its properties inherently possess
the dynamics of flexibility of anytime and anywhere for the successful delivery of course content and social
interaction. The hybrid learning environment has been incorporated at Taif University in 2017 for bachelor
degree courses. The study has been undertaken to investigate differences in the satisfaction level of male and
female EFL learners of Taif University to inculcate improvements and ensure smooth running of the program.
For the purposes of present study, the data was collected from 200 male and female EFL learners of Taif
University to know their perceptions, who were studying Cambridge UNLCOK and English Unlimited Special
Edition (EUSE) to pursue their bachelor degrees. The next section has been given over to the different aspects of
literature review, which are associated with the learners’ satisfaction and successful execution of the hybrid
learning approach.

2.1 What Is Hybrid Learning?

In recent years, language learning has moved beyond its traditional style of teaching, i.e., a combination of
face-to-face and online mode of instruction called hybrid learning environment. Many scholars defined it in
these words that it: “is not a simple combination of classroom instruction with e-learning, but comprises a
standard instructional setting (class meetings) as well as offline activities outside the classroom (tutorials, classes
from other institutions on the campus, peer-review workshops), and computer-mediated learning (online lessons)”
(Béarenfanger, 2005; Poysd, Lowyck, & Hakkinen, 2005; Paechter, 2004; Arnold, 2004; Waddoups & Howell,
2002). Barenfanger (2005) discusses that the scholars who blend classroom instruction and virtual learning, the
“half bricks, half clicks concept”, ignore the point that hybrid learning includes several other ways of acquiring
knowledge and information. He mentions that hybrid learning model of Brigham Young University includes all
the channels of instructions, apart from technology-mediated environment that learners utilize outside the
classroom, as for instance; tutorials, discussion groups, or information retrieval in a library. Oliver and Trigwell
(2005) note that combination of only face-to-face classroom with the virtual learning or distance education is a
narrow description of hybrid learning.

However, some other researchers take the concept of blended learning and hybrid as akin to each other (Mason
& Rennie, 2006; Thompson, 2003; Alshwiah, 2010). The present study is based on the stance taken by the
scholars, who considered both the channels of instructions similar to each other. In this context, Waddoups and
Howell (2002, p. 2) define hybrid learning: “hybridization occurs when on-campus educators adopt distance
education technologies and practices, and when distance education organizations adopt/adapt campus-based
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educational practices”. In addition to this, Buzzette-More (2008) states that hybrid learning model efficiently and
effectively disseminates knowledge, supports delivery of instruction, enhances information (Young, 2002) and
sparks learners’ satisfaction (Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy, 2006; Campos & Harasim, 1999; Dziuban & Moskal,
2001; Rivera, McAlister, & Rice, 2002; Wu & Hiltz, 2004). Few studies assume that in future hybrid learning
would be the most popular mode of instruction in higher education (Allen & Seaman, 2003; Buzzetto-More &
Sweat-Guy, 2006; Lorenzetti, 2005; Young, 2002). The option of the convergence of both is adopted by Taif
University where traditional classrooms and virtual platforms are working parallel to each other to deepen
learners’ insight and understanding of the course content.

2.2 Whats Learners’ Satisfaction?

An important course learning outcome that cannot be measured through attendance or formative or summative
assessment is learners’ satisfaction. Learners’ satisfaction is perceived an important indicator in measuring the
quality of any educational program and in the context of present study ‘hybrid learning approach’. The Sloan
Consortium explains learners’ satisfaction as, “Students are successful in the learning and are pleased with their
experience” (Moore 2009, p. 92). Sweeney and Ingram (2001, p. 61) define the concept as: “the perception of
enjoyment and accomplishment in the learning environment.” The above-mentioned definitions reflect that
learners’ satisfaction is based on their achievement, pleasure and enjoyment with the learning experience.
Thurmond, Wambach, Connors and Frey (2002) describe student satisfaction as: “a concept that reflects
outcomes and reciprocity that occur between students and an instructor.” Zhao and Yuan (2010) declare that
instructor’s instant feedback sparks learners’ motivation and enhances their satisfaction. Bowyer and Chambers
(2017) discuss that for a researcher or teacher, success of a course may be based on the course learning outcomes
whereas learners’ satisfaction accounts for their personal experiences from the course. Collins Cobuild English
Dictionary (1999) (Cited in Giannousi, Vernadakis, Derri, Michalopoulos, & Kioumourtzoglou, 2009, p. 62)
define satisfaction that it is: “the pleasure or contentment that one person feels when she/he does something or
gets something that she/he wanted or needed to do or get”’. Chang and Fisher (2003) believe the same and attach
learners’ satisfaction with the successful accomplishment of the course. Contrary to this, Moore and Kearsley
(2005) observe that learners’ satisfaction cannot be attached with their academic achievement. Likewise,
Bollinger and Martindale (2004) add that satisfaction instills curiosity, which ultimately enables the learners to
achieve success.

DeBourgh (2003) believes that learners’ satisfaction is partly connected with their subsequent enrollment in
online courses. The same idea is reinforced by Arbaugh (2000), who notes that learners’ subsequent enrollment
in the same course is a strong indicator of their satisfaction with the quality of the course. Both the opinions
indicate that learners have shown their satisfaction with overall scheme of the online course from planning to
delivery of the course content. In the same context, Long (1989) mentions that satisfaction means learners
positive behavior and excitement towards the course. Wu, Tennyson and Hsia (2010) add to this by claiming that
learners’ satisfaction is integrated with their attitude and beliefs that emanate from the benefits which they
ultimately receive from the course. The findings of the study of Dziuban et al. (2005) are consistent with the
present study who reports instructor’s satisfaction with the hybrid course and mention that students’ learning and
performance is similar or somehow better in technology-mediated instruction than traditional face-to-face
learning environment.

2.3 Learners’ Satisfaction with the Instructor

Instructor is a strong indicator in learners’ satisfaction with the course content (Finaly-Neumann, 1994; Williams
& Ceci, 1997). The instructor plays a pivotal role in the teaching and learning process, no matter which modes of
instruction they are teaching in. Their attitude towards e-learning has a crucial effect on learners’ satisfaction. As
for instance; a less motivated instructor would not expect their learners to be with high satisfaction and
motivation. This attitude may lead to reduce the effectiveness of e-learning program. The most important
variable in the study of Marks, Sibley and Arbaugh (2005), is the measurement of learners’ satisfaction towards
the instructor and the previous supporting studies on the importance of instructor’s role (Easton, 2003; Martins &
Kellermanns, 2004).

DeBourgh (1999) (Cited in Abou Naaj et al., 2012) claims that instructor’s performance; synchronous and
asynchronous interaction and real-time feedback have strong correlation with learners’ satisfaction (Hiltz, 1993).
In addition to this, few researchers associate learners’ satisfaction with the instructor’s counseling time for the
learners and flexibility in time and plan (Moore & Kearsley, 1996). Synchronous interaction and instant feedback
of the teacher not only enhances learners’ curiosity for learning but also guarantees high grades and their
satisfaction. Finaly-Neumann (1994) believes that in hybrid learning instructor assumes the role of not only a
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facilitator but also motivator. The real-time feedback on learners’ participation and assignments keeps their
excitement and satisfaction persistent and high (Smith & Dillon, 1999). In hybrid learning, planned synchronous
interaction on regular basis maintains learners’ interest and motivation (Mood, 1995) and prevents them from
frustration (Hara & Kling, 2001; Wegerif, 1998). Mood (1995) highlights that at the beginning of the semester
learners should be informed about course learning outcomes and objectives. Learners’ level of anxiety can be
reduced if they know what they are expected to perform and what learning goals they have to achieve. Instructors
should praise learners’ participation and provide them updated knowledge and monitor their performance.
Learners should always be at the heart of classroom activities so that they can structure their own learning
experiences.

2.4 Learners’ Satisfaction with the Perceived Ease of Use of Technology

The research in the field of information technology indicates that learners’ usability and their satisfaction are the
crucial components in assessing success of e-learning systems (Delone & Mclean, 2003; Lewis, 2002; Virvou &
Katsionis, 2008). Davis (1993) defines perceived ease of use technology as the extent individuals feel satisfied
each time by completing online activities. Liaw and Huang (2013, p. 17) report that perceived satisfaction can be
defined as: “user acceptance of information systems and the degree of comfort involved in using them”. It can
also be taken as: “the pleasure or contentment one feels when s/he performs a required or desired action and
experiences the result” (Shee & Wang, 2008, p. 895). Satisfaction is the composite of individual’s feelings or
view point towards the several factors that influence a certain situation. In the context of technology, Doll and
Torkzadeh (1988) explain satisfaction as the feeling of positive attitude towards a given system.

In the context of human-computer interaction, user satisfaction is perceived as the feeling of comfort and
contentment received from interaction. The user satisfaction can be perceived as the “subjective sum of
interactive experiences” affected by many factors in the process of interaction (Lindgaard & Dudek, 2003). In
the past many attempts have been made to evaluate user satisfaction and found that it is a complex construct,
which varies from person to person according to their experiences. As for instance; in e-learning environment,
the user satisfaction is certainly affected by the quality of the system, content and its usability (Kim & Ong,
2005). The research of Liu, Liao and Pratt (2009) suggests that the use of rich media with diverse interactive
functions create enormous impacts on learners’ satisfaction. The assessment of educational software can be done
by measuring its impacts on learners’ satisfaction. However, the study of Virvou and Katsionis (2008) report that
usability of technology is considered as a significant factor influencing educational effectiveness. The
international standard ISO 9241 (Cited in Liaw & Huang 2013, p. 17) provides guidance on its usability and
explains it as: “the extent to which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with
effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use”. Hence, higher the degree of satisfaction
towards an IT system signifies not only higher the level of willingness to use it but also higher the quality of the
particular system.

2.5 Learners’ Satisfaction with the Technology and Internet

In present study significant differences are noticed in the perceptions of male and female participants regarding the
use of technology and up-gradation of score and progress of the learners. Unlike this, Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen and
Yeh (2008), didn’t report any variations in the opinions of the learners. They believe that in e-learning
environment poor networking and technology reduces learners’ satisfaction and discourages them from taking
online courses. Many scholars emphasize that the quality of internet and technology influence satisfaction of the
learners in e-learning setting (Piccoli et al.,, 2001; Webster & Hackley, 1997). The higher the quality of
technology ensures higher the satisfaction of the learners (Hiltz, 1993; Piccoli et al., 2001; Webster & Hackley,
1997). For discussion and learning purposes video conferencing can also be used in e-learning (Isaacs, Morris,
Rodriguez, & Tang, 1995). Therefore, quality of internet and technology are perceived as the important factors in
e-learning. The empirical research carried out by Webster and Hackley (1997) on 247 participants studying
technology-mediated distance learning reveals that quality of networking and technology are equally important
to affect learners’ satisfaction. The quality of technology is defined as the learners’ perceived quality of gadgets,
such as; headphone, microphone and blackboard etc. Similarly, the quality of internet is perceived as the
excellent networking that facilitates interaction and learning (Sun et al., 2008). In the context of quality of
technology Belanger and Jordan (2000) declare that learners must have an access to the reliable equipment.
Learners with limited access are considerably at a less advantageous position than the ones who have unlimited
access. Researchers considered that the factor which influences maximum to the learners’ satisfaction in
e-learning environment is their access (Wegerif, 1998; Bower & Kamata, 2000). In addition to this, Belanger and
Jordan (2000) express that in order to be successful; learners must be familiar with the technology and its usage.
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2.6 Learners’ Satisfaction with the Course Content

The quality and flexibility are considered significant aspects of the e-learning course. Flexibility in terms of
elimination of the physical barriers in an e-Learning course is a strong indication of student satisfaction. It
ignites robust interaction among the learners that ultimately furnishes opportunities for cooperative and
collaborative learning (Brandon & Hollingshead, 1999; Salmon, 2000). Beyond the limitations of time and space,
learners can initiate communication from anytime and anyplace (Harasim, 1990; Leidner & Jarvenpaa, 1995;
Taylor, 1996). Many researchers investigated different components of hybrid learning. As for instance; Sun, Tsai,
Finger, Chen and Yeh (2008) probe into the following elements of learner satisfaction in their study, i.e.,
instructor, technology, course design and environment dimensions. The study of Shee and Wang (2008)
investigates similar factors such as interaction between learners and teachers, perceived ease of use of
technology, and course flexibility. Sitter et al. (2009, p. 45) mention that in online learning students and
instructor face similar kinds of challenges. The instructors have to design the course material that includes
content and quality to meet the learning objectives effectively without falling into the “course-and-a-half
syndrome” (Skibba, 2006). Similarly, learners should have the ability to understand the course content to achieve
the learning goals (Skibba, 2006; Stodel et al., 2006). Teachers and the main stakeholders of the learning process
report that the course content and design facilitated learning though it was highly challenging.

The study of Sitter et al. (2009) finds no significant differences in the perceptions of the learners and faculty
members which indicate that blend of both environments provided them robust teaching and learning
experiences. In addition to this, they add that the key to achieve learners’ satisfaction and maximum learning
outcomes is the instructor’s ability to create the course content that addresses learners’ needs and interests
(Dziuban et al., 2005), maintain their interest and motivation and at the same time give them challenging time
(Stodel et al., 2006). In the study of Sitter et al. (2009), significant differences were found in the opinions of the
participants about the use of technology. Learners found it easy to use the technology employed by the program,
whereas the faculty members experienced the use of technology somehow difficult in completing the
assignments. The variation in the perceptions may be due to the unfriendly nature of the online learning platform
used in this program. The factor of quality is another important aspect that influences learners’ satisfaction in
e-learning (Piccoli et al., 2001). The interactive communication and media presentations provided by
constructive learning model help learners develop their thinking skills and conceptual knowledge (Leidner &
Jarvenpaa, 1995). The reviewing of previous studies and their context(s) and investigating differences in the
level of male and female EFL learners’ satisfaction towards the e-learning and conventional classrooms have
been perceived as an important factor to understand the effectiveness of hybrid learning approach.

3. Method
3.1 Research Questions
The following questions have been formulated for the present study:

1) Why does understanding of the participants’ satisfaction towards the effectiveness of hybrid learning approach
indispensable?

2) Why does correlation of learners’ satisfaction with the instructor, technology, internet, course content and
virtual platform cum conventional classrooms significant?

3) Why do we need to measure the differences in the satisfaction level of Saudi male and female EFL learners
towards the effectiveness of hybrid learning environment?

3.2 Research Hypothesis
The present study has following null hypothesis:

1) There does not exist any gender-based statistically significant differences in the satisfaction level of male and
female EFL participants about the effectiveness of hybrid learning.

2) There does not exist any correlation between the learners’ satisfaction and variable of instructor, technology,
internet, course content and perceived ease of use of hybrid learning.

3.3 Research Design

The present empirical study is designed to measure satisfaction level of Taif University’s EFL learners about the
effectiveness of essential variables of hybrid learning. The survey was comparative in nature in which responses
of the participants were quantitatively analyzed to determine statistically significant differences in the
satisfaction level of male and female EFL learners about the effectiveness of hybrid learning.
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3.4 Participants

The present study randomly selected 200 male and female EFL learners to collect the data. Arabic version of the
opinionnaire was administered to the randomly selected EFL learners of Taif University. The researchers
received eighty-five (n = 85) valid responses from female EFL learners and eighty-two (n = 82) from the male
learners. A total of 167 EFL learners participated in the survey.

3.5 Instrumentation

The researchers thoroughly probed into the several relevant studies which have been published during the last
two decades to develop instrument for the present study (See for example Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008;
Liaw & Huang, 2013; Buzzette-More, 2008; Haytko, 2001; Abou Naaj et al., 2012; Giannousi et al., 2009;
Edalati, 2013). A 20-item Likert-scale instrument designed to measure learners’ satisfaction that further divided
into five variables, i.e., i) learners’ satisfaction with the CLMS; ii) interaction with the instructor; iii) course
content; iv) engaging nature of hybrid learning; and v) perceived ease of use of technology and internet. The
present study set-forth three (n = 3) research questions in relation to the 20-items displayed in the five-tables in
the section of “results and discussion”.

3.6 Reliability and Validity

An initial version of the opinionnaire was developed by the researchers after reviewing the previous context(s),
to measure participants’ level of satisfaction about the five-variables narrowed down in the research tool. That
initial draft was sent to the three experts and their suggestions were added to achieve face and content validity of
the survey. Then twenty-one English language teachers of the same field pilot-tested the opinionnaire. The
Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test was run on the data generated through the pilot-test to determine reliability of
the research tool. The results reflect reasonable level of reliability of .871.

Table 1. Reliability coefficient

Number of Cases 21
Number of Ttems 20
Alpha 871

The final version of the research tool was administered to the participants to generate the data.
3.7 Data Collection

After determining validity and reliability of the research instrument through a standardized procedure, the
researchers administered final version of 20-item strongly-agree to strongly-disagree Likert-scale opinionnaire to
the randomly selected 200 male and female EFL learners of Taif University. Similarly, the researchers have
provided Arabic version of the tool to the target population of this empirical study. Henceforth, the researchers
received 167 valid responses out of 200 randomly selected participants of this study.

3.8 Data Analysis

The data generated from the research tool was coded, manually entered and comparative statistics in terms of
means, range and standard deviations of the responses of the 167 male and female EFL learners were calculated
using version 23 of Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Independent-Samples T-test was run to
identify differences in the perceptions of male and female cohort studying at Taif University. The higher the
mean value means the highest importance assigned by the participants. The data was tabulated to discuss mean
variations of each item with support and evidence of previous studies in the section of ‘results and discussion’.

4. Results and Discussion

This section elaborates the discussion related to the data gathered from the participants’ feedback and support
results of the present study with the findings of the previous works.

327



ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 10, No. 5; 2020

Table 2. EFL learners’ satisfaction with the efficient working of CLMS

No Statements Gr. N M df P value
1. I easily created my account on Cambridge Learning F 85 3.8518 165 p>.254 No
Management System (CLMS). M 82 3.8185 164.835 254
2. I found it easy to login to my online account on CLMS. F 85 3.4282 165 p>.013 No
M 82 3.9844 163.795 .013
3. I found instant technical help and support on Cambridge F 85 3.5824 165 p>.579 No
Learning Management System (CLMS). M 82 3.5283 161.124 577
4. CLMS allows me to work in my own comfort zone in terms of ~ F 85 3.4282 165 p<.042 Yes
time and space. M 85 4.8922 162.872 .042

Table 2 contains statistical data related to the male and female EFL participants’ satisfaction towards the
functionality of Cambridge Learning Management System (CLMS). The comparative statistics indicate highly
preferred items with huge differences in the opinions of the participants. High mean has been reported for item 4,
which mentions that CLMS allows learners to work in their own comfort zone in terms of time and space with
mean value of (mean = 4.89) and (mean = 3.42) by male and female cohort. The findings of the study are in-line
with the results of the research of Bukhari and Basaffar (2019), who express that 79% of their learners strongly
acknowledge that hybrid learning provides flexibility in time and space. The learners find hybrid learning an
easy and autonomous mode of learning, where they can work on their own pace. Similar kinds of results are
received by Bonk and Graham (2012), who report it a comfortable tool that facilitates autonomous learning with
flexible time and space. The terms ‘comfort zone and flexibility’ have been explained by Anderson (2008), who
expresses that learning which transcends beyond the limits of time, space and individual. He mentions that
learning for: “anyone, anytime, anywhere” (Broadbent, 2000; Casella et al., 2007; Hasan, 2006). It includes
many paradigms, as for instance; self-pace of the learner, medium of content delivery and time and place of the
exam. In this backdrop, Gomez and Igado (2008) mention that hybrid learning transcends beyond the limitation
of time, space and culture and provides dynamic opportunities of learning to the students. For this reason,
academic institutions prefer to adopt hybrid learning over online or onsite mode of instruction.

The female counterpart has assigned mean value of (mean = 3.42) to item 2, whereas male counterpart of this
cluster has reported mean value of (mean = 3.98) for this category. The item states that: ‘I found it easy to login
to my online account’. Few studies indicate that perceived ease of the use of learning management system may
enhance learners’ satisfaction (Chang & Tung, 2008; Shee & Wang, 2008). In this pretext, Levy (2007) expresses
that effective course design and efficient delivery of the onsite and online delivery of instructions may lead to
learners’ satisfaction to continue the course or vice versa may cause drop out of the learners (Chiu, Hsu, Sun, Lin,
& Sun, 2005). Item 1 receives almost equal preference of the participants with a mean value of (mean = 3.81) and
(mean = 3.85) from male and female cohort, which mentions that learners found it easy to create their account on
CLMS. The least ranking item of this cluster, which indicate that learners received instant technical support from
the technical staff whenever they need it, partially coincides with the results of Woods, Baker and Hopper (2004),
who has reported that majority of the learners have shown their satisfaction with hybrid learning because its
online features provided them access to the material and resources 24/7. In this context, Lin (2008—2009)
discusses that lack of technology skills and Wi-Fi issues negatively influence learners’ satisfaction towards
online delivery of instruction. The least preferred item of this category with strikingly low differences in the
responses of male and female cohort mentions that learners get instant technical help regarding any difficulty in
the execution of online activities. The mean value with no striking differences, such as, (mean = 3.58) and (mean
= 3.52) by female and male participants has been allocated to the item 3. The item states that learners receive
instant help and support on CLMS whenever they encounter any technical problem. Both the genders almost
have similar reaction regarding technical help and support provided on CLMS. Contrary to the findings of the
present study are the results of Bollinger and Martindale (2001), who report that less than 25% of the learners
have shown dissatisfaction with the variables; such as, teaching methods, instructor feedback, instruments used
for communication, presence of the course instructor, structure of organization’s web-site and learners’ personal
familiarity with the use of technology. Nevertheless, 58% of the learners have shown their dissatisfaction
towards the interaction in e-learning environment and similarly, 48% learners denied their participation.
Moreover, 31% didn’t show their satisfaction towards the effectiveness of communication in e-learning courses.
In the context of present study, the strength of male and female EFL learners’ responses indicates their maximum
satisfaction towards the effectiveness of CLMS and conventional classrooms.
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Table 3. EFL learners’ satisfaction with the perceived ease of use of technology and Internet

No Statements Gr. N M df P value

5. I believe that slow internet connection impedes my F 85 2.3412 165 p>.350 No
performance in online working. M 82 2.5488 164.868 350

6. I complete online exercises and activities smoothly and F 85 4.9588 165 p<.001 Yes
comfortably. M 82 39171 163.444 .001

7. I encounter technical problems when CLMS doesn’t upgrade F 85 3.8612 165 p<.000 Yes
my grades and progress. M 82 4.8307 160.049 .000

8. T assume that hybrid learning tend to make me bored and F 85 2.9882 165 p>.406 No
socially isolated. M 82 3.1585 164.988 406

Table 3 contains descriptive analysis of the statements about learners’ satisfaction towards their perceived ease of
use of technology and internet. The participants have favored item 6, which mentions that, ‘I complete online
exercises and activities smoothly and comfortably,” the most with extremely high mean values of (mean = 4.95)
by the male participant and (mean = 3.91) by their female counterparts. Contrary to this are the findings of
Summers, Waigandt and Whittaker (2005), who report that there are several factors which indicate that learners
feel more satisfied with traditional face-to-face classrooms than online mode of instruction. In this context, Lee
and Lee (2008) notes that technology-mediated instructions enhance learners’ performance in the course. In this
category, item 7 states that learners encountered technical problems when CLMS didn’t upgrade their score after
completing exercises on CLMS has received positive reaction of the participants as indicated by high mean value
of (mean = 4.83) by the male participants and (mean = 3.86) by the female counterparts with a huge variation in
their experiences. In this context, the study of Chong (1998) mentions that learners who experience difficulties in
the use of technology indicate lower satisfaction level (Hara & Kling, 2003). The work of Abou Naaj et al. (2012)
partially coincides with the findings of present study, who indicate no significant differences in the opinions of
the participants. The maximum mean value of (mean = 3.7) has been assigned by the participants to the
technology used for video-conferencing. The learners have shown their overall satisfaction to the use of
technology with mean value of (mean = 3.6).

The average mean has been reported for the belief that hybrid learning may make the learners socially isolated
and bored. The male and female participants have not reacted positively to the item 8 as indicated by the lowest
mean of only (mean = 2.98) by the female learners and (mean = 3.15) by their male counterparts, respectively. In
this regard, hypothesis of the study of Ali and Smith (2015) show that withdrawal rate of the learners in online
courses is more than the conventional classrooms. They used attrition rate of the learners in online courses to
measure their social isolation and boredom in these classes. They conclude that in the classes of computer
literacy social isolation of the learners is higher than the conventional classrooms which enhance their
withdrawal from the course. Similar kinds of findings are reported by the Schaeffer and Konetes (2010); who
highlight same factor for the higher rate of the drop-out of the learners from online courses. The learners
reportedly have shown dissatisfaction towards the program because of boredom and loneliness. Furthermore,
Allen and Seaman (2013) note that there is a persistent agreement among the academicians about the lower
retention rate of learners in online courses and they further add that this is a major impediment in the growth of
e-learning education. In this regard, the study of Frankola (2001) reports that in online courses withdrawal rate is
20%—50% which is many times higher than the drop-out rate of conventional classes which is 10%—20%.

An interesting finding of the study is that the participants of this survey have assigned extremely low mean value
of (mean = 2.34) by the female and (mean = 2.54) by the male participants to the item 5, which mentions that
slow internet connection is an obstacle for the Saudi participants to complete online activities on CLMS.
Moreover, the statistical data shows no significant differences in the responses of the participants regarding this
item. The findings of the empirical research conducted by Webster and Hackley (1997) on 247 students to
investigate their perceived satisfaction about technology-mediated instructions indicate that quality of
technology and high-speed internet are crucially significant for effective learning experience. In the study of
Bollinger and Martindale (2001), some students suggested that before enrolling the learners for the online
courses the university should ensure that they know the basics of technology and how to use it. The results of
their study indicate that more than 80% of the learners’ have shown their satisfaction towards the instructor,
reliability of technology, internet connection, access to the resources and organizational affairs.
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Table 4. EFL learners’ satisfaction with the engaging nature of Hybrid learning and its impacts on their
motivation and confidence

No Statements Gr. N M df P value

9. Hybrid learning effectively cater(s) learners’ interest and F 85 3.4612 165 p>.933 No
motivation. M 82 3.4844 164.602 933

10. Physical classrooms and virtual instructions have improved  F 85 3.5224 165 p>.250 No
my English language skills. M 82 3.7639 164.251 251

11. Online and onsite modes of instruction have enhanced F 85 3.5241 165 p>.094 No
interaction and collaboration with my fellow peers. M 82 3.5815 164.997 .094

12. Face-to-face and online learning environments have F 85 3.6371 165 p>.852 No
increased my confidence and knowledge. M 82 3.5198 163.370 .851

13. Hybrid learning dispenses an opportunity to the learners for F 85 3.3647 165 p>.126 No
cheating and plagiarism. M 82 3.0244 164.893 126

Table 4 details comparative statistics of the responses of male and female EFL participants regarding their
satisfaction towards engaging nature of hybrid learning and its impacts on learners’ interest and motivation. This
table includes 5 items in total. A high mean value of (mean = 3.76) was recorded by the male cohort to the item
10 which mentions that hybrid learning makes their English language skills better. The female participants have
allocated (mean = 3.52) to this item. The results of Matheos and Curry’s (2004) study coincide with the present
study that online learning entails flexible mode, furnish multiple options of learning, diverse resources and
opportunities. The male and female participants of the survey have reacted positively to the item 12, which states
that hybrid learning triggered their knowledge and confidence. The mean value assigned to this item by both the
genders is (mean = 3.63) and (mean = 3.51). The highest-ranking item of this category coincides with the results
of Giannousi et al. (2009), who have reported that learners’ perceived ease of use of e-learning is higher than the
average which manifests their overall high satisfaction with the delivery of the course content and learning
experience. Biner et al. (1994) highlight that satisfied students learn the course content more easily, less likely to
drop out of class, more willing to take additional online courses and convince others for the course. In a similar
vein, both the genders have allocated average range of mean value to the item 11, i.e., (mean = 3.52) and (mean
= 3.58), which states that hybrid learning provides opportunity to the learners to collaborate and interact with
their fellow peers. Research indicates that learners’ performance is based on the level of interactivity and
collaboration among the learners (Jiang et al., 2000; Bruckman, 2002). Mason et al. (2000) add to this that the
practice of hands-on activities also has significant impacts on learners’ performance (Cited in Anderson, 2008).

The lowest mean value with no striking differences in learners’ responses, i.e., (mean = 3.46) and (mean = 3.48)
was attached by the male and female cohort to the item 9, which refers to the learners’ belief that hybrid learning
activities effectively cater(s) their interest and motivation. In this context, Viadero (1999) reports that
motivational techniques furnish unique learning experiences to the learners which result in their satisfaction. In
the study of Bukhari and Basaffar (2019), 72% of the learners acknowledged that onsite and online channels of
instruction provide effective learning experience. Similarly, the study of Sagarra and Zapata (2008) confirms
positive perception of the learners towards both the channel of instructions. In the study of Bukhari and Basaffar
(2019), 67% of the learners find blended learning more interesting than face-to-face mode of instructions (Dori
& Belcher, 2005; O’Donnell, Hmelo-Silver, & Erkens, 2006; Salomon & Ben-Zvi, 2006; Stahl, 2006). Research
indicates that hybrid learning has the tendency to involve learners in active and constructive learning. The
scholars believe that constructive framework ignites promises of hybrid learning. The findings of the present
study strongly coincide with the results of Edalati (2013), who believes that participants attached highest
preference to the hybrid learning and expressed their satisfaction towards it. They acknowledged that hybrid
learning enhanced their autonomy and knowledge of the vocabulary. The learners have attached maximum
favouring responses, i.e., 83.33%, which indicate that hybrid learning provided them effective learning
experience. Likewise, the next least preferred item remains the one that elicits learners’ perception related to the
supposition, which mentions that hybrid learning open ways for them to easily cheat and plagiarize. The mean
value of (mean = 3.36) by the female learners and (mean = 3.02) by their male counter-part suggests that
participants do not agree with the assumption that hybrid learning furnishes opportunity for cheating and
plagiarism. One of the survey questions in the study of Peytcheva-Forsyth, Aleksieva and Yovkova (2018)
addresses to the learners about the issue of plagiarism and cheating in their university education. The responses
were surprisingly different with variety of answers from number of students, such as; one student accepted that
many times he did cheating/plagiarism, 20 students acknowledged that sometimes they committed it, 40% of the
students mentioned of rare commission of the action and 50% of the students denied the action in question. In

330



ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 10, No. 5; 2020

this context, Underwood (2006) expresses that he finds no evidence that internet has any impact on the increase
of cheating as some other studies have made this claim. At the same time, he mentions that plagiarism does not
have inherent connection with the internet; it does exist with or without it. He expresses that internet can be a
tool for fast and easy cheating. The results of the study of Lee-Post and Hapke (2017) indicate that 45% of their
learners found the cheating easy in online courses and 30% learners affirm that they would not hesitate to cheat
if they get an opportunity to do it. The participants of the study of Kocdar, Karadeniz, Peytcheva-Forsyth and
Stoeva (2018), while responding to the open-ended questions have shown their sensitivity towards the subject of
cheating and plagiarism and have clarified their position on the subject.

Table 5. EFL learners’ satisfaction with the course content, and interactive and collaborative activities

No Statements Group N M df P value
Hybrid learning ingrain insight of the “course content” more F 85 3.7412 165 p>.357 No
widely and effectively. M 82 3.5488 164.994 357
Online and onsite channels of instruction provide opportunity for ~ F 82 3.4976 165 p>.133 No
frequent interaction with the course content and variety of M 85 3.8073 164.875 132
resources.
Face-to-face and virtual modes of instruction provide F 85 3.8000 165 p>.880 No
opportunities for social gatherings, online interaction and better M 82 3.7683 163.901 .880
learning experience.
Hybrid learning dispenses opportunities to learn through F 85 3.8471 165 p>.744 No
discussions, collaboration and furnish variety of material and M 82 3.7805 164.628 744

resources for learning.

Table 5 rakes descriptive statistics of the responses of male and female participants of the survey regarding their
satisfaction towards the course content and their involvement in learner centered activities. This section contains 3
items in total and all have been assigned medium high mean value of more than 3. In this category, item 17 states
that, ‘hybrid learning dispenses opportunities to learn through discussions, collaboration and furnish variety of
material and resources for learning’, has received maximum favoring responses from the participants in this
cluster as indicated by the high mean value of (mean = 3.84) and (mean = 3.78), alternatively. The results of the
present study coincide with the study of Fushino (2010), who reports that group work certainly reinforces oral
communication, curiosity of the learners, social responsibility and learning outcomes. In the study of Abou Naaj
etal. (2012), the item related to interaction among the learners has received highest mean value of 3.6 that is in-line
with the present study.

The 2nd highest preference was given to the item 16 with mean value of (mean = 3.80) by the female and (mean
= 3.76) by the male participants. The item states that learners enjoy social gathering with their fellow peers in
onsite classrooms and chat and discussions with their classmates in online sessions. The results of
Buzzette-More’s (2008) are in-line with the present study which reveals that 68.2% participants acknowledged
that discussions enhance their learning experience of the course content, 69.3% concede that it regularly took
place and 78.9% believe that it’s an easy way of enhancing understanding of the subject through onsite and
online channels of instructions. In the study of Bukhari and Basaffar (2019) majority of the learners believe that
blended learning doesn’t only provide effective peer-feedback and peer-interaction but also facilitate
learner-teacher interaction and real-time teacher feedback. Similarly, the findings of the study of Caruso and
Salaway (2007) are consistent with several studies undertaken in the same context indicating that majority of the
students exhibited strong preferences for the hybrid learning model.

The participants have preferred item 15 with mean value of (mean = 3.80) by male learners and (mean = 3.49) by
their female counterparts which mention that learners believe that online and onsite channels of instruction
provide opportunity to the learners for frequent interaction with the course content and variety of resources. In
the context of learners’ interaction with the course content DelLacey and Leonard’s (2002) study discovers
students’ interaction with the BL. They discuss that addition of online activities with the traditional courses not
only heighten learners’ insight of the course content but also improve their interaction and satisfaction. So and
Brush (2008) support this view and state that convergence of traditional and virtual courses trigger learners
interaction and satisfaction. Moreover, the results of the present study are in-line with the study of Caruso and
Salaway (2007) and Wernet, Olliges and Delicath (2000) that blend of both the modes of instruction enhances
learners’ interaction with the several factors, including course content, instructor and other stake holders of the
study. In this regard, Shantakumari and Sajith (2015) discuss learners’ perceptions who believe that blended
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learning format of the course enhances their learning and also it was easy to follow. At the same time, learners
acknowledge that online activities do not only focus on interaction but also their well-developed design enables
them to meet the determined objectives.

The male and female participants of this survey have reacted with medium favoring responses to the item 14,
which refers to the idea that, “Hybrid learning ingrain insight of “the course content” more widely and
effectively”. The item receives mean value of (mean = 3.74) from female participants and (mean = 3.54) from
the male cohort, respectively. The results confirm the findings of Abbas (2018), who discusses that there are
several factors which indicate that online and onsite modes of instruction enhance learners’ interaction with the
course content. The factors include flexibility of time (Atack & Rankin, 2002), course design (Swan, 2001); and
opportunities to participate in online discussion with their peers (Jiang & Ting, 1999). The findings of the study
of Buzzette-More (2008) are in-line with the present study, which mention that majority of the students have
shown satisfaction with the course content available on the website. Overall results of the study of
Buzzette-More (2008) reflect that hybrid learning in higher education enhances learners’ satisfaction with the
course content. The discussion reveals that 90% learners perceive that course websites are helpful resources and
85% believe that in future hybrid learning will have great impacts on higher education.

Table 6. EFL learners’ satisfaction with interaction of instructor and their real-time feedback

No Statements Group N M .df P value

18. Face-to-face instructions and Cambridge Learning F 85 3.6235 165 p>.465 No
Management System (CLMS) supplement each other. M 82 3.5978 164.664 464

19. Hybrid learning give(s) enormous opportunities for F 85 3.5176 165 p>.340 No
effective interaction between learner-learner and M 82 3.5193 164.631 340
teacher-learners in and beyond the classroom.

20. I like real-time feedback of my teacher in face-to-face F 82 3.8824 165 p>.198 No
and online modes of instructions. M 85 3.7920 164.988 .198

Table 6 of the survey was meant to elicit Taif University’s male and female EFL learners’ satisfaction towards the
instructor and their real-time feedback and interaction. This section includes results of three items related to the
participants’ responses collected through quantitative survey. A high mean value of (mean = 3.88) was recorded by
the female cohort to the item 20 which states that: ‘I like real-time feedback of my instructor in face-to-face and
online modes of instructions’. The male cohort has allocated (mean = 3.79) to this statement. Contrary to this are
the findings of the study of Haytko (2001), who finds that hybrid course evaluations are seriously lower than the
traditional course outcomes. Learners have reported dissatisfaction in the context of interaction with their
instructor, however, the number of online interactions were notably higher than the on-site traditional course.
Similar results have been traced back in the study of Marks, Sibley and Arbaugh (2005), who believe that
interaction between instructor-student is the essence of online learning. Arbaugh and Benbunan-Fich (2007)
report that learner-learner interaction is one of the strongest predictors of success in online instruction, whereas
Hermans, Haytko and Mott—Stenerson (2009) declare that the lack of student-teacher interaction reduces learners’
level of satisfaction with the course and the instructor.

The 2nd highest importance was allocated to the item 18, with mean value of (mean = 3.62) and (mean = 3.59)
by the female and male cohort, which states that onsite and online channels of instructions complement each
other. The results of the Buzzette-More (2008) research are similar to the findings of the present study which
indicate that virtual and conventional modes of instructions supplement each other and combination of the both
enhances students’ learning experience (Allen & Seaman, 2003; Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy, 2006; Lorenzetti,
2005; Young, 2002). The findings of several other studies endorse learners’ high-level satisfaction with the
asynchronous instructions (Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy, 2006; Sanders & Morrison-Sheltar, 2002; Yip, 2004).

The average high mean value of (mean = 3.51) has been assigned unanimously to the assumption stated in item 19
that, ‘hybrid learning give(s) enormous opportunities for effective interaction between learner-learner and
teacher-learners in and beyond the classroom’. The study of Abbas (2018) explains that online course creates
sense of community and social responsibility among the learners, where they freely communicate with each
other. The frequent interaction among the learners evolves friendly online learning environment. His study
receives 72% favouring responses to endorse the idea that onsite and online channels of instruction provide
enormous opportunities for student-student interaction. Buzzette-More (2008) reports that 74.4% learners believe
that it provides an opportunity to interact with their fellow peers and 71.6% assert that this approach facilitates
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asynchronous and real-time interaction with their teachers. Numerous scholars suggested that online mode of
instruction enhances interaction between learner-learner and learner-instructor (Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy,
2006; Carswell et al., 2000; Lesh et al., 2000). Similarly, the participants have endorsed that hybrid learning
triggered their language learning process and made them independent learners beyond the limits of time and
space. In addition to this, the results of the research of Abou Naaj et al. (2012) coincide with the findings of the
present study, which reveal learners’ highest satisfaction with the real-time feedback and interaction with the
instructor. The participants allocated highest mean value of (mean = 3.8) to their satisfaction with the instructor.
The results of the study of Abou Naaj et al. (2012) suggest that apart from the positive reaction towards the
variables of satisfaction, dynamic performance, high grades of the learners both the genders prefer face-to-face
classrooms over online learning environment. Majority of the participants of the present study have strongly
validated instructor’s real-time feedback and social interaction.

5. Recommendations

The analysis of data indicates learners’ satisfaction towards the items of the survey designed and investigated in
the present study. The research of Askar, Altun, and Ilgaz (2008) is in-line with the work in hand, who reports no
significant differences in the satisfaction of male and female participants, however; they mention that score of
female learners is slightly higher than their male counterparts for conventional face-to-face classrooms. For the
present study following recommendations have been envisaged:

1) The instructor’s attitude and expertise in developing learners’ interest and motivation is significant for the
successful implementation of hybrid learning environment. DeBourgh (2003) contends that learners’ satisfaction
and their subsequent enrollment in online courses greatly relies on the expertise of the instructor and the belief
that how well the course was planned and taught by them. In the same manner, Ahmed (2010) too believes that
instructor’s control and mastery of the technology are the leading factors that motivate the learners for the
acceptance of hybrid learning. In this context, researchers strongly recommend professional development of the
teachers for the effective course delivery, dynamic interaction and rapport with the learners.

2) The “support system or help desk” is one of the significant components of e-learning approach. The support or
help of the tutor and technical or IT staff is highlighted by many studies to improve the learning and successful
delivery of the course (Bhalalusesa, 2001; Bollag et al., 2001; Simpson, 2004). In this backdrop, technical
problems faced by the learners while using CLMS are vehemently highlighted by the male participants of the
present study, whereas female participants have indicated their satisfaction towards this variable,

3) A general trend about technology-mediated instructions is that it is not as authentic and valid as conventional
face-to-face instructions. In this context, Gammill et al. (2005) note that such stereotypical perceptions are
promoted by the society at large, students and the teachers themselves, hence, would give serious challenges if
not addressed properly (Rajesh, 2003; Usun, 2004). For this purpose, it is important to probe into the reason of
such perceptions. At one end, though flexibility of time and place in e-learning is considered a safe haven as it
reduces the participants’ inconvenience but at another end, to some learners it provides an opportunity for
escaping the lessons and class slots. Generally, for this reason people don’t rely much on e-learning environment.
At the same time, difficulty in perceived ease of use of technology and internet problem may also develop
dissatisfaction towards e-learning. It is hereby strongly recommended that the incentive of marks should be kept
for the attendance and class participation of the learners in different activities of e-learning environment and
conventional classroom. It instills in learners’ motivation and enthusiasm for ensuring their regular attendance
and participation in the classroom.

4) By the same token, Anderson (2008) emphasizes that learners can get maximum benefits from
technology-mediated instructions if course content is appropriately adapted and made consistent with the local
culture, language and religious beliefs of that particular locality (Eastmond, 2000; Pagram et al., 2006; Usun,
2004). Learners’ familiarity with their cultural norms and values heighten their understanding and insight of the
course content and at the same time, they can relate subject matter of the activities with the real life like
situations for their in-depth understanding.

5) Furthermore, the study recommends enhancing synchronous interaction between teacher to learners and
learner to learner. Researchers greatly laid emphasis on the utilization of social interaction and collaboration in
e-learning environment to trigger learners’ satisfaction and insight about the subject matter. As for instance,
American Psychological Association (1997) asserts that positive learning outcomes can be achieved by
facilitating interactive activities among the learners (Bonk & Cunningham, 1998; Gunawardena & Zittle, 1998).
This devise allows and encourages pair work, group work, discussions and role play in a virtual environment,
henceforth, learners gain an in-depth insight and understanding of the course content.

333



ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 10, No. 5; 2020

6) Last but not least, the proper check and balance of the organization is a strong indicator for the efficient
delivery of hybrid instructions. Organizational support has wide-ranging impacts on the success of e-learning,
such as; it does not only build learners’ interest and inclination towards the acceptance of hybrid learning
environment but also keeps the instructor motivated and well-prepared for the efficient delivery of the course
content.

6. Conclusion

Measuring learners’ satisfaction is significant to identify strengths and weaknesses of virtual and face-to-face
learning environments. The inquiry was carried out to enable the administration to fix the issues and incorporate
modifications for more effective, more robust and more efficient delivery of hybrid instructions. The statistical
analysis of the data shows that EFL learners have indicated high satisfaction for hybrid learning environment and
assigned maximum favoring responses to all the items of the survey. The findings of the study of Adas and Abu
Shmais (2011) coincide with the present study, which reveal no significant differences in the satisfaction of male
and female EFL cohort towards the effectiveness of hybrid learning. In the present study, three items of the
survey indicate slight variation in male and female EFL learners’ satisfaction towards hybrid learning. Male
participants outnumbered female in attaching preference to the item 4 and 6, mentioned in Tables 2 and 3,
respectively. With respect to these two items the findings of the study of Abou Naaj et al. (2012) coincide with
the results of present study, who report that with blended learning male learners were more satisfied than female.
The item 4 mentions that Cambridge Learning Management System (CLMS) allows learners to work in their
own comfort zone, i.e., anytime and anyplace, which receives mean value of 4.89 and 3.42 from male and female
EFL learners, alternatively. In this context, item 7 states that sometimes CLMS doesn’t upgrade learners’
progress and grades and report mean value of 4.83 and 3.86 for male and female EFL participants, respectively.
In this regard, the significant variation between the mean values of both the participants clearly reveals low level
satisfaction of the female participants towards the virtual platform.

However, female participants outscored male in assigning preference to the item 6, with mean value of 3.91 and
4.95 from male and female EFL learners alternatively, which refers that female participants feel more
comfortable to complete online activities as compared to their male counterparts. The result of the research of
Abou Naaj et al. (2012) is in-line with the present study, who express that blended learning has been perceived by
most of the male and female learners less effective. They further note that, generally both the genders have
preferred face-to-face learning environment even though they scored and performed well in blended learning
course as well. Whereas comparison of the statistical data of both the genders indicate that male participants
have shown more satisfaction towards blended environment than their female counterparts. Nevertheless,
findings of the present study are partially in-line with Al-Fadhli’s (2008) research, who reports significant
differences in the satisfaction of male and their female class-mates towards their e-learning program. In his study,
female learners surpassed male participants in all the items of the survey in evaluating their e-learning program.
Contrary to this, Koohang (2004) contends that male participants have assigned high preference for the blended
learning components than their female counter-parts. Similar to the research in hand, result of Ahmed’s (2010)
work reveals positive attitude of the learners towards hybrid learning and strongly recommends integration of
e-learning tools with traditional learning environment. Hybrid learning model encompasses several constructs, as
for instance; physical meetings in the classrooms, collaborative social interactions, synchronous and
asynchronous online chats and discussions, dynamic rapport between teacher-learner and learner-learner in both
the paradigms, real-time interaction and feedback of the instructor, perfect course design for both the channels of
instructions, technology driven assessment and face-to-face exams, if all the components work smoothly spark
learners’ motivation and satisfaction.
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