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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine students'
level of interaction with e-learning environment at King Saud
University. The present study dealt with interaction as
represented in learners' attitudes , satisfaction and collaborative
learning. Participants were 19 undergraduate female students
who took e-learning format courses at college of Education ,
King Saud university. Data was collected using two tools: the
first was face- to- face interview, the second tool was The
Collaborative Learning and Satisfaction (CLS) Questionnaire.
Analysis of qualitative data indicated that relationship between
interaction and e-learning environment were not significant.
But, the general correlation among the four variables of
interaction (students' attitudes toward e-learning environment ,
its use as a learning style , their satisfaction and collaborative
learning) is strong. Interview data revealed that students prefer
the blackboard system as it's an easy system for
communicating information and sending assignments . But,
still this system faces problems related to some online
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technical problems and low experience of some learners of
using the site and the internet.

1. Introduction

The rapid development in information-communication
technology including the web technology has brought a big
Impact in education world. Today, people are talking about e-
learning, cyber-learning, long-life learning, virtual learning
and a few more terms have been used to describe a new way of
learning. These terms are used to serve a same goal that is to
provide the possibility of open and lifelong education without
temporal or spatial constraint. Education in Saudi public
universities is based on the traditional didactic, lecture-based
classroom with a few programs implementing web-based
distance learning (MCIT, 2007; Ali, Sait, & Al-Tawil, 2003).
Due to the recent emergence of blended learning in Saudi
higher education, there is an urgent need to investigate
students' interaction and satisfaction with blended learning
system. The capacity of universities and colleges in Saudi
Arabia is limited compared with the rapid growth of students
applying for college education (Alebaikan and Troudi,2010b).
To tackle this problem, the Ministry of Higher Education
endeavors to integrate web based instruction with traditional
instruction in universities.

Graham (2006, 3) points out that the essence of blended
learning is the combination of face-to-face instruction and
computer-mediated instruction. The goal of blended learning
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should be to unite the best features of in class teaching with
the best features of online learning, to promote active, self-
directed learning opportunities for students (Garnham &

Kaleta, 2002).
2. Theoretical Background and Literature Review:

2.1. E-Learning Environment:

E-learning is the most recent evolution of distance
learning—a learning situation where instructors and learners
are separated by distance, time, or both (Raab, Ellis, &
Abdon, 2002). E-learning uses network technologies to create,
foster, deliver, and facilitate learning, anytime and anywhere.

The major functions of e-learning:

Liaw (2008) outlined major functions of the Blackboard as an
e-leaning system including: blackboard homepage, teaching/
learning materials, discussion board, quiz, homework
assignment, and link. N Furthermore, Capper (2001) listed the
e-learning benefits as: any time, any place , asynchronous
interaction,  group collaboration and new educational
approaches.

Liaw and Huang (2007) suggested that four elements
should be considered when developing e-learning
environments: environmental characteristics, environmental
satisfaction, learning activities, and learners’ characteristics.
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2.2. Blended learning:

Blended learning has been referred to as the ‘‘third
generation’’ (Phipps & Merisotis, 1999, p. 26) of distance
education systems. The American Society for Training and
Development identified blended learning as one of the top 10
trends to emerge in the knowledge delivery industry. It's
characterized as maximizing the best advantages of face-to-
face learning and multiple technologies to deliver learning ( So
and Brush,2008). Vesisenaho et. al. (2010) pointed out that
this means traditional face-to-face teaching or lecturing
with additional materials and learning assignments online,
using different learning management systems. Al-Jarf (2005)
conducted a study in a Saudi Arabian university to find out
whether or not integration of online learning with face-to-face
grammar instruction significantly improves English-as-a-
foreign-language freshman college students’ achievements and
attitudes. The study concluded that in learning environments
where technology is unavailable to English-as-a-foreign-
language students and instructors, use of an online course from
home as a supplement to in-class techniques helps motivate
and enhance English-as-a-foreign-language students’ learning
and mastery of English grammar.

2.2.1. Definition:

So and Brush (2008) defined blended learning as any
combination of learning delivery methods, including most
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often face-to-face instruction with asynchronous and/or
synchronous computer technologies.

Blended e-Education (BeE) refers to an integrated
environment, which combines the advantages of e-Learning
and traditional classroom teaching (Graham, 2006).

ON-CAMPUS Design & Delivery ONLINE Design & Delivery

Asvnchronous Online Learning

SYSTEM
Blended| Learning migaiiir]

ONLINE
Learning

Synchronous
FACULTY Traditional Higher Education

L _

Figure (1): Blended online learning environment from Vaughan (2010)

The three most commonly mentioned definitions
documented by Graham, Allen, and Ure (2003) are:

e combining instructional modalities (or delivery media)
(Bersin &Associates, 2003; Orey , 2002a, 2002b; Singh
& Reed, 2001; Thomson, 2002)

e combining instructional methods (Driscoll, 2002;
House, 2002; Rossett,
2002)
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e combining online and face-to-face instruction (Reay,
2001; Rooney, 2003; Sands, 2002; Ward & LaBranche,
2003; Young, 2002)

2.2.2. Rationale:

Online learning environments have been criticized for
its lack of human interaction and, for this reason, there has
been an increasing movement toward blended learning
approaches where students can have opportunities for both
online and offline interaction with their instructors and
classmates (Allen & Seaman,2003). Thus, BL helps to
overcome the limitations of face-to-face and online education.
blended learning not only offers more choices but also is more
effective. The purpose is to use different online
environments, and tools of social software, actively during the
face-to-face session in order to capture students’ thinking and
their work (Vesisenaho et. al. ,2010).

In order to improve the quality of learning , some
important elements have to be managed, such as technology,
the structure of the course, the instructor, technical support,
assignments student engagement and learning flexibility
(Alobeikan & Troudi,2010b). Blended learning has been
implemented with various designs and has shown a
considerable positive effect on the learning process.

Osguthorpe and Graham (2003) identified six reasons
why one might chose to design or use a blended learning
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system: (1) pedagogical richness, (2) access to knowledge, (3)
social interaction, (4) personal agency, (5) cost effectiveness,
and (6) ease of revision. In the BL literature, the most common
reason provided is that BL combines “the best of both worlds”

Harvard Business School faculty DelLacey and Leonard
(2002) reported that students not only learned more when
online sessions were added to traditional courses, but student
interaction and satisfaction improved as well.

So and Brush (2008) added that , blended learning
environments, increases students’ self-motivation and self-
management because there is less in-class time and more
emphasis on self-regulated learning.

Kim (2012) explored and described different viewpoints
on blended e-Education by using Q methodology to identify
students’ perspectives and classify them into perceptional
types. It is also designed to examine possible relationships
among learner’s perceptional type, characteristics (i.e.,
academic self-efficacy, interest in blended e-Education, and
extraversion) and academic achievement levels. Fifty
undergraduate students taking blended e-education courses at a
Korean university were chosen as participants in this study. As
a result of the study, four types of learners were identified and
given the following descriptive labels: (1) e-Education
Interested Type, (I1) Traditional Lecture Friendly Type, (111)
Social Interactionist Type, and (IV) Yes-But Mixed Type.
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Further, it was found that those who have either higher
academic self-efficacy or extraversion achieved higher
academic achievement. It is also shown that female students in
general have less interest in blended e-Education. Implications
of these results are discussed in the context of blended e-
Education course design.

Alebaikana & Troudi (2010) investigated the
effectiveness of online discussion use in blended courses at
Saudi Arabian Universities. The study presented issues that
have to be considered before employing online discussion in
blended courses. Using qualitative research, a rigorous data
collection procedure was developed by employing multiple
data collection methods that included observations, focus
groups and in-depth interviews. The participants were female
undergraduate students and instructors of different courses.
The results highlighted the issues to be considered in utilizing
efficient online discussion, which are: e-pedagogy, e-
plagiarism, infrastructure, Learning Management System tools,
and demands on time.

According to Garrison and Kanuka (2004), the
simplest model of blended learning “is the thoughtful
integration of classroom face-to-face learning experiences
with online learning experiences” aiming at taking
advantage of a synchronous face-to-face situation and the
asynchronous, text-based Internet.
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Zhang et al. (2006) listed some of the benefits of e-learning as
follows:

e [t provides time and location flexibility;

e |t results in cost and time savings for educational
institutions;

o It fosters self-directed and self-paced learning by
enabling learner-centered activities;

e It creates a collaborative learning environment by
linking each learner with physically dispersed experts
and peers;

e |t allows unlimited access to electronic learning
material; and It allows knowledge to be updated and
maintained in a more timely and efficient manner.

For the effective implementation of this blended
approach, educators should address the following desiderata:

(1) pedagogical richness (improving student learning),
(2) increasing accessibility to information,
(3) social interaction,

(4) personal agency (offering to students a means for directing
their own learning),

(5) cost effectiveness
(6) ease of revising a blended system (Osguthorpe & Graham,

2003).
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Graham (2004) outlines six major issues that are
relevant to designing blended learning systems. The issues are:
(1) the role of live interaction, (2) the role of learner choice
and self-regulation, (3) models for support and training, (4)
finding balance between innovation and production, (5)
cultural adaptation, and (6) dealing with the digital divide.
2.2.3. Benefits:

Smyth (2010) listed some of the benefits of blended
learning as follows:

- blended learning provided them with a unique flexible
learning experience, because they could access and
engage with their educational program from anywhere
and at any time,

- the approach provides autonomy in learning

- It enables problem solving
The effect of blended learning on students’ computer

and mathematics attitudes in a Saudi Arabian university was
investigated by Yushau (2006). Two modes of learning
implemented during the experiment were face-to-face learning,
three times a week, and online learning consisting of a weekly
computer laboratory session with availability of online
learning resources in the intranet and Internet to the students.
The results indicated that the students have positive attitudes
towards mathematics and computer.

Lancaster et al. (2011) conducted a study to assess the
impact of a novel teaching model on student learning and
perception. A hybrid teaching model was implemented within
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the second professional year of the Doctor of Pharmacy
curriculum at  Northeastern  University in  Boston,
Massachusetts. This Institutional Review Board-approved
study enrolled 97 students who accessed online materials in
place of traditional lectures over a total of six lectures and had
that information re-enforced via in-class active learning. All
student quiz scores were compared using a paired t-test. A post
survey was sent to all students to capture their attitudes and
use of this teaching model. Results proved that students
performed statistically significantly higher on quizzes and
examinations when using this hybrid teaching model. Student
attitudes toward this teaching model were mixed, largely
because of perceived increases in their (or student) workload.
This study demonstrated that using technology, such as
podcasts and electronic lecture delivery enhances learning and
bridges gaps with this more technologically advanced
generation of students.
2.2.4. Challenges :
e the approach could be isolating as the opportunity to
socially interact is limited.
e Maintaining a sense of community is challenging
e on-line component is invasive on students' everyday
life, as there is no differentiation between college and
home time
e BL is overwhelming and tiring experience.
e the internet connectivity is an issue.
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2.3. Interaction in blended learning environment:

Interaction can be defined as a reciprocal
communication process between human and human or
between human and non-human (e.g., human—computer
interaction) ( So and Brush,2008).

Dénmez et al. (2010) pointed out to several
published taxonomies (Moore, 1989; Hillman et al., 1994;
Carlson and Repman, 1999; Hannafin, 1989; Northrup,
2001; Bonk and Reynolds, 1997; Harris, 1994; Bonk &
King 1998; cited in Hirumi, 2006) which give educators
insight into nature and range of interactions that may occur
in e-learning. Hirumi (2006) discusses published e-
learning interaction taxonomies over four dimensions:

e Communication-based taxonomies specify sender and
receiver of the interaction. Among the basic interactions
are student-student, student-teacher, student-content,
student-interface interactions.

e Purpose-based taxonomies codify interactions based on
purpose. These are actions taken by learner like:
confirm, pace, inquire, navigate and elaborate.

e Activity-based taxonomies specify the level of type of
interactivity experienced by learners. Literature suggests
number of activities that may be designed to promote
critical  thinking, creative thinking and online
cooperative learning.

e Tool-based taxonomies focus on the capabilities
afforded by various technologies facilitating e-learning.
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Among these technologies are e-mail, asynchronous

messaging, remote access and delayed collaboration

tools, real time brainstorming and conversation tools and

real time multimedia and hypermedia collaboration

tools.

Hirumi (2006) argues these taxonomies to be valuable
but away from practice and proposes a framework positing
three interrelated levels of interactions.

Level lll | Learner - Instruction Interactions |

Learner — Human Interactions Leamer — Non-Human Interactions
Learner - Learner - Learner - Learner - Learner - Learner -
Instructor Learner Environment

Level Il

Other Content Tool
Learner — Interface Inferactions

T~

Learner — Self Interactions |

N

Figure 1 Hirumi's (2006) Three levels of planned e-learning interactions

Level | |

(Level 1) consists of cognitive operations that constitute
learning and the metacognitive processes that help individuals
monitor and regulate learning.

(Level 1) interactions occur between the learner and the other
human or non-human resources. Learner — Instruction
interactions (Level 111) are considered to be a meta-level that
transcends and used to guide the design and sequencing of
Level Il interactions.

According to So and Brush (2008), there are three types of
interaction:
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(a) learner—content interaction, (b) learner—instructor
interaction, and (c) learner—learner interaction. The interaction
between learner and content takes place when learners gain
content knowledge through one or more forms of media such
as tutorials, CD-ROMs, or web-based courses. The learner —
instructor interaction happens when an instructor delivers
content knowledge, provides appropriate scaffolding, clarifies
misunderstanding, and increases student motivation. Lastly,
the learner—learner interaction occurs when learners in
different geographical areas interact with each other to achieve
a certain goal. The following figure shows the three types of
interaction taken from (YUCEL.,2006):

@ :' » | Student

| Student

i 7

Content
Figure: 2

Types of Interaction in Learning Environments

Hillman, Willis, and Gunawardena (1994) stressed
that ‘‘the learner must interact with the technological medium
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to interact with the content, instructor, or other learners’ (p.
33), The aim of bringing in online environments is not just to
provide extra materials or separate assignments but to add
a new “layer” to the face-to-face teaching and learning
situation (Vesisenaho et. al. ,2010). Learner interaction in e-
learning environments gives several clues about learner
characteristics. Donmez et al. (2010) presented  their
experiences regarding knowing about learners via learner-
environment interaction. Learner interaction was employed in
two studies. In first study reporting capabilities of an LMS was
used. In second study an innovative LOGO environment was
created from scratch and learner interaction was employed to
keep track of learners' problem solving practices

Alebaikana Troudi (2006) asserted the important role of
interaction in quality learning stating that “interaction is the
key element and quality standard of a quality learning
experience in higher education”.

Zhang et al. ' s (2006) empirical study examined the influence
of interactive video on learning outcome and learner
satisfaction in e-learning environments. Four different settings
were studied: three were e-learning environments—with
interactive video, with non-interactive video, and without
video. The fourth was the traditional classroom environment.
Results of the experiment showed that the value of video for
learning effectiveness was contingent upon the provision of
interactivity. Students in the e-learning environment that
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provided interactive video achieved significantly better
learning performance and a higher level of learner satisfaction
than those in other settings. However, students who used the e-
learning environment that provided non-interactive video did
not improve either. The findings suggest that it may be
important to integrate interactive instructional video into e-
learning systems.

2.4. Collaborative learning:

By collaboration, we mean “sharing experience”, hence
blended learning provides collaboration where students learn
from the ideas and mistakes of others and share their
experiences to create a rich knowledge resource(Alebaikana
&Troudia,2010) .Collaborative learning is a form of learner
and learner interaction and it has been considered as an
effective instructional method in both traditional and e-
learning settings (Bernard, Rubalcava, & St-Pierre, 2000).
Huang et al. (2012) pointed out that collaborative learning
allows students to interact with others, which stimulates
higher-order thinking skills in face-to-face learning settings .
He added that the process of social and cognitive interactions
with group members is the key to making successful
completion happen in group collaboration.

Promoting collaboration among learners has been
regarded as a challenging instructional strategy (So and
Brush,2008). Some studies found that students who
participated in online collaborative tasks expressed higher
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levels of satisfaction with their learning process compared to
students who didn’t participate in online collaborative learning
(Jung, Choi, Lim, & Leem, 2002).

So and Brush, (2008 ) inferred that collaborative
learning structures allowing more control and dialogue among
learners could reduce transactional distance. When designed
and applied appropriately in distance learning environments,
collaborative learning strategies can provide learners with
several advantages, such as opportunities to experience
multiple perspectives of other distance learners from different
backgrounds, and to develop critical thinking skills through the
process of judging, valuing, supporting, or opposing different
viewpoints (Hakkarainen, Lipponen, & Jarvela, 2002;
Stacey, 1999). Several studies utilized handheld devices and
wireless connection in group collaboration to promote
students’ learning performance and increase knowledge (Liu
& Kao, 2007; Ogata & Yano, 2004). It appears that blended
learning methods are effective in facilitating the process of
online collaborative learning (Carr-Chellman et al., 2000;
Gabriel, 2004; Graham, Scarborough, & Goodwin, 1999).

Face-to-face situations are important for successful
virtual work. The participants who do not know each other will
easily drop out of virtual work. Face-to-face situations make it
easier to work collaboratively and help to create virtual
interaction Lindfors (2010)
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In the field of collaborative learning, Huang et al. (2012)
conducted a study to evaluate the effectiveness of using
procedural scaffoldings in fostering students’ group discourse
levels and learning outcomes in a paper-plus-smartphone
collaborative learning context. All participants used built-in
camera smartphones to learn new knowledge by scanning
Quick Response (QR) codes, a type of two-dimensional
barcode, embedded in paper-based learning materials in this
study. Sixty undergraduate and graduate students enrolled at a
four-year university in southern Taiwan participated in this
study. Participants were randomly assigned into two different
groups, using procedural scaffoldings learning and non-
procedural scaffoldings learning. The learning unit about the
Long Tail, an important concept used in products sales, was
the learning task that participants were expected to complete.
During the experiment, pretest—posttest and the completed
group worksheets were used to collect data. The researchers
applied content analyses, chi-square test, t-test, and ANCOVA
to answer research questions. The findings indicated that
participants in the experimental group using procedural
scaffoldings achieved better learning outcomes than their
counterparts in the control group in terms of group discourse
levels, group learning, and individual learning.

Vesisenaho (2010)'s paper examined the possibilities of
mobile technologies and social software in the contexts of
blended learning and collaborative learning theories. The paper
also provided two concrete examples of how these possibilities
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have been put into practice in higher education, namely teacher
education. It provided ideas for the use of mobile technologies
and social software in teaching and learning.

2.5. Students' satisfaction with blended learning environment:

When an e-learning environment is applied, student
satisfaction should be considered in evaluating the
effectiveness of e-learning. The degree of student learning
satisfaction with an e-learning environment plays an important
role in the adoption of e-learning or blended learning and in
evaluating the effectiveness of distance learning.( So and
Brush,2008; Zhu, (2012) ). Butorac et al. (2011) asserted that
continuous and careful monitoring of learner’s satisfaction is
important for the success, feasibility and viability of e-
learning. student satisfaction in e-learning environments is a
critical issue and has been questioned in some research (So &
Brush, 2008) .Regarding student satisfaction and collaborative
learning, Kitchen and McDougall (1998) found that the
majority of participants in their study rated their collaborative
learning experiences as good or excellent. Similarly, Jung,
Choi, Lim, and Leem (2002) reported that students who
participated in online collaborative tasks expressed higher
levels of satisfaction with their learning process compared to
those who engaged in task-oriented interaction with their
instructor. Clarity of design, interaction with instructors, and
active discussion in the context of the course (Swan, 2001),
will enhance students’ satisfaction toward e-learning.
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Zhu (2011) conducted a study that aimed at examining
student satisfaction and performance in online collaborative
learning involving students in two different cultural contexts.
A parallel e-learning environment with online collaborative
group work was implemented for a group of Chinese first-year
students from a national comprehensive university in Beijing,
China and a group of Flemish first-year students from a
regional comprehensive university in Flanders, Belgium.
Differences and similarities with regard to student (dis-
)satisfaction and their performance are analyzed and discussed
from a cross-cultural perspective.

In the same context , Liaw (2008) investigated learners’
satisfaction, behavioral intentions, and the effectiveness of the
Blackboard e-learning system. A total of 424 university
students were surveyed using a standard questionnaire. The
results showed that perceived self-efficacy is a critical factor
that influences learners’ satisfaction with the Blackboard e-
learning system. Perceived usefulness and perceived
satisfaction, both contribute to the learners’ behavioral
intention to use the e-learning system. Furthermore, e-learning
effectiveness can be influenced by multimedia instruction,
interactive learning activities, and e-learning system quality.
This research proposed a conceptual model for understanding
learners’ satisfaction, behavioral intention, and effectiveness of
using the e-learning system.
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Zhu's (2012) study focused on examining the
satisfaction, online performance, and knowledge construction
through peer interaction of students in different cultural
contexts. For this purpose, a parallel e-learning platform and
course design was set up in both a Flemish university and a
Chinese university. The e-learning platform is an open-source
platform based on Dokeos. Efforts were made to make the
learning design as similar as possible in the two educational
settings. The same lectures were presented and the same online
tasks were assigned to both the Chinese and Flemish groups
during one academic semester. Students were able to use
different sources such as articles, books, websites, photos,
newspapers, and audio/video fragments to explain the different
elements theoretically as well as to provide examples. They
also needed to try to make the wiki attractive/inviting for
readers. Students were divided into groups of six members.
Students were trained on how to use the e-learning system,
how to participate in group discussions, and how to create wiki
documents and pages. Differences and similarities of the two
groups of students with regard to satisfaction, learning process,
and achievement were analyzed. The Chinese students
reported a higher level of satisfaction with the e-learning
functions, online collaboration, and peer contribution

On the other hand, students in e-learning courses are
likely to be dissatisfied and frustrated with the following
factors: a) unclear expectations from instructors, (b) tight
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timeline, (c) workload, (d) poor software interface, (e) slow
access, and (f) no synchronous communication (Liaw, 2008)

So & Brush, (2008) conducted a study that aimed at
examining the relationships of the students’ perceived levels
of collaborative learning, social presence and overall
satisfaction in a blended learning environment. This research
studied the relationship of these three variables and identified
critical factors related to them. The participants were 48
graduate students who took a blended-format course in health
education and worked on a collaborative group project related
to the development of a comprehensive HIV-AIDS prevention
plan.

Data was collected from the Student Perception
Questionnaire and face-to- face interviews. The analysis of
guantitative data indicated that student perceptions of
collaborative learning have statistically positive relationships
with perceptions of social presence and satisfaction. This
means that students who perceived high levels of collaborative
learning tended to be more satisfied with their distance course
than those who perceived low levels of collaborative learning.
Similarly, students with high perceptions of collaborative
learning perceived high levels of social presence as well.
Surprisingly, the relationship between social presence and
overall satisfaction was positive but not statistically
significant. Interview data revealed that (a) course structure,
(b) emotional support, and (c) communication medium were

309



An analytical view of Students Interaction
Ibtesam Al-Nahed Hania Al-Shanawani

critical factors associated with student perceptions of
collaborative learning, social presence, and satisfaction.
Explanations about findings and implications for instructional
design are discussed in the conclusion.

By considering the responses of students who
participated in e-learning courses, it is possible to better
understand the reasons why students are often dissatisfied with
the e-learning experience. Bouhnik and Marcus (2006) stated
that students’ e-learning dissatisfaction was based the
following disadvantages:

s Lack of a firm framework to encourage students to
learn.
A high level of self-discipline or self-direct is required.
Absence of a learning atmosphere in e-learning systems.
The distance-learning format minimizes the level of
contact, as well as the level of discussion, among
students.
+* In other words, e-learning lacks interpersonal and direct
interaction among students and teachers.
¢+ The learning process is less efficient. When compared to
the face-to-face learning format, e-learning requires
students to dedicate more time to learn the subject
matter.
Some researchers have attempted to identify particular
student characteristics or other factors that can be used to
predict whether a student might drop out of, or otherwise fail

R/ R/ J
0’0 0’0 0’0
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to achieve satisfactory results in an e-learning course (Bouhnik
& Marcus, 2006).

As the results of the learning activities in the e-learning
system the students should feel the satisfaction in their
learning. The designers — instructors can enhance satisfaction
of students with following these strategies
(Yengin et al. 2010):

e Provide unexpected rewards (such as games)

e Implement positive outcomes (Give results — feedbacks
iImmediate)

e Avoid negative punishments

e Scheduling — matching the course according to the
students expectations

o Transfer knowledge into real world settings (Use
simulations)

e Be fair in the test results

2.6. Content management for students with
blended learning environment:

The use of e-learning environments to support teaching and
learning has had great impact on the way content is developed
and managed. In most cases, both teachers and students have
had to re-adapt the way they prepare, access and engage with
educational matter.(Mwanza & Engestrém , 2005). Producing
effective and interactive digital contents is a critical issue that
challenges instructors of blended courses (Alebaikan &
troudi,2010b). Blended learning is the combination of both
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traditional instruction and e-learning. In this way not only
students benefit from the interactivity in the classroom
environment, but also they got familiar with the technology
and easily manages their work. They are provided with the
most features of e-learning like independence from time and
place, communication with teacher and peers from anywhere
and anytime by being in a virtual instructional environment.
From the teachers’ point of view, the integration of technology
into the classroom environment should be successfully
implemented.

Like in traditional learning, blended learning also
requires organizing and structuring the content and makes
content easily accessible. According to Robertson (2003), a
CMS can be used to create, store, update, publish and present
information. For educational purposes, a CMS can be used
within a course in order to watch the workflow of tasks, to
reach course content and to submit assignments. Furthermore,
using CMS as a support to classroom instruction will form the
structure for blended learning.

When used for educational purposes, effective
management of online information (text, audio, video,
animation, interactive applications, question bank etc.) and
applications (store, add, modify, update etc.) is very important
for both instructors and students (Altun et al. , 2008). A course
management system (CMS) will typically promote
communication and interaction by using a discussion board,
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chat, and course e-mail both students and instructors will seek
following features to carry on instructional activities.

- Effective management of information

- Easy navigation

- Easy to access and use

- Clear directions and tasks

- Hierarchically organized

- Interactivity

- Different interfaces and functions for different user

groups

- Flexible user and group management

- Easy to use communication tools (Palloff & Pratt, 2001;

Sloman, 2001).

Traditionally, the task of managing educational content in
learning institutions has been the responsibility of teachers and
archivist or librarians . However, the current surge to
implement information and communication technologies (ICT)
within teaching and learning processes has created an
inevitable need to store,access and distribute educational
resources via technology-based systems, particularly
databases and web-based systems.

Alebaikan (2011) pointed out that identifying the
lecturers’ technical and teaching abilities that enable them to
succeed in this new environment helps in implementing
blended courses .Also, Negative attitudes towards teaching
blended courses could be a result of inadequate skills, not
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believing in the effectiveness of blended learning, or avoiding
the extra workload of transferring to blended courses.

In his study, Liaw (2008) talked about how instructors
and learners manage content in the Blackboard System. The
blackboard homepage provides overall course information (as
shown in Fig. ...). It includes the syllabus, the textbook’s
information, assessment, and other information related the
course. Teaching/learning materials (as shown in Fig. ....), in
the form of PowerPoint slides, MS Word, Acrobat PDF
documents, and video files can be presented through
Blackboard to allow for anytime, anywhere access for
students. The Discussion Board is a very useful tool for both
instructors and students. The instructors can post instructions
on how to prepare for an upcoming lecture, while the students
can post any queries they have regarding the subject, from
questions about assignments, to technical problems with the
website. Responses from their peers, instructors, or technical
staff can help to promptly clarify students’ problems.
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Figure (4): Overall course information

One of the solutions which can be helpful for both
students and teachers in an e-learning environment is to use
content management systems. A Content Management System
(CMS) is defined as a combination of three distinct concepts
by Lurie (2002): content, process and technology/software.
Content is the text, graphics, animation, sound and video and
all other media that comprise the base for the system. It is
always crucial to be arranged in order to present more flexible,
interoperable and manageable environments for users. A
process is defined as the sets of activities which take one or
more inputs and execute actions to produce outputs. These
inputs can be performed by the system, the user, by someone
else entirely, or by a combination of actors. For our purposes, a
process refers to the ways integrated into the system in order
for users to perform tasks like download, publish, and share.
Lastly, you need technology/software to perform your process
to control your content over the Internet. Furthermore, it is
clear CMS has no meaning without users; people can be
considered as another important concept for CMS.
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Figure (5): The workflow in CMS (from Altun et al. (2008))

According to Altun et al. (2008), basic purpose of any
CMS is to manage information workflow in a database and
publish the content onto web environment. For educational
purposes, a CMS can be used within a course in order to watch
the workflow of tasks, to reach course content and to submit
assignments. Furthermore, using CMS as a support to
classroom instruction will form the structure for blended
learning.

Altun et al. (2008) investigated the perceptions of
learners about using a CMS as a support tool for classroom
instruction, i. e. for blended learning, this research utilized
gualitative research methodology. The pre-service teachers of
various grades from faculties of education of one private and
one state university were the participants for this study.
Participants used ENIYISI in different courses offered by
different instructors. While using ENIYISI, learners are
expected to create, store and modify files, organize these files
for future use and share files with others. For achieving this
goal, weekly assignments were given to participants and they
are expected to share their own work with peers and
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communicate through the system. During the implementation
phase of ENIYISI, 191 students in six different courses from
three different universities registered to the system. Among
191 students, 65 of them voluntarily filled out the
guestionnaire. This questionnaire included a section for
demographic information and the following guiding questions:

e Evaluate the tools’ contribution to the system usage.
Please write down your thoughts in detail.

e Which features you favored the most? Please explain in
detail.

e Explain in detail the obstacles you faced while using the
system.

e \What can be done to improve the usability of ENIYISI?
Please write down your suggestions.

o Please state your positive/negative ideas about features
(my place, communities, communication, search and
admin panel) provided in ENIYISI.

The findings of this study indicated that participants
initiated collaboration and sharing within a community without
prior instruction.

Alebaikan & Troudi (2010) recommended that the
transition to a blended learning university environment is
facilitated by providing the following: a thorough orientation
for new students and instructors; student computers
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laboratories; instructor training programs, and a series of easy
to use curriculum design ideas for instructors. In addition, it is
recommended to use feedback from students and instructors
via regular course evaluations and other means to accurately
inform university action plans. The concept of managing
content incorporates the editorial processes of gathering,
creating new, or selecting suitable educational materials from
existing resources for web delivery (Mwanza & Engestrom ,
2005)

Altun et al. (2008) investigated the perceptions of
learners about using a CMS as a support tool for classroom
instruction, 1. e. for blended learning, this research utilized
qualitative research methodology. A qualitative paradigm is
appropriate when researchers do not have any control over the
setting and explore the lived experiences of participants.

Yengin et al.(2010) provided us with a basic model to help
educators decide their teaching model. Figure (...) shows the
summary of basic components of this model.

| Designing — Implementing An E-Learning Course

1-Implement
Learning
strategies

“What technologies and
tools are available to implement the

“How to put any course online

with an effective way to engage
studentsin to the learning?

teaching (e-lessons or the materials for
blended learning )?”

e Active Learning e The Learning Technologies: Free Open
* Motivation Source Software (FOSS)

* Feedback
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Figure ( 6 ). Model for Designing and Implementing an E-
Learning Course

In this model in first part there are issues about deciding
learning strategies of e learning. This part covers three issues
to implement an e-learning program: Active learning,
motivation and feedback. After understanding the first part of
model in this paper, teachers can have general ideas how to
build their own teaching in e-learning environments and how
to put their lesson effectively. These ideas are very general and
can be used as a base template.

1. Active Learning

The issue of making students to have a role actively in
their learning and participate.

Active learning strategies shortly suggest putting
students into the center of their learning.

2. Motivation

After the active learning strategies employed there are
another issue of making students to have positive attitudes to
the lessons and the learning activities.

3. Feedback

Feedback is the most important factor of any kind of
communication, especially in learning. While designing and
implementing learning activities teachers need to be very
aware of providing good feedback. In e-learning the feedback
has more importance because the lack of face to face
interaction.
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Second Part: “What technologies and tools are available to
implement the teaching?”

1. Free Open Source Software

As decision maker teachers also need to become familiar to the
existing technologies. There are several commercial tools
readily available. Also there are totally free tools to consider.
2.6.1. Learning Management System (LMS):

For the sake of improving the quality of learning and
access to higher education in Saudi Arabia, the Ministry of
Higher Education has established the National Plan for
Information Technology which encourages e-learning and
distance education in higher education. In 2006, the National
Plan for Information Technology established the National E-
learning and Distance Learning Centre. This Centre provides
technical support, tools, and the means necessary for the
development of digital educational content in higher education
throughout the country, and is a vehicle by which all university
sectors can become standardized. In addition, it has established
a Learning Management System (LMS) called ‘Jusur’
promoting materials for university courses. learning
management system (LMS) is a software application or Web-
based technology used to plan, implement, and assess a
specific learning process. An LMS is a system designed to
automate the administration of training events. LMS
functionality includes user registration, tracking courses in a
catalog, and recording data from learners; it also has reporting
features for analysis purposes. A learning management system
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provides an instructor with a way to create and deliver content,
monitor student participation, and assess student performance.
A learning management system may also provide students with
the ability to use interactive features such as threaded
discussions, video conferencing, and discussion forums.

The focus of an LMS is to manage learners, keeping
track of their progress and performance across all types of
training activities. It performs heavy-duty administrative tasks,
such as reporting to HR and other ERP systems but isn’t
generally used to create course content. A good LMS provides
an infrastructure that enables a company to plan, deliver, and
manage learning programs in any format it chooses

A learning management system plans, delivers and
manages all the learning needs of an organization. An LMS is
designed keeping an eye on the corporate learning market. It
makes courses available, makes enrollments and develops its
confirmation, checks learner eligibility, develops reminders of
class schedules, records course completion, develops tests,
communicates the completion of the course to the learner's
employer and generates follow-up correspondence to the
learner. It provides a platform to manage blended learning that
includes conventional classroom learning and online learning.
An LMS can also be used to record and assess training
satisfaction. In addition, it can generate reports such as the
number of students enrolling in particular courses, or
aggregated records of student performance in particular
COUrses.
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The basic functions of an LMS include:
= Registration of learners
= Tracking participation in courses
= Testing
= Conducting follow-up discussions
= Transferring information to other systems including the
HR and ERP
= Fee processing and fee transfer among departments
= Scheduling courses
= Managing skills
= Managing blended learning
3. Context of the problem:

One major challenge to be considered in the
implementation of blended learning in Saudi universities is the
adaptation of this element in the traditional university culture
(Alebaikan& Troudi, 2010b). Some instructors are against new
technological methods as a replacement for face-to-face
instructions that revealed a type of instructor resistance that
should be taken into consideration. Conservative elements of
the society see the Internet as a danger to societal norms
because of its unethical content, while faculty in science
disciplines see it as a powerful tool for work enhancement.
faculty perceptions of the potential use of the Internet
influence their attitudes towards blended learning.

4. Aim of the Study:
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Results of the study will be significant for other
populations who use e-learning environment through improving
the quality of learning and access to higher education in Saudi
Arabia. The primary aim of the present study is to specify King
Saud University students' interaction with e-learning
environment through:

1. measuring the level of their satisfaction with the e-learning
environment.

2. Measuring students' attitudes towards e-learning
environment (Blackboard)

3. Measuring the effect of students' attitudes on their learning
styles negatively or positively.

4. Measuring students' level of collaborative learning.

5. Specifying the relationship between students' interaction
and their academic level, number of courses taught using e-
learning , level of experience in computer and
specialization.

6. Finding the relationship between students' attitudes toward
e-learning , satisfaction, collaborative learning and the effect
of their use of e-learning on their learning styles.

5. Significance of the study:

The present study is significant for both learners,
instructors and course designers. In-depth understanding of the
challenges of implementing blended learning and students
interaction represented in their attitudes and satisfaction helps
in uncovering the problems that face applying technology in the
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educational system at Saudi Universities. The present study
provides insights for curriculum designers, faculties and the
decision-makers throughout higher education in Saudi Arabia.
Thus, it will be of great value to other populations facing
similar challenges of blended learning or e-learning
environment.

6. Statement of the Problem:

There is a lack of research studies that have specifically
examined students' interaction , represented in their
satisfaction, attitudes and collaborative learning , with e-
learning environment . Thus, the present study is concerned
with analyzing students interaction with e-learning
environment at King Saud University.

7. Delimitations of the study:
The present study is limited to :

1. A group of college students at King Saud University,
Faculty of Education , Departments of Special Education
(n=20) and Education and Early Childhood Education (n=
20). The total number of students is 40 .

2. E-learning environment.
3. Interaction in e-learning environment.

8. Sample:
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Forty of students (20 from department of Special
Education and 20 from department of Education ) , King Saud
University. Their level of proficiency in using the internet is
over average. All the participants are female. The number of
previous online courses ranged from none to two.

9. Research questions:

1. What's the degree of college students interaction with
e-learning environment?

e What's the level of college students attitudes towards
e-learning environment?

e How does the e-learning environment affect college
students' use of learning styles?

e What's the level of college students' satisfaction with
e-learning environment activities?

e What's the level of college students collaborative
learning in e-learning environment.

2. What is the effect of students' academic level |,
specialization, experience in computer and number
of courses on their perceived levels interaction?

e What is the level of students' interaction attributed to
the academic level?

e What is the level of students' interaction attributed to
the specialization?

e What is the level of students' interaction attributed to
the level of experience ?
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e What is the level of students' interaction attributed to
the number of courses?
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3. What are the relationships among students perceived
levels of collaborative learning, effect of ss' use of e-
learning on their learning styles, attitudes and
satisfaction?

10. Definition of Terms:

learning as any combination of learning delivery methods,
including most often face-to-face instruction with
asynchronous and/or synchronous computer technologies.
communication process between human and human or
between human and non-human (e.g., human-computer
interaction) ( So and Brush,2008).

degree of: (a) learner reaction to values and quality of
learning, and (b) motivation for learning ( So and
Brush,2008).

The researcher will adopt So & Brush (2008)'s definition.
learners are separated by distance, time, or both. E-learning
uses network technologies to create, foster, deliver, and
facilitate learning, anytime and anywhere (Raab, Ellis, &
Abdon, 2002). The researcher will adopt this definition.

a small number of learners interact together and share their
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knowledge and skills in order to reach a specific learning
goal ( So and Brush,2008).
The researcher will adopt So & Brush (2008)'s definition.

combination of three distinct concepts: content, process and
technology/software ( Lurie ,2002).

system (LMS) is a software application or Web-based
technology used to plan, implement, and assess a specific
learning process

11. Method:

A case study methodology was used to investigate
students interaction with e-learning environment (Blackboard).
The researchers used multiple tools for collecting data in
depth. The case selection is based on participants' use of e-
learning method and work collaboratively in groups for one
semester At the time of the present study participants were
studying Computer through two different departments; Special
Education and Early Childhood Education .Content was
delivered through learning management system which was
employed to facilitate online learning activities. Each
interview took approximately 7-10 minutes
11.1.Subjects (participants)

In this research, the Blackboard e-learning system was
conducted in King Saud University, College of Education. The
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present study comprised a group of third and fourth levels
college students who use the Blackboard system as their
primary assisted leaning tools at King Saud University,
College of Education, Departments of Special Education and
Education and Early Childhood Education, n=19.

11.2. Tools:

Qualitative methods were used to obtain rich descriptive
data about students' interaction with e-learning environment.
This study conducted a survey to understand learner attitudes
toward e-learning environment. Two different tools were
designed ; face-to-face interview and The Collaborative
Learning and Satisfaction Questionnaire(CLS). Both the Face-
to-face interview and The collaborative learning and
satisfaction questionnaire(CLS) are adopted from So and
Brush(2008) and are validated after simple modification

Students were asked to participate in face-to-face
interviews. Each interview took approximately 7-10 min. The
interview questions were open-ended to allow the researcher to
explore issues raised by the participants. Some of the questions
included: What were the major differences of collaboration
with classmates between traditional and distance courses? How
important was collaboration with classmates to your
satisfaction with this course? What would have improved your
collaboration with classmates? After interviewing students
data were transcribed, analyzed, verified, and reported.
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The questionnaire originally consisted of five sections
and 38 items . It was developed to measure students levels of
collaborative learning, satisfaction, attitudes towards e-
learning and the effect of students use of e-learning on their
learning styles.

Section 1 (general information): four demographic items
Section 2 ( Attitudes scale): it consists14 items divided into
two parts:
e Students' attitudes towards e-learning environment
(6 items).
eEffect of students' use of e- learning on their
learning style(8 items).
eSection 3(satisfaction scale): it consisted of
sentences that measure students' satisfaction with
e-learning environment.

Section 4 (Collaborative learning scale): 13 items were
constructed to measure students' perspectives on preferences
to group versus individual work and preferences to online
interaction versus face to face interaction, amount of
collaboration and overall satisfaction with collaborative
learning.  After using the Blackboard e-learning system for
....... months, participants were asked to complete the CLS
questionnaire The questionnaire, including a cover letter, was
distributed to participants during class. All subjects were asked
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to respond to the questionnaire and their responses were
guaranteed confidentiality. The mean scores of each participant
were rank-ordered and divided into high, medium, and low
level groups. Students with different levels of collaboration
and satisfaction were identified from the student profile.
Random numbers were then assigned to each student (n= 19).
Attitudes toward e-learning: Participants were asked to
indicate their attitudes toward e-learning. These 8 questions
were answered using a 5-point Likert scales (ranging from 1
which means ‘‘strongly disagree’’ to 5 which means ‘‘strongly
agree”’).

12. Results :
First Question:

To find an answer to the first question of the study
which is: "What's the degree of college students
interaction with e-learning environment?", and its sub-
questions:

e What's the level of college students attitudes towards
e-learning environment?

e How does the e-learning environment affect college
students' use of learning styles?

e What's the level of college students' satisfaction with
e-learning environment activities?

e What's the level of college students collaborative
learning in e-learning environment.
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5-point Likert scale was used to measure means and standard
deviations for students' responses as follows:
e First: the level of college students attitudes towards e-
learning environment?
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Table (1)
Means and standard deviations for
students' attitudes towards e-learning environment

Item Number M SD.

1 19 4.10 .80

2 19 3.47 61

3 19 3.47 1.02

4 19 3.84 .76

5 19 4,05 77

6 19 3.78 .97

7 19 2.47 .96

8 19 3.73 .80
Whole items 19 361 0.84

According to 5-point Likert scale, Table (1) indicates
that the mean for the whole items is average . Also, it
indicates the students' responses to the seventh question were
varied. And, the highest point was to all other seven items.
Second: How does the e-learning environment affect
college students' use of learning styles?
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Table (2)
Means and standard deviations for students' responses to use
of e-learning and its effect on their learning styles

Item Number M SD.

1 19 4.26 73
2 19 4.21 .78
3 19 3.26 1.14
4 19 3.47 .96
5 19 2.89 1.24
6 19 3.36 1.25
7 19 2.63 .95
8 19 2.73 93

Whole items 19 3.35 1.0

Table(2) indicates that the mean and the standard deviation
for the whole items are medium. Students responses to
items of their' attitudes towards e-learning environment
were varied. It was low for the seventh item and high for
other items except the second which was to some extent
high.

Thirdly: the level of college students’ satisfaction with e-
learning environment activities:
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Table (3)

Means and standard deviations for students' responses to
satisfaction scale.
According to 5-point Likert scale, the general mean

Item Number M SD.
1 19 3.36 1.01
2 19 3.00 1.15
3 19 3.05 117
4 19 3.47 .90
5 19 4.10 45
6 19 2.94 1.07
7 19 2.63 1.01
8 19 3.36 .89
9 19 3.57 .60

10 19 3.47 .84
11 19 3.52 .61
Whole items 19 3.26 0.88

was middle . The table also shows that students responses to
the items of their satisfaction with e-learning were varied .
Means of items 6 and 7 were low. Other items were high.

Fourth: the level of college students collaborative learning
in e-learning environment.

335




An analytical view of Students Interaction
Ibtesam Al-Nahed Hania Al-Shanawani

Table (4)

Means and standard deviations for students responses to

variables Number M SD.
1 19 2.53 1.22
2 19 3.37 0.96
3 19 2.89 0.99
4 19 2.74 0.99

collaborative learning scale in e-learning environment.
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5 19 3.26 0.93
6 19 2.95 0.85
7 19 2.68 0.82
8 19 3.32 1.00
9 19 3.79 0.71
10 19 3.47 0.96
11 19 3.11 1.05
12 19 3.89 0.66
13 19 3.74 0.81
Whole items 19 3.21 0.92

Table (4) indicates that general mean of the whole items
Is medium according to 5-point scale . Other responses are
ranged from low to high for all items

Second question :What is the effect of students’ academic
level , specialization, experience in computer and number
of courses on their perceived levels interaction?

e \What is the level of students' interaction attributed to the
academic level?

e What is the level of students' interaction attributed to the
specialization?

e \What is the level of students' interaction attributed to the
level of computer experience ?

e What is the level of students' interaction attributed to the
number of courses?

337



An analytical view of Students Interaction
Ibtesam Al-Nahed Hania Al-Shanawani

To find an answer to the second question and its sub —
question, T- Test analysis was used as shown in the following
tables:

Table (5)

T-Value for the study variables on basis of academic level

variables Level | N. M. SD T df. | Sig. | MD
value
"ot . 3 3 3.83 | 0.38
Students attltut_jes toward e 905 17 378 | 204
learning 4 16 | 3.58 | 0.46
Effect of students' use of e- 3 3 325 | 057
learning on their learning -300- | 17 .768 -1.0
3 3 355 | 0.36
Satisfaction scale .784 17 444 | 294
4 16 3.28 | 0.56
] ] 3 3 3.13 | 0.56
Collaborative learning scale -253-| 17 804 | -1.27
4 16 3.23 | 0.62
3 3 341 | 0.46
Whole scale .230 17 821 | 2.71
4 16 3.34 0.47

Table (5) indicates that there are differences in the mean of
scale's items and the mean of the whole scale between third
level and fourth level as to ss' interaction with e-learning on
basis of academic level. T-test also indicates that there are no
statistical significant differences for the scale's four items and
the whole scale between 3™ and 4™ levels for ss' interaction
with e-learning . This means there are differences but not
statistically significant. This result may be attributed to the
fact that ss did not fully interacted with e-learning
environment.
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Table (6)
T-value for students' the study variables on basis of specialization
variables specialization N. M. | SD V;l-Je df. Sig.
Students' attitudes Education 6 1383103411473 | 17 | 150
toward e-learning Special 13 | 352 | 047
education ' '
Effect of students' use Education 6 3.40 | 0.36
of e-learning on their :
learning styles. egﬁggtlia(l)ln 13 | 334|076 | 181 17 859
Education 6 3.48 | 0.67
Satisfaction scale Special 904 17 379
pect: 13 | 3.24 | 0.47
education
Collaborative learning Education 6 3.40 | 0.60
scale Special 13 | 312 | 0.60 .920 17 370
education ' '
Education 6 3.51 | 0.38
Whole scale Sl 1.022 17 321
pect: 13 | 3.28 | 0.48
education

Table (6) indicates that there are differences in the means of
scale's items between ss' responses on basis of specialization .
T-test shows that differences are not statistically significant.

Table (7)

Means and standard deviations for students' interaction on

basis of level of experience.

variables

experience

N.

SD

Students' attitudes toward beginner

3.833

0.473
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e-learning middle 13 3548 | 0.488
expert 3 3.708 | 0.144

Effect of students’ use of beginner 3 2.875 | 0.250
e-learning on their middle 13 3.346 | 0.627
learning styles. expert 3 3.875 | 0.760
Satisfaction scale beginner 3 3.424 | 1.022
middle 13 3.280 | 0.477

expert 3 3.394 | 0.367

Collaborative learning beginner 3 3.333 | 0.911
scale middle 13 3.077 | 0.564

expert 3 3.667 | 0.194

Whole scale beginner 3 3.367 | 0.657
middle 13 3.281 | 0.458

expert 3 3.642 | 0.138

Table (7) shows that there are differences in means between
students based on experience in computer . ANOVA Analysis

was used to test the differences among the three groups as

follows.
Table (8)
One-way ANOVA analysis for difference of the variable of experience
variables Sum of Df. Mean f sig
squares(SS) squares
(MS)
Students'
attitudes toward 14.537 2 7.269 542 592
e-learning
Effect of 96.219 | 2 48.109 2.003 167
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students' use of
e-learning on
their learning
styles.
Satisfaction 8.480 2 | 4240 110 | 896
scale
Collaborative | 15 009 | 5 | 76175 | 1208 | .300
learning scale
Whole scale 509.306 2 254.653 .746 490

One-way ANOVA analysis shows that there are no
statistically significant differences at the level of .05 between
students' responses for the scale's items concerning students’

interaction with e-learning environment.

e the level of students' interaction attributed to the

number of courses?

Table (9)

T-value for students' means on responses for scale' items
based on number of computer courses

ltem Number -\ o | sp | T | g | sig
of courses value
Students' attitudes 1 6 3.58 | 0.37 - 17 | 823
toward e-learning 2 13 363 | 049 | -227- '
Effect of students' 1 6 323 | 0.59 i
use of e-learning on 567- 17 578
their learning styles. 2 13 341 | 068 | -
Satisfacti | L 0 317 | 051 i 17 | .410
atisfaction scale > 13 339 | 055 | .844- .
Collaborative 1 6 297 | 0.75 - 17 254
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learning scale 2 13 332 | 051 1(.)1_8

6 3.20 | 0.54 -
13 3.42 | 0.42 | .983-

Whole scale 17 .339

Table (9 ) indicates that there are differences in the means of
students' responses in both scale items means and the whole
scale items based on number of electronic courses used. T-
test shows that there no statistically significant differences at
the level of .05 for students' interaction in the scale's items
based on the variable of number of courses.

Third question:

What are the relationships among students perceived levels
of collaborative learning, effect of ss' use of e-learning on
their learning styles, attitudes and satisfaction?

To answer this question, Pearson's product-moment
correlation coefficient was calculated to find statistical
relationships among students' perceived levels of satisfaction,
collaborative learning , attitudes and students' use of e-
learning. Table (10) below shows the correlation coefficients
of the four relationships.
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Table (10)
Pearson Correlation between interaction variables

Variable Attitudes | Effect | Satisfaction Collaborative Whole

learning scale
Altitudes 1 464" 723" 546" 795
.045 .000 .016 .000
Effect 1 268 524" 685
.268 .021 .001
Satisfaction 1 662" 804
.002 .000
Collaborative 1 897
learning 000

Whole scale

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table (10) indicates that there is a statistically significant
correlation at the level of (.01) between students' attitudes
toward e-learning environment , its use as a learning style ,
their satisfaction and collaborative learning and interaction as
a whole with e-learning environment. The strongest correlation
was between students' attitudes and their satisfaction with e-
learning (.723) , then, between satisfaction and collaborative
learning . The general correlation among the four variables are
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also strong. The following figure shows the correlation
between the four variables:

Collaborative satisfaction effect of use attitudes Learning

Figure ( 7 ): Correlation between interaction variables
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13. Discussion and conclusion.

Discussion:

Several researchers found that students had difficulty
adjusting to blended learning (Aycock, Garnham, & Kaleta,
2002; Bonk, Olson, Wisher, & Orvis, 2002). Aycock et al.
(2002), from the experiences of designing and teaching hybrid
courses, suggested that students’ poor time management skills
rather than technologies was a significant obstacle. Another
problem in blended learning is that when several components
in a learning environment are not well integrated, this can
increase the extraneous or ineffective cognitive load in
learning processes. These findings imply that simply turning
classroom courses into blended formats do not necessarily
provide students with more interactive and flexible learning
experiences. More careful analysis of learners, contexts, and
technologies are needed.

E-learning courses  are recently used in King Saud
university. Students may not be accustomed to this
revolutionary system of learning. The blackboard system
requires experience in using computer. Also, one or two e-
learning courses are not sufficient to form positive attitudes
among students towards this new system . Technical problems
may affect learners satisfaction and interaction with the e-
learning environment because students may find it easier to
interact face-to-face with instructors than to face these
technical problems with the site or the computer sets . But on
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the other hand , The face to face interview revealed some
Important views towards e-learning environment in case these
problems are solved.

The face to face interview revealed that students
experienced a number of benefits from e-learning
environment. They revealed that distance courses differ from
traditional classrooms in the way of communicating
assignments , receiving marks and the way they browse
content. Also, in the blackboard system, communication and
collaboration are faster . Others preferred communication in
the traditional classrooms because communication and
collaboration in the blackboard system are limited to sending
and receiving assignments and content of the course. They are
also not continuous. Most students expressed their satisfaction
with the blackboard system because of getting any
announcements concerning tests or sending others to all
students at the same time. The flexibility of the blackboard
system fostered a sense of autonomy and responsibility.
Students' responses to the interview varied from their
responses to the questionnaire . This variance may be due to
the fact that they gave the interview more importance than the
questionnaire . Face to face interviews can be interpreted to
students in many ways to uncover anything that's obscure or
not clear. But in the case of the questionnaire they may face
difficulty in understanding items of it and consequently they
may misinterpret the items and the aim behind each one.
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Students said that the blackboard system improved their
collaboration to some extent due to the help they receive
during collaboration in addition to the support they get from
the instructor and the facility in getting information from
peers. Most students are faced with technical problems that
resulted in their frustration during work. Some of these
problems are represented in poor internet connectivity,
changing the browser, net load that affects the site negatively ,
the process of signing in and other maintenance problems.
Sometimes the system does not work on some computer sets or
other computer systems. Most students also suffer from the
difficulty of overcoming these problems at home or outside
work hours.

When asked to express their opinions toward preferring the
blackboard system or the traditional face to face interaction,
students answered that the blackboard system is better in
sending assignments and single communication with
instructors. Besides, the blackboard system saves time and
effort and it's exciting and interesting one. Above all their
absence does not represent difficulty in getting the content or
the assignment. But, on the other hand the blackboard system
does not give immediate feedback from instructors and does
not provide them with face to face interaction which is very
important for the process of communication.

The availability of students' names and the content
facilitates communicate. Generally students pointed out that
this system is important to cope with the global development.
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In order to overcome the negative sides and the problems |,
students suggested some solutions such as decreasing the
program steps, training on using the program , using the
program in all courses, solving technical problems, changing
the deadlines of sending assignments and training students in
solving technical problems themselves. They also suggested
keeping the system after study as a means of communication
and as a content for study.

When asked about the role of e-learning environment on
the students ' academic achievement, students answered ,yes, it
helps to cope with civilized development , getting to know
new technological achievements that serve education and
learning , in addition to wusing videos to facilitate
communicating information. Most students (90%) evaluated
the blackboard system and the interaction with e-learning
giving 3-7 points out of 10.

Some studies such as Liaw (2008) revealed that although
some students are highly experienced internet users, they do
not have much e-learning experience. This view agrees with
Alebaikan & Troudi (2010) they assured that Saudi students
have not experienced online learning ,so a number of
students may struggle with acquiring the crucial technical
skills to function well in a blended learning environment .
Liaw (2008) indicated that although learners believe that e-
learning is a useful assisted learning tool, they are concerned
with the system quality, especially interactivity. They
indicated that they needed more interactive and
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communicative  functions and activities. Moreover,
Alebaikan & Troudi (2010:56) commented that "it may be
challenging for Saudi universities to get students to adapt to
the use of new learning strategies when they have been used
to the traditional didactic, lecture-based classroom.”. A
study that was conducted by Al-Jarf (2005) on freshman
students argued that some students did not take online
instruction seriously as it was not used by other instructors
and students at the college. Another challenge for instructors
of blended courses may be producing effective and
interactive digital contents (Alebaikan & Troudi ,2010).

14. Recommendations:

It's recommended that students should have e-learning
courses in LMS. These courses will help them understand the
aims of e-learning and the benefits of using it in developing
their skills in learning.
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Appendices

Appendix (A)
Face-to-face interview with ss’ responses

Face-to-Face Interview

Students were asked to participate in face-to-face interviews.
Each interview took approximately 50-60 min. The interview
questions were open-ended to allow the researcher to explore
Issues raised by the participants.

There are three types of interaction:

(@) learner—content interaction, (b) learner—instructor
interaction, and (c) learner—learner interaction. The interaction
between learner and content takes place when learners gain
content knowledge through one or more forms of media such
as tutorials, CD-ROMs, or web-based courses. The learner —
instructor interaction happens when an instructor delivers
content knowledge, provides appropriate scaffolding, clarifies
misunderstanding, and increases student motivation. Lastly,
the learner—learner interaction occurs when learners in
different geographical areas interact with each other to achieve
a certain goal.

Some of the questions included:

1. What were the major differences of collaboration with
classmates between traditional and distance courses?
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» Way of communicating assignments , receiving marks,
browsing content all are easier than using the traditional
method.

» Traditional courses are better for communication and
comprehension

= Communication is faster in the blackboard system.

= Cooperation and communication with classmates are
faster in the blackboard system

= Communication with instructors is better

2. How important was collaboration with classmates to
your satisfaction with this course?

= Cooperation and communication are limited to
assignments and sending lecture content.

» Communication with classmates in the same branch
only is easy

= Communication and cooperation are not continuous

= Getting any announcements concerning tests or sending
others to all students at the same time

= Self -responsibility

3. What would have improved your collaboration with

classmates?

= Getting help during group collaboration and
presentations

= Collaborative learning is better in the blackboard
system.

= Blackboard system gives instructors main important role
In supporting and encouraging collaborative learning.
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= Most students agree that there is not clear and
continuous collaboration in the blackboard environment.
= Getting information from peers is easy.
4. What are technical problems that students face while
using e-learning environment?
= Opening the page is very slow.
= Changing the browser
= |_oad on the net that affects the site negatively
= The process of signing in .
= The system does not work on all systems or sets
= Problems in maintenance.

5. What are technical problems that students face while

using e-learning environment at home?
= No technical support outside work hours . students
cannot overcome technical problems at home.

6. Express your opinion whether you prefer using e-
learning environment (Black board) or the traditional
face to face interaction?

= The blackboard environment is better in sending
assignments and single communication with teachers .

= |t saves time and effort.

= |t saves money of printing and using papers.

= |t does not give immediate feedback

= Face to face communication is very important because
of the process of face to face interaction and c
communication.
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= Students' absence does not represent difficulty in getting

the content easily.

= Blackboard is exciting , interesting and varied more the

traditional one.
7. What are positive sides of using e-learning
environment?

e Students' names in the branch are available , this
availability  facilitates communication  between
instructor and students.

o Self-responsibility,

e Load is on the students in the e-learning environment

e Content is available .

e Students are sure that instructors got the assignments.

e The system is clear and easy to use.

e Use everywhere

e Saving time and effort

e To cope with civilized development.

8. What do you suggest to facilitate using e-learning
environment?
e Decreasing steps of the program
e Training on using the program
e Using the program in all or most courses
e Solving technical problems.
e No deadline for sending assignments
¢ Helping students solve technical problems themselves
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9. What do you want to change in the system?
e 90% of students said , nothing except developing
services and re-organizing the site.
10.What do you want to fix in the system?
e Messages to communicate with students anytime
after ending the course .
e Content for study.
11.Did e-learning environment have a role in your
academic achievement?
e Yes, to cope with civilized development
Getting to know new technological issues that
serve education and learning.
Using videos to facilitate communicating
information.
Browsing different sites to get information that
help doing assignments.
Making use of the system to download
assignment in different courses.
e Writing assignments in a scientific way using
accurate language.
12.How do you evaluate your interaction with e-learning,
1-10?
3-7 for most students

364



pE— _u i) 5 3 g3 1 slall o gudl) Aaals Alne
R Yoy g Ul

Appendix (B)

The Collaborative Learning and Satisfaction
Questionnaire(CLYS).

Analytical view of students interaction with e-
learning environment (Blackboard) at King
Saud University
Prepared by
Ibtesam Alnahed Hania Alshanawany
Supervisor

Dr. Noura Alhazzany

Second term (1432 - 1433 H.)
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Dear student,

The researchers are conducting a research entitled "
Analytical view of students interaction withe-
learning environment (Blackboard) at King Saud
University" as one of the Ph.D. requirements.

Due to the importance of your cooperation and
participation in the research, Please answer the questions
objectively and accurately.

The questionnaire originally consisted of five sections
and 38 items . It was developed to measure students levels of
collaborative learning, satisfaction, attitudes towards e-
learning and the effect of students use of e-learning on their
learning styles.

Section 1 (general information): four demographic items

Section 2 ( Attitudes scale): it consists14 items divided into
two parts:

e Students' attitudes towards e-learning environment (6
items).

e Effect of students' use of e- learning on their learning
style(8 items).

Section 3( satisfaction scale) : it consisted of sentences that
measure students' satisfaction with e-learning environment.
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Section 4 (Collaborative learning scale): 13 items were
constructed to measure students' perspectives on preferences
to group versus individual work and preferences to online
interaction versus face to face interaction, amount of
collaboration and overall satisfaction with collaborative
learning.

So and Brush (2008) defined blended learning as any
combination of learning delivery methods, including most
often face-to-face instruction with asynchronous and/or
synchronous computer technologies.

b. interaction:

Interaction can be defined as a reciprocal
communication process between human and human or between
human and non-human (e.g., human—computer interaction) (
So and Brush,2008).

c. Satisfaction:

An affective learning outcome indicating the degree of:
(@) learner reaction to values and quality of learning, and (b)
motivation for learning ( So and Brush,2008).

The researcher will adopt So & Brush (2008)'s definition.
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A learning situation where instructors and learners are
separated by distance, time, or both. E-learning uses network
technologies to create, foster, deliver, and facilitate learning,
anytime and anywhere (Raab, Ellis, & Abdon, 2002). The
researcher will adopt this definition.

An instructional approach in which a small number of
learners interact together and share their knowledge and skills
in order to reach a specific learning goal ( So and Brush,2008).

Your information will be dealt with confidentially .
Thank you for your cooperation
The researchers: Ibtesam Alnahed and Hania Alshanawany

1. Demographic details:

Check the details that apply to you:

1. Academic Level:
First

Second
Third
Fourth
Fifth
Sixth

ONONONONONO,
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2. Specialization:

O  Education and Early Childhood Education

O  Special Education

O  Other

3. Your level in computer experience

O No experience

O Beginner
O Intermediate
O Expert

4. Number previous of e-learning courses :circle the correct

number:

O 1-2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7-89 10... more than 10

2. A. Students' attitudes toward e-learning environment

and its use as a learning system:

Item

Strongl
y agree

Agree

unsure

Not
agree

Strongl
y not
agree

Using technological learning
systems are among the
necessary proficiencies

Using modern technology in
learning is supported by
teachers.

Using modern technology
replaces traditional learning
systems
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E-learning environment
depends on that information
technology is a means to
transmit knowledge and
achieving learning outcomes

E-learning environment
prepares learners to face
practical life requirements that
depends greatly on technology.

E-learning environment is a
new method that's new and
interesting .

| feel that e-learning
environment is complicated
and I couldn't deal with it.

| feel e-learning environment is
suitable and it helps me learn
independently.

3. B. Students’ use of e — learning and its effect on their learning
styles:

N Item Strongly | disagree | unsure | Agree | not
agree strongly agree

1 E-learning environment
is characterized by ease
of use and saving
labour.

2 E-learning environment
helps in managing time

3 Using e-learning
environment as  a
learning system affects

individual  interaction
with others
positively(social
intelligence)

4 E-learning environment
gives immediate
feedback
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E-learning environment
has a great role on
achieving my creative
needs .

6 | E-learning
environment  gets
learners used to
continuous learning
and hence self-
education and
enrichment of
information

7 | E-learning
environment affects
role of the instructor
negatively in the
educational process.

8 | Using e-learning as
a learning system
affects quality of
outcomes (material
and learners)

9 | Overall, the learning
activities and
assignments of this
course met my
learning
expectations.

10 | Overall, the
instructor for this
course met my
learning
expectations.

11 | Overall, this course

met my learning
expectations. 1
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3. Students' satisfaction with e-learning environment:

n

Item

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

unsure

Agree
Strongly

Agree

I was able to learn from On
course discussions

I was stimulated to do
additional readings or research
on topics discussed in On
course.

Discussions assisted me in
understanding other points
of view.

As a result of my experience
with this course, | would
like to take another distance
course in the future.

This course was a useful
learning experience.

The diversity of topics in
this course prompted me to
participate in the
discussions.

I put in a great deal of effort
to learn the Computer —
mediated  communication
system to participate in this
course.

My level of learning that
took place in this course
was of the highest quality.
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4. Collaborative learning scale :

n item Strongly Disagree unsure Agree
Disagree Strongly
1 Collaborative learning experience in
the computer mediated
communication environment is better
than in
a face-to-face learning environment
2 | felt part of a learning community in
my group.
3 I actively exchanged my ideas with
group members
4 I was able to develop new skills and
knowledge from other members in
my group.
5 I was able to develop problem

solving  skills  through  peer
collaboration.

6 Collaborative learning in my group
was effective.

7 Collaborative learning in my group
was time -consuming.

8 Overall, | am satisfied with my
collaborative learning experience in
this course.

9 Communication in e-learning

environment helps me establishing
relations based on sharing and
exchanging information.

10 Communication in e-learning
environment helps me with social
relation with others.

11 | feel comfortable during participation
although | don't know the nature of
subjects

12 It's easy to express what | want to
communicate in e-learning
environment

13 Using communication in eOlearning
environment is an interesting way to
communicate with others.
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Appendix (C)
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Analytical view of students interaction with e-
learning environment (Blackboard) at King Saud University

sdlag)
il Lila oaalill byl
2] i)
AIBAEBT

pYEYY /VEVY (gim\gubﬁ\ M\)

374



pE— _u i) 5 3 g3 1 slall o gudl) Aaals Alne

. Yoy cal
A g /il Al

g Al g dll das ) g aSile Ll

alxil) Ay aa cildUal) Jelit 0tas § Ja%) o) sien dailane Al oy Lal) o g8
3 ge cilllie 2alS @lldy | (Agrw dlal) daaly B (g D) (S
o)y il

oo AVl a S ga gl (OSigad (e slie Loy SIS liie daaal Tk
2l e Jsanll & 50l 5V e Al Ll dge i ga g 483 ALY <l a8

-

.4.;.\;...4

sdan ) slae Aa )l e A8 K Al b Ll
Al e sad a5k £ acayy dule Cilagles dadns Y

D) s S alall Dy aladial ¢ V) GRS e OsShy elite (S
Ly aladiul i Sy Ol T a5 aladl clld (e glulS (252
C e A e bl e Ul ol Ll (250 &) (35 STY) aladl

Jadiyy (s Bl (S S aladll iy e cldlall L) (i Sl
Aagleil) Ai¥) g aleall g ) el ) e slae DM 3l s jle )

5 (252 A (A alaill Ay & Jeliill g sl aladll (bt a5
bl Ay i e laad) Jendl Jpuinis Jsm Ul ki gy e ) Fauia
- AN daadl Jilia (o) 52 3L) 35 iSTY)

9 ASTY) aladl) Ay aladiul e Jeldl) cBlad Ja GOl jlas g
Aa sl ey el Jiia (a5 D)

&t sl alaill e JSH La il g pslatll lade Jga Q3Uall jlas cilea
(P05 &) Sy SV aladl) Ay

375



An analytical view of Students Interaction
Ibtesam Al-Nahed Hania Al-Shanawani

pany aa e Wl e pprea 2o 4 Jelily aled mgia ;o gladl) aladl)
8 2330 calat a3 (385 Al (e ai) leas agdslae (B O sSLER 5 ()
(s ASTY aladl) Ay

S paibad oy Jaliy o3 oBail) 4y aualy (38 ) (A9 SIY) alail) Ady
L) bl e iy JalSie =3 gad b g ST alal) 5 sl Jetl) e
) e JSY(Milheim,W.D,2006,44 . 4abiall

Gl (gl 2 Y andiodie AAY) b 52l ) Clasledl) paan o alall as

sl Lila bl byl ¢ cliald) (K6 et e (Sialaal 5 JSLE
PN ELA I | ::233
elle bt 3 jlall alel ma e aa
1: Aol Cans aad 5l (5 gl -
sldlp Gelldlg pueldlly allig Gldllp S8 JsYig
‘anaddll Y
CJuki o=l o
cAall Ay i
A L O
Yl ol a8 e a8 oy -

Sy aagy -

376



pE— _u i) 5 3 g3 1 slall o gudl) Aaals Alne

. — Yoy e &uldl
L -
Lugia -
PYCO.
Gebu Y -

SOV in Lein pn s S aladl) day andiid Al @l Rl dae WS -
_Jdﬂ\dp'&‘)ﬁbeb}@ﬁ

Yo & Y 4 A Y T e g Y Y Y

377



An analytical view of Students Interaction
Hania Al-Shanawani

Ibtesam Al-Nahed

>
(82 54

a8l 9

a8l 9

(YA

| I S

G sbulS aalasiind 5 (250 @Dl (s IY) alail) gy gas LUl olant) - Ll
. alaill bl (pe

Sadiaal Abdl) ol alaiiul
G e Laglssll i
Lalaiall 4y ) g pal)

—_

dpaall  Laglgicall  aladial
ool Bl qgls
R O

alail) 8 daald) 480 a)adiiul
Aguta) abedl) codld g iy

Bl AeASN) akadl) Ay
LI (68 ) (e sy (L
43 pall Jua g1l Al g ila glaall

» paladll G O A (Bdal g

(2052 D) (g AS) aladl) diyy
| dxliesa ‘dﬂ.d\ Jza gﬁ BTN
Alaal) SLall cilllia dgal gal

LS Sy AdE) o Fadinal)

(2052 ) (A9 RS alail) Ay
AIRREY) B ataa g s gl
Ao abil) Ly o e
podiad Y Balea (35 D)

378




pE— _u i) 5 3 g3 1 slall o gudl) Aaals Alne

R Yoy e

g plal
E A A L) o raid
e} alai)

o il (g D) g ASY) alail) Ay cildlal) aladiad 56 - o
) 9 Lol (gealad gl

) Agaslyl aladl Ay
Al gluls oalaicly (s
250y Jlaiad) g Jaaly

. gl

(09 D) (A AN pbadl Ay |
Adigpag gl pbgi dagen|

SIASN) aladl) ddy aladia)
A alad aluls (s @B
o Ll BE e G| Y
Aokl AY g Jelid

. Sl sled) Yaabial)

(09 L) (A AN pbadl iy |
A daal, as g | T

A (L D) S abdll Ay o
LS Alals gbad B S g0 |

A3y (s BB (g A aladl) diy
by il aladll do aladal) N

s 5 Sy 4o il

(08 D) (S ALY alail) iy
alall g0 o alu g8y [ LV
L Apagtadl) dlaad)

(2052 &) (g RS alail) Ay
Al Al alas G plds Aaladial g A
o claAall Bags (Jo w7

. Oalaia g dale 3ala

379




An analytical view of Students Interaction
Ibtesam Al-Nahed Hania Al-Shanawani

| #

e e gr aa éé\‘gi - L
[}

. Aoaglail) AEY) g ol Al galipal) (o Lia ) (i &l e Cpaidahy g Lia ) ulilla 3 B

Al GlEBUA e aladl o calaial )
el B e

Gilagl ol clp) & aldll Jo A ai Y
LgidBlia ali Al Cle gua gall oo ALl

Al A
Gl e Gele clZ@Udl ¥
LAl B Clga

O ) gealiall 138 g ol A ¢
PSS alaill by A AT mali e A4
iial) A (2,5 DY)

Bada dpaglat 4 2t (S gali ol 128 L0

el 13 B cle gagall £ 0
LBl B AS jLial) o aad

i aladl agall G s a8 @l LV
S Y ) daagiy ) Juaiy
kil 13 8 oL

Jaa gA &iaa ‘53\ M G Suwa A
Alild 5aga 93 (S alipll

dadeil) algally AidY) culd dde 8
Aoraplatl) ilad g Al gall pal) 13gd

dﬁw@s‘}migﬂ\h@\j\%lﬂi
S (3,90 D) (gAY alath) Ay
Jaa Suda

380




- A =l

_u Apedil) 5 4550 53 o slall 4 susl) daalas Alae

AR IR it et |

A Aty malindl 1 a8 dde V)
LAgaglail)

Cacy

BBsa e |

Bady | Gllsa

sasiia

a8 9l

a8l 9

(X%

3 S—

c (92 D) (g A alail) diy b el g S glail) alail) (ulia s )

aladl) diy B gl abeil) duad )
pbd Al (B L Juabl (g D) (g
Al leas

(5 sana b anlatl) aainall (a8 A o LY

As ganall pliae| g o S8 culals it ¥

O obhda dijlray @ijlga skl cakiul ¢
de ganally (AT sl

Gaob 08 JSldall Ja <l lga gkl Cadaind 0
Bkl aa & gladl)

Jlad (S e gaa B A glail) alal] 7

B ol jaga (S (i gana B (A glat) aladl) Y

Al anlail) B e oo Al cilS dale A
(089 €3y (g SNy alal) Ay (B 0

(Fusr ) Ag sy abaill iy A Jla) 4
Gl e L alle el mi
Ldals 5 il slaal)

(g D) A AN aladl) Aiy A Jlady) LY
LR AY) e Lalaa) S| Aslaia) A oLy

il a b A L) sie da) My jadl )
il gl gally ale o cud

Giob (8 Auagi y ) e padl) Jgedl G, VY
(2usr D) (A g Sy alail) Ay & Jlaiy)

381




An analytical view of Students Interaction
Ibtesam Al-Nahed Hania Al-Shanawani

D) SgAN) abdl) Ly b Jua) aladiul Y
CHAY) g Sl il A A8k ing (43

382




