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ABSTRACT 

This purpose of this study was to investigate students’ perceptions and the role of their 

gender, level of experience, and interaction between gender and level of experience 

toward using a web-based learning management system, Jusur, in the Saudi universities.  

A questionnaire was sent through the National Center of E-Learning and Distance 

Education, NCEL, to students who used Jusur though the second semester of the 

academic year 2013-2014.  A total of 132 students participated in this study.  The 

findings showed students had positive perceptions toward using Jusur, and there were no 

significant differences between men and women in their perceptions.  First-time users 

and experienced users also showed no statistically significant differences and there were 

no statistically significant differences based on interaction between gender and level of 

experience.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Although electronic learning, or e-learning, has become one of the most common 

learning methods used in education—especially in higher—education around the world 

during the last decade, it was slow to arrive in Saudi Arabia (Al-Khalifa, 2009; Zouhair, 

2010).  This was due to several factors.  Historically, higher education in Saudi Arabia 

reflected its focus on teaching the Quran and Islamic moral values.  As e-learning 

developed in response to rising Internet availability and the rapid global transmission of 

information among Western and other developed countries, there were those in the 

Middle East who continued to resist what was viewed as secularist approaches to 

education that did not represent Islamic values (Al Tameemy, 2010).  Both the religious 

and gender segregation imperatives of Islam saw the role of education from what 

westerners and non-Islamic educators would say is a very narrow vision, and women 

students suffered the most in facing extraordinary limitations on what areas of study were 

available to them (Metz, 1992). 

On the other hand, there were those in Saudi Arabia who did see a need to address 

the burgeoning number of students, both male and female, clamoring for classes in 

universities that could not provide for them due to lack of space and teachers (Al-khalifa, 

2009; Al Tameemy, 2010; Metz, 1992).  There was recognition by the Gulf States in 
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general, and Saudi Arabia in particular, that their future development within a global 

community coupled with an eventual decline of oil reserves required an educated and 

skilled populace.  Not only was Saudi Arabia aspiring to educate its young citizens, they 

were also looking forward to developing enough changes in its higher education system 

so its reliance on foreign professors could someday be diminished (Al-khalifa, 2009; 

Metz, 1992). 

As a consequence, foreign Middle Eastern universities entered Saudi Arabia and 

began to offer distance-learning courses through their satellite offices.  Students who 

were unable to attend either a state or private university came to these offices to pick up 

course materials, which they then studied at home.  A form of in-country distance 

learning was primarily limited to those instances when an all-female university needed a 

male professor to teach a course for which there was no female teacher available.  Male 

professors were authorized to use closed-circuit television, one-way video, and two-way 

audio and broadcast systems (Al-khalifa, 2009).  Meanwhile, distance learning continued 

to become one of the most common learning methods in the world, outside of Saudi 

Arabia.  Keegen defined distance learning as “teaching and learning in which learning 

normally occurs in a different place from teaching” (as cited in Jackson & Helms, 2008, 

p. 7). 

In actuality, distance learning is not new.  For example, it has been available in 

video-cassette format since the 1950s (Harriman, 1990).  But now, thanks to 

advancements in technology, distance learning has become easily accessible for almost 

any individual who wants to learn.  With the invention of the personal computer and the 

development and expansion of the Internet, e-learning has evolved exponentially.  Online 
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courses have proliferated throughout higher education (Uhlig, 2002).  According to 

Clarke (2007), “e-learning offers many opportunities to provide learners with more 

choices, learning experiences related to their personal needs, access to support, 

information, advice and guidance” (p. 15).  For these reasons, most universities offer 

distance learning as a part of their curricula.  These programs are growing rapidly 

because they offer an alternative avenue to learning.  These classes do not require face-

to-face onsite attendance for those students who have neither the time nor wherewithal to 

attend classes.  Indeed, some universities now offer entire degree programs online 

because there are many students who do not have easy access to a college or university.  

Nowadays, “students [see] e-learning as an expected and integral part of the learning 

process within higher education” (Concannon, 2005, p. 511). 

Despite student expectation for access to e-learning, there are some universities 

that still do not offer distance learning and rely solely on traditional learning methods to 

obtain students.  Other universities offer hybrid learning or a blended form of learning 

that provides a combination of onsite attendance with e-learning for course completion 

and degree acquisition.  There is a range of hybrid learning opportunities and tools that 

are used, as Jackson and Helms (2008) stated, “even among institutions that do not 

choose exclusively online courses, many are using course delivery platforms, such as the 

Blackboard Learning System, to communicate electronically with students outside of 

class for grades, assignments, and updates” (p. 7).  In these instances, learners have the 

option to choose the time most convenient for them to go online to review, read, take 

tests, and discuss course assignments in a way that is different from the traditional 

classroom.  Learners can also review course instructions and use technology to search for 
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additional resources before submitting their assignments.  This type of access to a course 

is especially beneficial for “students who are reluctant to speak up in classes . . . they are 

usually comfortable in this type of setting" (Trafford as cited in Rowh, 2007, p. 23).  On 

the other hand, hybrid learning also affords learners the opportunity to meet with course 

instructors and their peers face to face to discuss, debate, question, and acquire 

instruction.  Courses that are taught completely online obviously do not provide for these 

experiences.  Hybrid learning combines the benefits of both distance and face-to-face 

learning.  One specific method of hybrid learning is through the use of Skype. 

Traditional methodology in Saudi Arabia continues to be used primarily to supply 

pedagogy in universities, and distance learning has generally been unacceptable except in 

those instances described above.  But faced with issues of capacity on college and 

university campuses and the eagerness to improve the knowledge and skills of its 

graduates, the Saudi government directed the Ministry of Higher Education to agree to 

adopt distance learning into the country’s educational system (Metz, 1992).  To initiate 

the process, the Ministry developed a list of rules to control distance learning; 35 rules 

were cited.  For example, one basic requirement of any institution that wishes to adopt 

distance learning is that it must be licensed by the government (National Center of E-

Learning and Distance Learning, 2010c). 

Significantly, the Ministry of Higher Education adopted a system to shift from the 

traditional way of teaching to the hybrid method of teaching.  The system adopted is 

called Jusur.  According to the NCEL (2010a), “Jusur LMS [Learning Management 

System] is an integrated system capable of managing the e-learning processes.  This 

includes admission, registration, assessment and placement tests, course selection and 
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management, assignments, tracking student progress, and finally administering 

synchronous and asynchronous communication tools” (p. 2).  Since hybrid learning is in 

its infancy in Saudi Arabia, this research was assessed students’ perceptions of Jusur 

hybrid learning as it exists today in higher education and provides insight into its 

successes and weaknesses. 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study was to investigate both male and female university 

students’ perceptions of Jusur-launched hybrid learning courses in Saudi Arabia.  The 

sexes are separated in the educational system of Saudi Arabia, so all male and all female 

users will be compared individually.  Male and female first-time users were compared; 

male and female experienced users were compared.  Male first-time Jusur users were 

compared to male experienced Jusur users.  Female novices were compared to female 

experienced users. 

Significance of the Study 

The results of this study proposed to assist the designers of the Saudi Jusur hybrid 

learning-management system and policy makers to gain insight into ways to improve 

their program and encourage increased and successful student enrollment and diminish 

learner anxiety about using Jusur. 

Although it may seem obvious to Western viewers that an LMS such as Jusur 

offers greater access, quality, and flexibility in course development and student study 

would be readily accepted and integrated into college and university curricula, there still 

remain several factors that constrain its acceptance and use.  The Saudi Arabia academic 

staff historically viewed distance education as less scholarly, less rewarding, and lacking 
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in advantages for career opportunities.  In addition, students themselves may be hesitant 

to change their approach to course study simply because they are used to the traditional 

classroom approach to learning.  There is also the question of whether students will have 

the motivation for self-directed learning (Metz, 1992).  On the other hand, many high 

school Saudi students on their way to college have at least one computer in the home and 

thus have experience with online (Internet) activities. 

Because of both the limited use thus far of Jusur-launched courses and the 

absence of research on student use of this LMS, this study will hopefully stimulate 

further research with the goal to enhance hybrid learning through Jusur.  Various Jusur 

academic courses will ultimately need to be evaluated for differences in male and female 

students’ perceptions and experiences.  Both male and female professors will have 

information to use when developing Jusur courses in their academic areas of expertise.  It 

may be that certain academic courses are more suitable than others for use with Jusur or 

that specific and creative types of uses with Jusur turn out to be more successful than 

others.  Because the use of Jusur hybrid learning will only continue to expand as the 

Saudi students’ population increases alongside of the country’s need for an indigenous 

educated population, additional studies can contribute to improving Jusur. 

Research Questions  

To achieve its purpose, this study examined the following questions: 

1. What are students’ perceptions at Saudi universities toward current hybrid-

learning courses? 

2. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based 

on their gender? 



7 

3. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based 

on their levels of experience? 

4. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based 

on an interaction between gender and experience? 

Null Hypotheses 

1. There are no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions 

toward using Jusur based on their genders while enrolled in Saudi universities. 

2. There are no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions 

toward using Jusur based on their levels of experience with the system. 

3. There are no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions 

toward using Jusur based on an interaction between gender and experience 

using the system. 

Limitations of the Study 

 Limitations of the study included: 

1. The Saudi Ministry of Higher Education decided whether the questionnaire 

could be posted on the Jusur website or if hard copies must be distributed. 

2. Data collection was restricted to a questionnaire developed to glean students’ 

perceptions about their Jusur-based courses. 

3. The participants in this study were limited to those students who responded to 

the questionnaire. 

Delimitations of the Study 

Delimitations of the study existed in the following manner: 
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1. The time frame established for data collection was in the second semester of 

the academic year 2013-2014, which started on January 27, 2014. 

2. The study sample was included full-time male and female state university 

students enrolled in Jusur-based courses. 

3. Male and female participants were divided into two groups: first-time or 

novice Jusur users and expert or experienced Jusur users. 

4. The study questionnaire was sent to NCEL, and the NCEL forwarded it to all 

students who were taking courses via Jusur in the second semester of 2013-

2014. 

5. The last response received from the participants was on March 19, 2014 and 

the questionnaire closed on April 19, 2014. 

Definitions of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions are provided to facilitate a 

better understanding of the terms used in this research. 

Asynchronous learning: meeting each other neither in virtual classrooms on the 

Internet but not in same time nor in the same place (Alruhaimi, 2011). 

Distance learning: “planned learning that normally occurs in a different place 

from teaching, requiring special course design and instruction techniques, communication 

through various technologies, and special organizational and administrative 

arrangements” (Moore, & Kearsley, 2005, p. 2). 

E-learning: “the use of various technological tools that are either Web-based, 

Web-distributed or Web-capable for the purposes of education” (Nichols, 2003, p. 2). 
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Face-to-face learning: “where the students and instructor meet and communicate 

with each other in one place or physically without using any online technology” (Ibrahim, 

2011, p. 4). 

Hybrid learning: “a diverse and expanding area of design and inquiry that 

combines face-to-face and online modalities” (Halverson, Graham, Spring, & Drysdale, 

2012, p. 381). 

 Jusur: a system that is comprised of integrated software that is responsible for 

managing the e-learning process, including registration, scheduling, delivering, tracking, 

communicating, testing (Hussein, 2011).  Also, the NCEL defined Jusur as a learning 

management system that makes use of the latest in communication and information 

technology tools and equipment to deliver web-based courses; it assists in the 

management, execution, and evaluation of learning activities in educational institutions 

(NCEL, 2010a).  Further, it provides students with tools to develop the ability to manage 

their courses, create their own web pages, submit their assignments, and track their 

grades (NCEL, 2010b). 

 M-learning: “learning delivered or supported solely or mainly by handheld and 

mobile technologies such as personal digital assistants (PDAs), smartphones or wireless 

laptop PCs” (Traxler, 2007, p. 4). 

 Ministry of Higher Education: the organization that is responsible for managing, 

developing, and fulfilling the educational needs of higher-education institutions in Saudi 

Arabia.  Also, it determines and authorizes all rules for all universities and colleges in 

Saudi Arabia. 
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National Center for E-Learning and Distance Learning: a center to prepare, 

organize, support, and facilitate collaborative efforts of universities toward using distance 

learning, e-learning applications, and it provides that basis for capacity development to 

administer advanced courseware (Ministry of Higher Education, 2010a). 

Skype: a peer-to-peer connection that is offered through voice over internet 

protocol (VoIP), developed in 2003, allowing its users to place voice calls, video calls, 

and send voice, video, and text messages to other clients of Skype (Baset & Schulzrinne, 

2006). 

Synchronous learning: traditional learning between learners and their instructors 

in the same time but not in the same place by using virtual classrooms on the Internet 

(Alruhaimi, 2011). 

.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides a review of the literature related to the historical 

development of distance learning, including online or electronic, and hybrid learning.  

Studies comparing these pedagogical tools for both teachers and students will be 

presented, and a review of the history of higher education in Saudi Arabia will be 

compiled.  Specifically, the history of the current use of distance, online, and hybrid 

learning in that country will be reviewed.  Along with this last review, the role played by 

the NCEL in adopting hybrid learning in Saudi Arabia will be presented.  Last of all, the 

chapter reviewed literature that has examined students’ perceptions toward using hybrid 

learning, primarily outside of Saudi Arabia with the addition of one limited study 

conducted at one Saudi female university, which used a Saudi developed web-based 

hybrid learning system. 

A Brief History of Distance Learning 

Moore and Kearsley (2005) stated that distance learning is not a new concept.  It 

developed over time and is likely to have started in the middle of the 19
th

 century in Great 

Britain.  Prior to that time, student instruction was conducted on-site, at universities, to a 

limited number of students.  Education was exclusive and scarce, and universities were 

limited in size.  Distance learning or learning outside of, and away from, the classroom 



12 

opened up the possibilities of education to an unlimited and diverse student population.  

Over time, distance learning expanded as technology grew.  From what started simply as 

“correspondence courses by mail” (Matthews, 1999, p. 54), distance learning began to 

include the use of mixed media and, eventually, satellite broadcasts and more 

sophisticated computer technology.  Moore and Kearsley (2005) described the 

development of distance learning as a process that moves through 5 phases: 

correspondence; broadcast radio and television; open universities; teleconferencing; and 

computer and Internet. 

Historically, it was the Englishman Sir Isaac Pittman who, in 1840, brilliantly 

thought of the idea of sending instruction to students via mail.  The impact of his idea 

was massive.  Within just several decades, large populations of students could suddenly 

be taught around the world (Matthews, 1999).  Learners received instruction by letter and 

learned at their homes.  This kind of learning was called correspondence teaching, home 

study, or independent study (Moore & Kearsley, 2005). 

Distance learning in the United States began in 1878 when Bishop Vincent 

created an organization that offered a correspondence summer school.  Three years later, 

this school became a college, the Chautauqua Correspondence College of Liberal Arts in 

the state of New York.  After two years, the state of New York recognized the awarding 

of degrees through correspondence by this college (Berg, 2002; Moore & Kearsley, 

2005).  At about the same time, the Colliery Engineer School of Mines in Scranton, 

Pennsylvania, developed a correspondence class on mine safety (Moore & Kearsley, 

2005).  Thomas J. Foster worked hard to develop this school (Bower & Hardy, 2004), 

and, due to his efforts, it soon became the International Correspondence School, which 
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offered courses to foreign students in their home countries in 1894 (Bower & Hardy, 

2004). 

Distance learning became firmly established in the United States when the 

University of Chicago established a department of correspondence teaching in the early 

1900s (Matthews, 1999).  From this point on, other universities joined in the 

establishment of correspondence courses.  Berg (2002) stated that in 1927, the number of 

universities that started adopting and creating correspondence instruction increased to 35, 

and by 1964, America had 58 educational institutions offering these courses.  Although 

there were differences in the methods and technologies used to deliver the instructional 

materials, the basic idea was the same.  However, no university granted degrees 

completely based on correspondence instruction (Berg, 2002). 

Moore and Kearsley (2005) indicated the second developmental phase in distance 

learning came with advances in communication technologies, such as audio 

transmissions, and was followed by television.  With these inventions, the vistas of 

distance learning changed significantly.  At the same time, learners and those who were 

responsible for correspondence classes had started feeling the disadvantages of 

correspondence education.  Materials were sometimes late in arrival or might even be 

lost, and the costs for mailing materials were also increasing.  Therefore, schools turned 

to using radio transmissions and audio recordings to reach learners at a distance (Moore 

& Kearsley, 2005). 

During the 1920s, Simonson found the number of radio stations delivering 

instruction to students in the United States had jumped to around 200 (Bower & Hardy, 

2004).  According to Saettler, “the first educational license was issued by the federal 
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government to the Latter Day Saints’ University of Salt Lake City, in 1921” (as cited in 

Moore & Kearsley, 2005, p. 31).  At the beginning of 1925, Pittman reported that the 

State University of Iowa “offered its first five for-credit radio courses” (as cited in Moore 

& Kearsley, 2005, p. 31). 

Nine years later in 1934, the State University of Iowa began to use television 

broadcasts for long-distance learners.  This technology provided a quantum leap for 

distance learning; in just five more years, the university had nearly 400 educational 

programs (Moore & Kearsley, 2005).  However, the educational programs offered around 

the country were mostly experimental until the 1950s, when Western Reserve University 

in Cleveland, Ohio, began to offer regular courses on the country’s first cable television 

system (Bower & Hardy, 2004), and televised classes became official.  Twenty years 

later, in 1972, the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) required all television 

cable operators to add an educational channel (Moore & Kearsley, 2005). 

Indicated the third phase in the development of long-distance learning was 

bolstered with the establishment of Britain’s Open University in 1969.  The United 

Kingdom’s first Open University presented mixed-media pedagogy for the first time.  

The mail system was used to send various learning materials, including audio and video 

recordings, along with instructional texts (Matthews, 1999; Moore & Kearsley, 2005).  

Once a student received these materials, the learner had access to broadcast television and 

radio instructional programs.  Students were assigned tutors with whom telephone contact 

was possible.  Such calls were made available in evenings and on weekends, which made 

access incredibly flexible.  Education was now available to nearly anyone in the world 
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who had access to mail, television, radio, and telephone (Matthews, 1999; Moore & 

Kearsley, 2005). 

Meanwhile, across the Atlantic Ocean, several American institutions of higher 

education were setting up their own open universities.  The first to add the open-

university concept to its traditional classroom curriculum was Florida’s Nova 

Southeastern University in the 1970s (Moore & Kearsley, 2005).  

Moore and Kearsley (2005) listed Satellites and distance conferencing heralded in 

the fourth phase of long-distance learning in 1975.  This helped open universities perform 

their roles better than before, without having to rely on mail systems.  Forty universities 

in the United States agreed to work together to use satellites to deliver their educational 

programs.  These 40 universities, and later an additional 30 universities, formed the 

National University Teleconferencing Network (Moore & Kearsley, 2005). 

The fifth phase in distance-learning development was initiated by the invention of 

computers and the Internet, which spurred an exponential increase in distance learning.  

Learners could now submit their assignments and receive instructor feedback in a few 

minutes and sometimes at the same time.  In the beginning of this phase, learners had 

difficulty because computers were not conveniently accessible.  Indeed, only 15% of 

American households had a computer in 1989 (Moore & Kearsley, 2005).  Initially, 

computers were rather large and expensive, but with time, the quality of computers 

increased; they became more manageable, smaller, and financially accessible to more 

people (Moore & Kearsley, 2005). 

According to Matthews (1999), “in the 1998-1999 academic year, 58% of higher 

education institutions in the United States offered distance learning courses. . . . Distance 
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education in the United States [was] offered by individual states, by cooperatives and 

consortia, and by individual institutions” (p. 64).  According to Saba (2005) the U.S. 

Department of Education reported the number of learners choosing to use electronic 

learning or e-learning continued to increase markedly.  In the academic years from 1995 

to 1998, the number of distance learners increased by more than 750,000.  Within the 

following decade, the number of distance learners reached more than three million (Saba, 

2005). 

With the development of online distance-learning courses, a new form of course 

was born—the online course.  As solely online courses became more and more 

sophisticated, they offered more opportunities for both teachers and learners around the 

world.  Course place and time were no longer barriers for students seeking to learn as on-

site, face-to-face contact was not required (Rowh, 2007).  Courses became available to fit 

into the student’s lifestyle; studying was at the convenience and speed of the individual 

student and was learner-centered.  Help was on an on-demand basis with continuous 

feedback presented and easily accessible assessment and tutorials available.  Indeed, 

researchers found that e-learning not only developed students’ confidence and self-

esteem, but also made education available to those students who were far less likely to 

enroll in on-campus programs in order to pursue a college education (Clarke, 2007; 

Rowh, 2007). 

Today, researchers consider a sixth phase in the development of distance learning.  

This phase is referred to as mobile learning or m-learning because learning can now be 

offered anywhere to those who want it at any time.  Teachers can submit coursework to 

learners using the newest technologies, such as the iPhone, iPad, and other handheld 
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computers.  As the speed and quality of the Internet’s ability to make connections 

improved over time, distance learning became easier and increasingly more global 

(Georgiev, Georgieva, and Smrikarov, 2004).  In addition, Georgiev et al. (2004) 

consider m-learning to be the new era of e-learning and the last stage of distance learning.  

It is actually part of the big umbrella of distance learning (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1.  The place of m-learning as part of e-learning and d-learning. (Georgiev, 

Georgieva, & Smrikarov, 2004). 

 The course of the development of distance learning can be mind boggling.  For 

example, today’s students and teachers can use a range of media for teaching and 

learning that runs from traditional mail to e-mail, from telephone calls to satellite 

broadcasts, from hand-held books to remote databases, from solitary study to interactive 

synchronous videoconferencing, and from onsite classroom attendance to virtual 

classroom attendance. 

Hybrid Learning 

Hybrid learning is combining online and face-to-face learning.  Kumar (2012) 

stated one of the hybrid learning’s benefits is to combine between delivery modality in 
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face-to-face and online learning.  Hybrid course construction was the next step following 

the emergence of online learning.  Both solely online and face-to-face courses presented 

concerns for some educators and students.  Thus, professors began to work on developing 

courses that set up learning experiences that combined the attributes of both online and 

face-to-face teaching (Copp, 2007). 

Aycock, Garnham, and Kaleta (2002) defined hybrid learning as “courses in 

which a significant portion of the learning activities have been moved online, and time 

traditionally spent in the classroom is reduced but not eliminated” (para. 1).  Buzzetto-

More and Sweat-Guy (2006) define hybrid learning as a “teaching model [that] is a 

mixture of classroom and online instruction that has an abundance of academics 

proclaiming its benefits” (p. 153).  

Hybrid, or blended learning as it is sometimes referred to, is more than the 

combination of online and face-to-face learning.  Hybrid learning focuses on the results 

of optimizing the objectives of learning by using the most effective technologies at the 

most appropriate time.  According to Graham, “hybrid learning . . . is not simply a 

combination of online and face-to-face instruction.  Rather, it focuses on optimizing 

achievement of learning objectives by applying the ‘right’ learning technologies to match 

the ‘right’ learning to the ‘right’ person at the ‘right’ time” (as cited in Q. Lin, 2008, p. 

57).  Specifically, a hybrid learning experience might merge face-to-face learning time, 

such as offering meetings between a learner and a professor to clear up confusing issues.  

AlNajdi (2014) indicated that “hybrid learning terminates the conventional start-to-end 

notion of acquiring education, and in return, it introduces the concept of lifelong learning 

endeavor that can be acquired throughout the person’s individual life span, but courses 
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should through the learning system” (p. 216).  

Moreover, hybrid learning is more flexible than solely online learning.  In an 

online course, students and instructors are never present in the same room and cannot 

engage in face-to-face discussion.  Thus, as Hodges explained, “hybrid learning 

environments have been shown to address the frustrations and limitations resulting from 

the separation of [instructors and their learners] commonly found with fully online 

education” (as cited in Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy, 2006, p. 154).   Hybrid learning 

gives students the privilege to understand and to explore the actual world issues through 

authentic learning experiences facilitated in an online environment following flexible 

learning approaches (Ellis, 2001). 

In the concept of a hybrid learner, the characters involved include, (a) the learner 

who acts as the recipient of knowledge drawn from the provided sources, (b) the teacher 

who acts as the facilitator of learning instead of an instructor based on the conventional 

approach of learning, and (c) the participating experts or institutions that contribute to the 

learning experience by providing first-hand information (Johnson, 2005).  In discussing 

the concept of hybrid learning, there are four properties introduced, particularly hybrid 

learning as a: (a) mix of collective learning and individual learning in terms of the 

number of learners, (b) mix of synchronous learning and asynchronous learning in terms 

of time or delivery mode, (c) a mix of self-paced and group-paced learning in terms of 

pace, and (d) mix of formal learning and non-formal learning in terms of lifelong learning 

incorporation and/or setting of learning (Johnson, 2005).  

To support the value of blending face-to-face with online work into a hybrid 

course, Aycock et al.(2002) survey of University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee students 
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following their completion of a hybrid class in the spring of 2001, found that more than 

three-fourths of students said they would recommend hybrid courses to their friends 

(Aycock et al., 2002).  In a study conducted just five years later using University of 

Maryland Eastern Shore students, 92 % of surveyed hybrid course students agreed with 

the statement, “I was satisfied with the overall experience” (Buzzetto-More & Sweat-

Guy, 2006, p. 158). 

Hybrid Learning Versus Online and Face-to-Face Learning 

Because the history of distance and online learning followed by the development 

of hybrid learning has thus far been brief and slow in its development in Saudi Arabia, 

research findings presented are nearly all from Western and developed countries’ 

institutes of higher education.  In addition, there is a need to address the fact that there are 

many determinants that may influence the outcomes of research that either looks solely at 

one form of learning or that compares several forms (Copp, 2007).  There are not only 

differences in how each form of learning is addressed by name but also in how students 

and teachers are human beings with different needs that should be assessed and 

considered, which cannot always be addressed in all research studies.  Nonetheless, 

researchers are also curious human beings who strive to understand the value of 

pedagogical tools and want to make learning and teaching experiences as successful as 

possible. 

Studies that report on the effectiveness of online, face-to-face, and hybrid courses 

sometimes compare one with another and these studies offer differing findings.  There are 

studies that demonstrate online learning is the best learning method while acknowledging 

some difficulties; other studies illustrate that hybrid learning is more effective than either 
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face-to-face or online learning.  And lastly, there are studies that report no significant 

differences exist between these three learning methods (Lin, 2008). 

In the first group of studies, there are some researchers who report online learning 

is the best method (Lin, 2008).  Reasons, Valadares, and Slavkin (2005) belong to this 

group.  They, too, reported online learning was better than both hybrid and face-to-face 

learning.  Vaughan and Garrison (2005) found that the online environment helped to 

enhance students’ knowledge and their cognitive learning, whereas hybrid learning does 

not appear to do that.  Even though Zhao, Let, Yan, Lai, and Tan (2005) did not find a 

significant difference between online and face-to-face learning, they still support the 

notion that online learning is better when instructors create the learning environment of 

their online course correctly. 

Some students reported online courses have advantages over the other two 

pedagogical tools, other students claimed it was easy to get distracted when they worked 

online.  On the contrary, others liked being “required . . .  to be organized and 

responsible” while enrolled in online courses (K.P. King & Hildreth, 2001, p. 114).  They 

enjoyed the options to work at their own pace and schedule.  Others added that online 

classes allowed students with short attention spans to take breaks.  Conversely, there 

were those who felt they needed “the structured environment of the physical (classroom) 

setting” to stay focused and on task, and they found online courses too troublesome and 

too difficult (Rowh, 2007).  Lastly, Gordon Freedman, the Vice President of Education 

Strategy for Blackboard, suggested, “online courses are often more demanding than 

students expect” (as cited in Rowh, 2007, p. 25). 
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Most students enjoyed what they experienced to be increased communication with 

their professors while enrolled in online classes; class size could well be a mitigating 

factor here.  The enormity of information available now on the Internet allows students to 

investigate alternative sources of information for their course and feel a sense of 

achievement as a result (King & Hildreth, 2001). 

Yet, Liu (2007) reported case studies that did not show significant differences in 

hybrid, online, and face-to-face learning, though he did find students who preferred to 

learn online more than in face-to-face courses.  This finding might have been influenced 

by either extremely shy students who were very reluctant to attend face-to-face classes or 

by students who were at ease with computer technology and enjoyed working online. 

The study findings reported above cannot be used to claim that online courses 

should replace regular face-to-face or hybrid classes.  Students often self-select to enroll 

in an Internet course.  In addition, different schools offer a different number of classes 

across the three methodologies and the class size, subject areas studied, and year of 

student study varies among schools.  Again, this is reminder of the slew of determinants 

under consideration when looking at the results of studies in comparing online and face-

to-face classes.  The confusion in findings about the worthiness and success of any 

methodology is ever present in the literature (Copp, 2007). 

The benefits of hybrid learning can be seen when the increased numbers of 

learners enrolled in hybrid-learning courses.  According to Buzzetto-More and Sweat-

Guy (2006), “the reported rates of student satisfaction indicate that learners by and large 

view such courses favorably” (p. 154).  Also, many studies report the benefits of hybrid 

learning (e.g., Baker, Dudziak, & Tyler, 1994; Bhatti, Tubaisahat, & El-Quawasmeh, 
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2005; Campos & Harasim, 1999; Dziuban & Moskal, 2001; Rivera, McAlister, & Rice, 

2002; D. Wu & Hiltz, 2004; Young, 2002).  These studies reported that students in hybrid 

learning courses experience a high level of success.  Furthermore, these studies found 

students prefer hybrid learning courses more than online and face-to-face learning.  Also, 

hybrid learning has multiple instruction methods and styles (Buzzetto-More & Sweat-

Guy, 2006; K. P. King, 2008). 

In addition, Lin (2008) stated three benefits of using hybrid learning: multiple 

modes of delivery, connectivity and interactivity, and clear structure and focus. Hybrid 

learning offers online flexibilities, such as of not requiring meetings for each class and 

giving students the abilities to review and revise their peers’ comments and discussions 

as well as their own.  At the same time, they can meet with their instructors to discuss 

what they did not understand and to do their presentations as offered by face-to-face 

learning (Lin, 2008).  Also, hybrid learning “provides flexibility to incorporate various 

curricular and institutional needs, goals and priorities.  The way it has been implemented 

across various institutions is highly context dependent” (Kumar, 2012, p. 350). 

Graham (2005) stated that hybrid learning is not merely a mixture of face-to-face 

and online learning; it centers on optimizing achievement of the instruction’s objectives 

by applying the right learning technologies to match the right learning to the right person 

at the right time.  Instructors and instructional designers are facing a big challenge to 

create a hybrid-learning environment by taking the advantage from both face-to-face and 

online learning and avoiding their weaknesses. 
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Hybrid Learning: Process and Implication to Higher Education 

 Hybrid learning is relatively new in the field of higher education.  Although the 

approach has already been applied in various open universities, most prominently in 

United Kingdom and the United States of America, research suggests three main reasons 

for adopting hybrid learning in the formal setting of higher education, namely (a) hybrid 

learning has been proven to improve learning effectiveness (Johnson, 2005), (b) hybrid 

learning allows increased access and convenience compared to a full traditional face-to-

face setup (Ellis, 2001), and (c) hybrid learning allows for a greater cost-effective 

approach (Spector, 2008). 

 According to Nichols (2003), e-learning is a channel that determines the 

pedagogy of a course and thus can be applicable in various instructional approaches 

following the constructivism or active learning, resource-based learning, collaborative 

learning, problem-based learning, narrative-based teaching, and situated learning.  These 

forms of pedagogical approaches are present in the formal setting of higher education 

(Bastable, 2008).  Although the process of conducting hybrid learning programs through 

e-learning largely depends on the target learners, the course being offered, and the stated 

learning objectives, the characteristics of hybrid learning explained through the 

component combinations of pace, time, and delivery mode are constructed by the 

providing institutions.  However, there are cases wherein learners are given the privilege 

to customize their learning modules depending on the course and type of education 

(degree or nondegree) being acquired (Morgan-Klein & Osborne, 2008). 

 Miliszewska (2008) stated that institutions employ almost the same process of 

constructing their hybrid-education programs, although certain variables, such as culture, 
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course nature, and learner characteristics may alter the components of the hybrid 

education approach.  Qi and Tian (2011) introduced a framework of hybrid-learning 

planning based on e-Learning that starts with (a) the assessment of the adult learner 

followed by (b) the identification of the set of teaching objectives and then (c) the 

selection of the most appropriate teaching strategies.  Following the three steps, the 

model introduces the two essential elements of the learning process based on the 

perspective of the learner or the learning orientation and the teacher or teaching 

orientation.  From the learner’s perspective, the model emphasizes the delivery of the 

different learning methods with the accompaniment of rich learning resources through the 

supplying of e-portfolios; in the teacher’s perspective, the model introduces the 

appropriate teaching content design facilitated through a necessary online teaching video.  

After the delivery of these interventions, the model emphasizes the evaluation of the 

content efficacy by both the teacher and the learner, and if the objectives of the learning 

are met, the knowledge application commences.  However, in case the teaching 

objectives are not met, the learning methods and teaching-content designs are revised 

accordingly (Qi & Tian, 2011). 

Higher Learning in Saudi Arabia 

A Brief History of Higher Education in Saudi Arabia  

 According to the Ministry of Higher Education (2010a) the Higher education in 

Saudi Arabia began in 1957, when the Ministry of Higher Education was established and 

opened the first university, Riyadh University, which is currently called King Saudi 

University.  A total of eight government universities, 18 state teacher colleges for men, 

and 74 women colleges were established by 2000, and the number of universities 
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continued to grow.  In 2002, the Saudi government agreed to open the first two private 

universities.  Then, during the next year, the Saudi government approved a list of rules to 

govern private universities.  By the end of the 2010, there were 21 government 

universities, and the government approved seven additional private universities and 20 

private colleges (Ministry of Higher Education, 2010a).  In 2011, three additional state 

universities were opened.  With this increase in the number of universities, the 

government of Saudi Arabia increased the Ministry of Higher Education’s budget to 

ensure these universities have “continuous support and interest in higher education … 

shown through the establishment of several university campuses complete with a high 

standard of educational facilities, infrastructure, laboratories, support complexes and vital 

services” (Al-Ankary as cited in Alebaikan, 2010, p.20).  

The educational system in Saudi Arabia is different from that in other countries.  

In Saudi Arabia, girls’ schools and women’s colleges were supervised under an 

independent presidency for girls’ education called General Presidency for Girls 

Education.  There are separate schools and colleges for girls and boys, which make 

learning for students more difficult because a female instructor cannot teach a boy’s 

section even if she is the only professor available in her academic field.   According to 

Alyamani, King Abdul-Aziz University (KAU) opened during 1967-1968, was called 

Jeddah National University, and has precedence in offering the first opportunity for Saudi 

girls to participate in higher education (Alyamani as cited in Ziyadah, 2012).   “In 1970, 

the Saudi government launched the first girl’s college, Education College, followed by 10 

more women’s colleges during 1983” (Al Hariri as cited in Ziyadah, 2012, p. 39).   In 

2002, the King of Saudi Arabia, King Fahd, issued a royal decree integrating the General 



27 

Presidency for Girls Education with the Ministry of Education, but schools and colleges 

are still separated.  In 2006, the number of women’s colleges reached 102 in 72 cities; 

these colleges specialized in education, social service, arts, science, and home economics, 

then these colleges were networked to the nearest universities.  In 2008, King Abdullah, 

the King of Saudi Arabia, issued a royal decree to establish a special university for girls 

in the Saudi’s territory; this university was called Girls University until the king changed 

the university’s name to Princess Nora Bint Abdul Rahman University (PNU), located in 

Riyadh.  Therefore, 34 colleges in Riyadh and the surrounding cities became associated 

with PNU (PNU, 2012). 

Previously, in the women’s colleges, certainly in PNU, and in other universities, a 

male instructor used television-based instruction to teach women if there are no female 

instructors available.  In one situation, a male instructor actually taught in an empty 

room.  His female students watched him on closed-circuit television, and they were able 

to communicate with him using a microphone, while a female class monitor controlled 

the room.  Alternatively, a male professor teaching men can be viewed from the men’s 

room.  The wonem are not permitted to see the men; women are only permitted to view 

the professor teaching.  Bersin (2004) explained the effect of using television-based 

instruction to teach learners: “the experience is very close to a real classroom experience” 

(p. 6).  When television-based instruction is not possible or available, such as in anatomy 

courses in medical schools, professors have to have all of their students in anatomy labs 

regardless of the students’ gender. 



28 

A Brief History of Distance and Hybrid Learning in Saudi Arabia 

The Ministry of Higher Education officials wanted to manage and govern the 

various university distance-learning branches that had opened in Saudi Arabia.  Several 

foreign universities, such as the Arab Open University, Egypt’s Cairo University, and 

Yemen’s Sana’a University, have opened distance branches in Saudi.  The NCEL listed 

25 rules to accomplish these goals.  The rules must be followed in order for any foreign 

university to establish a branch, enroll students, and produce graduates.  These rules have 

subrules to explain all the necessary details (NCEL, 2010c). 

The rules are divided into four sections: definitions, specifications for supervisors, 

study and examinations, and general rules (NCEL, 2010c).  In the first section of the 

rules, all the definitions of the terms used in each rules are listed, such as distance 

learning, higher-education institute, board of trustees, synchronous learning, 

asynchronous learning, and interactive learning. 

The second section includes the roles for supervisors.  For example, this section 

names the Ministry of Higher Education as responsible for licensing distance-education 

programs in educational institutions.  It also states that any foreign higher educational 

institution that wishes to teach Saudi students while using distance learning must have a 

physical presence on Saudi soil in order to receive licensing.  Prior to this requirement, 

foreign universities merely opened offices in Saudi Arabia where students went to gather 

course materials that were then studied at home (NCEL, 2010c). 

The third section focuses on study and examinations.  This section includes rules 

to manage and organize the process of establishing coursework as well as examinations 
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in distance learning.  In addition, rules are set forth for assuring the identity of all 

students (NCEL, 2010c). 

The fourth section contains general rules that explain when and how to apply all 

of the listed rules and who has the right to explain the rules.  These rules are the first rules 

to manage distance learning in Saudi Arabia (NCEL, 2010c). 

The first of the last two rules in the list provides directions for evaluation after 

three years of use.  The last rule gives institutions some freedom to develop their own 

rules if a situation occurs for which no written rule is provided.  In the end, any distance-

learning program in Saudi Arabia must follow these rules or it will be closed (NCEL, 

2010c). 

 Hybrid learning is a new pedagogy in Saudi universities.  In the last few years, the 

Ministry of Higher Education has adopted a web-based learning management system 

developed by the National Center of E-Learning and Distance Learning (NCEL, 2010a).  

This system is called Jusur.  Jusur is managed and coordinated by the NCEL, which 

provides an MSL for all hybrid learning in Saudi Arabia.  The NCEL defines Jusur as an 

“integrated system capable of managing the e-learning processes.  This includes 

admission, registration, assessment [and] placement tests, course selection and 

management, assignments, tracking student progress, and, finally, administering 

synchronous and asynchronous communication tools" (NCEL, 2010a, p. 2).  The 

Ministry of Higher Education requires universities to have a deanship of distance learning 

to develop distance-learning programs in universities.  According to the NCEL (2010d) 

only nine universities have agreed to use Jusur as their hybrid-learning system: Aljouf 

University, Baha University, Imam Muhammad ben Saud Islamic University, Jazan 
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University, King Abdul-Aziz University, Majmaah University, Qassim University, Taiba 

University; and Umm Al-Qura University.  NCEL provides training programs for the 

faculty of the universities that have agreed to use Jusur (NCEL, 2010d).  On the other 

hand, some universities use Blackboard or have not incorporated hybrid learning. 

According to NCEL (2010d), the NCEL provides several other services.  For 

example, the Saudi Digital Library is an electronic library offered to Saudi university 

instructors to access and search many databases, such as Springer Link, the Wiley Online 

Library, and the Oxford Digital Reference.  There is also Sanned, which is the Saudi 

Center for Support and Counseling.  A third service is Maknaz, which is an electronic 

national repository that has been built to facilitate the process of developing, archiving, 

retrieving, reusing, and sharing of learning objectives.  The Excellence Award service 

provides an award to encourage educational institutions to create courses that develop 

critical-thinking skills, creativity, innovation, and to inspire the spirit of competitiveness 

to enrich the educational process.  The last service is that of training programs; this 

service provides training in e-learning and its application and functions to faculty and 

staff in the Saudi universities (NCEL, 2010d). 

According to the Ministry of Higher Education (2010b), the number of students 

who are being accepted in Saudi universities is growing, despite the fact that many Saudi 

students choose to study abroad and others do not complete their higher education and 

choose to get a job or apply to the military.  In the academic year 2009-2010, the number 

of students accepted to study in Saudi universities was 200,000.  At about this time, the 

Ministry of Higher Education adopted Jusur, a web-based hybrid learning management 

system, as a first step to shift to e-learning.  In 2011, the Ministry of Higher Education 
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agreed to create an online program to accommodate the increase in the volume of 

students who want to complete their higher education in Saudi universities.  King Abdul-

Aziz University (KAU) was the first university to provide e-learning in 2005 (Ministry of 

Higher Education, 2010b).  Now KAU offers full e-learning programs in many colleges 

for undergraduate and graduate programs, and “according to Dr. Hisham Bardesi, the 

Dean of Distance Learning Faculty at KAU, Saudi students have joined the KAU online 

courses with a 200% increase in enrollment during academic year 2009-2010” (Alhawiti, 

2011, p. 42).  Taibah University is another of the universities to offer e-learning 

programs, but some of their programs are not full e-learning programs, and require a 

number of face-to-face courses to complete the program. 

In August 2011, King Abdullah issued a royal decree to establish a state 

electronic university as the only official distance-learning institute on the soil of Saudi 

Arabia; this university is called Saudi Electronic University (SEU).  SEU has a main 

campus and three branches (SEU, 2012a).  The main campus is in Riyadh, and there are 

three branches right now in Jeddah, Dammam, and Medina.  SEU is the only state 

university in Saudi Arabia that uses English as a primary language and requires tuition 

fees (SEU, 2012a).  SEU started with three colleges: College of Administration and 

Finance Sciences, College of Computer and Informatics, and College of Health Sciences, 

and offers undergraduate and graduate degrees.  The official environment at SEU is 

Blackboard, and students are required to attend some on-campus lectures, but not more 

than 25% of the whole course comprises lectures (SEU, 2012a).  

The SEU’s vision “is a leading electronic university that contributes in building 

the economy and society knowledge to convey the [Saudi Arabia's] cultural message.   
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The electronic university has the flexibility and quality output to the requirement needs of 

the labor market” (SEU, 2012b, para. 1).  

In addition, the Goals of the SEU are 

1. To represent the nation and to compete with other international 

universities.  

2. To present a flexible and distinguished example of higher education, to 

support self-learning skills, and to offer knowledge.  

3. To offer higher education based on the best applications and technologies 

of e-learning, to transfer and localize knowledge.  

4. To support the mission and the concept of lifelong e-learning and distance 

education for all members of Saudi society. (SEU, 2012b, para. 3) 

The Hybrid Learning System in Saudi Arabia or Jusur 

Jusur is the hybrid-learning system available to all universities in Saudi Arabia 

that have a contract with NCEL to use Jusur.  This system has many functions for 

instructors to use.  In order to access the system, one has to be an instructor or student in 

one of the Saudi universities.  Also, instructors and students who want to use Jusur need 

to get a username from their deanship of distance learning, or from the manager of the 

NCEL (NCEL, 2010b). 

The system’s tools for instructors to use and offer to their students include the 

following: main page, course description, announcements, assessment, chat, glossary, 

students information, managing files, online discussion, conceptions, course material, 

additional sources, assessments, faculties information, grade book, and Survey.  Also, 

there are some tools offered for instructors to manage their courses, such as “supervision 
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and tracking” and “users management” (NCEL, 2010a).  According to Al-Najdi (2011), 

NCEL defines these tools as  

1. Course description: students can click [the] course description button and will 

find all information they want about the course and the course instructor.  

Another way to access the tools students should click on [the] course 

information button located in the [toolbar]. 

2. Announcements: instructors use this tool to let their students find new 

information and [find] updates about the course. 

3. Course materials: in this tool, students will find e-books, materials, and all 

resources [that] the instructor posted. 

4. Chat: a live chat room to make conversations with the instructor and other 

peers who take the same course.  This conversation can be saved. 

5. Discussion board: a forum where students can meet and discuss their opinions 

and to post their comments and ideas. 

6. Assignments: this one is the most important tool because students use it to 

submit their assignments.  This button is automatically closed after the 

submitting due day. 

7. Messages: this tool is where students can access their emails.  

8. Test and assessments: this tool is where students can take quizzes and 

exercises. Then, students will have the instructor’s comments and their scores. 

9. File sharing: this tool [is] a storage program instructors and students use to 

share their files with anyone who can access this course. 

10. Managing files: is a manager’s tool to manage all other tools. 
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11. Conceptions: this tool is storage program to all concepts and to add the new 

concepts and knowledge. 

12. Student data: this tool is to share students’ information with other students who 

take the same course to give students the ability to connect with other students. 

13. Instructor data: this tool is to share instructors’ contact information to give 

students the ability to contact their instructors and any instructor who teaches 

the same course. 

14. Questions bank: this tool is a storage program to all questions and answers for 

or about this course. 

15. Survey: this tool is where students can fill out a survey about the course and 

their perceptions of their use with Jusur. 

16. Supervision and Tracking: this is a tool for instructors to track their students’ 

participation and record and report their students’ grades. (p. 1907) 

Only instructors and students in the universities who have contracts with NCEL 

can join and use Jusur.  To join Jusur, users write this link in the Internet browser to go 

directly to the Jusur webpage: http://jusur.elc.edu.sa/jusur/english (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2. The main page of Jusur. (NCEL, 2012).  
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Students’ Perceptions of Using Hybrid Learning 

There are many studies focused on students’ perceptions of hybrid learning in 

higher education (e.g., Akkoyunlu & Soylu, 2008; Campbell, 2010; Copp, 2007; Gordon, 

Barnes, & Martin, 2009; Gutierrez, Wiese, Lopez, Portello, & Beninati, 2004; Jackson & 

Helms, 2008; Landor-Ngemi, 2009; Picciano, 2002; Pritchard, 2006; J. H. Wu, 

Tennyson, & Hsia, 2010).  These studies report that students have positive perceptions of 

hybrid learning.  Also, students enjoyed and liked to take hybrid courses more than other 

courses because hybrid learning has the benefits of both face-to-face and online courses. 

Koohang and Durante (2003) researched learners’ perceptions toward hybrid 

instruction mode and the effects of age, gender, and experience with the Internet on 

learners’ perceptions.  As a result, Koohang and Durante indicated “students gravely 

perceived that the Web-based distance learning activities/assignments portion of their 

hybrid program promoted learning” (p. 105).  Also, there exist significant differences 

between learners and the Internet.  However, age and gender were not significant factors 

and learners had no differences in their perceptions based on their gender and age 

(Koohang & Durante, 2003).  Another study by Koohang (2004) found “students had 

positive perceptions toward the use of the digital library” (p. 617).  Koohang (2004) also 

indicated significant differences between students’ perceptions of a hybrid-instructional 

program based on their gender and their experience, but there was no significant 

difference in their ages. 

Bhatti et al. (2005) examined female students’ perceptions concerning hybrid 

learning at Zayed University in the United Arab Emirates; 71.2% of the students’ views 

improved with hybrid learning, 78.5% of the students reported a hybrid learning 
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environment helped them to avoid the cultural and social limitations, such as “students 

are not allowed to leave the campus without their families’ permission” (p. 71) and that 

“some students [cannot] get together because they are living far away from each other or 

their families [would not] allow them to go out by themselves” (p. 74).  When the 

students’ dependency on the tutor or instructor for assistance was reduced, hybrid 

learning helped students using online materials and resources to find out answers and to 

become independent.  Bhatti et al. (2005) reported in their study the following findings: 

(a) Use of technology improved students’ communication skills (78.6%). They 

became more confident in expressing their ideas (78.5%), (b) Using online 

learning environment allow students to be more independent (76.1%), (c) Almost 

all students indicated in their comments that using online learning environment 

helped them overcome some of the cultural and social limitations imposed by 

existing university rules. (p. 74) 

Pritchard (2006) reported in her results that students “took a hybrid course 

because it fit better into their work and family structures, minimized travel to and from 

campus, and allowed enrollment in additional courses” (p. 66).  Also, she found a 

difference between female and male perceptions of hybrid classes.  Female students 

preferred taking hybrid classes more than their male counterparts.  Pritchard is not sure if 

this finding is a result of the higher number of women in this study or of the women’s 

prior knowledge.  Most of the women in the sample had prior experiences with hybrid 

courses.  In addition, this study had three age groups of respondents: ages 18-30, 31-41, 

and 41 and older.  This study showed a significant difference between these age groups, 
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but all groups “had positive perceptions of hybrid learning structure” (Pritchard, 2006, p. 

67). 

Campbell (2010) found students felt satisfied when he surveyed their perceptions 

on using hybrid learning.  Campbell constructed a survey for his sample of 20 students in 

a communications class at the University of Nebraska, Omaha.  He reported, 

Students felt very satisfied with the hybrid course they were participating in.  

Student satisfaction was found to be correlated to a variety of aspects including: 

perceived levels of learning, pace of the course, workload, how helpful the 

technology was, how well they could use the technology, and the ease of 

communication with the instructor and other students.  Additionally, results also 

indicated that students enjoyed, and often preferred the hybrid format over both 

traditional and fully online courses. ( p. i) 

Hoch and Dougher (2011) compared students’ perceptions of in-class format and 

hybrid format at Montana State University in the academic years 2009 and 2010.  The 

2009 results showed the percentage of students preferred in-class format (81.8%) instead 

of hybrid format (18.2%).  However, a year later this percentage of in-class format 

dropped to 32%, which means students who preferred hybrid format percentage raised 

from 18.2% in 2009 to 68.0% in 2010 (Hoch & Dougher, 2011). 

Hiralaal (2012) researched students’ experiences regarding hybrid learning.  As a 

result, Hiralaal indicated that “an improvement in student academic performance . . . as 

well as increased motivation to learn.  In addition, there is evidence to suggest that 

[hybrid] learning has increased student independence in the learning process, which will 

contribute to them becoming lifelong learners” (p. 326). 
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 In Saudi Arabia, the current study was not being the first study of students’ 

perceptions of using Jusur.  Zouhair (2010) determined first-time female students’ 

perceptions of a Jusur-launched course.  Zouhair used a questionnaire at Prince Sultan 

University in Saudi Arabia, which is a private university that consisted of a single class of 

25 female students.  Zouhair (2010) suggested that Jusur is a good LMS and her students 

planned to take additional courses via Jusur in the future.  In addition, she found Jusur 

enhanced students' understanding of course content and in her study she found the 

participants' feedback was mainly positive. 

Another study by Alebaikan (2010) looked at hybrid learning and its future in 

Saudi Arabia.  This study revealed how lecturers and students addressed their perceptions 

of applying hybrid learning.  Using interviews with female instructors and students to 

collect data, Alebaikan found both instructors and students had positive attitudes toward 

their experience of using a hybrid-learning system via Jusur.  Limitations of this study 

were that instructors’ experiences of developing web-based teaching methods and 

student-centered strategies affected the course in negative way and the perceptions of the 

participants, which required instructors and students training of the use of the LMS 

environment (Alebaikan, 2010).  It is noteworthy to mention that she recommended to 

universities that adopted hybrid learning, it “requires listening to the perceptions of 

students and lecturers to enhance the learning process.  In addition, investigating the 

experiences of students and lecturers can assist in understanding the quality of the 

learning environment” (Alebaikan, 2010, p. 261). 
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Summary 

This chapter reviewed and discussed a brief history of distance learning, including 

online learning and hybrid learning.  Higher education in Saudi Arabia was discussed 

along with a brief history of distance learning, hybrid learning, and e-learning.  Distance 

learning was started with the opened branches of different foreign universities in Saudi 

Arabia without permissions from the Ministry of Higher Education.  This led the Ministry 

to establish critical rules to open new distance learning branches and to manage the 

opened branches in Saudi Arabia through the NCEL, and later the NCEL created a hybrid 

LMS, Jusur.  After the Ministry controlled distance learning, it established SEU as the 

only e-learning institute in Saudi Arabia.  This chapter also provided a review of the 

literature on student perceptions toward using hybrid learning in higher education with 

study samples originating primarily in Western and other developed nations. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to investigate students’ perceptions toward using 

Jusur, a Saudi web-based application that provides professors with an LMS to launch a 

course.  The study sample is described as well as the criteria for choosing students.  

Methods for collecting data and the statistical tests used to analyze the data are delineated 

in details. 

Population 

Saudi Arabia has 21 state universities and nine private institutions of higher 

education.  According to the Ministry of Higher Education (2010b), the number of 

students who have applied and have been accepted to Saudi universities is growing each 

year.  For example, in the academic year of 2007-2008, there were more than 170,000 

students enrolled as freshmen in universities.  Just one year later, in the academic year of 

2008-2009, there were more than 180,000 freshman students, and in the academic year of 

2009-2010, first-year numbers jumped up to 200,000 students (Ministry of Higher 

Education, 2010b).  Jusur is available in both types of universities.  However, for this 

study, only students in state universities were used. 
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Study Sample 

Because the Saudi education system separates the sexes, the study sample was 

composed of four groups according to gender and the level of experience (i.e., two first-

time user classes, one male and one female class, and two experienced user classes, one 

male and one female).  The questionnaire was e-mailed to NCEL and the NCEL agreed to 

host the study’s questionnaire on its database.  Then, the NCEL sent the questionnaire’s 

link to all students at universities that have contracts with NCEL to use Jusur.  Students 

participated in the questionnaire by clicking on the link they received.  Students had the 

choice to participate in this questionnaire and withdraw any time they wanted. 

Research Design 

This study used a descriptive design to analyze and collect data.  Data were 

analyzed to compare perceptions of first-time Jusur users with experienced users and to 

determine the presence of gender differences in perceptions for both types of users.  The 

questionnaire was available for Saudi universities’ students who were taking courses via 

Jusur through NCEL by January 27, 2014.  After four weeks, a reminder email was sent 

from the NCEL with the cover letter and the questionnaire’s line to students who were 

taking a course via Jusur to try and increase participation.  The last response received 

from the participants was on March 19, 2014, and the questionnaire closed on April 19, 

2014.  The total number of submitted questionnaires was 149, 10 participants declined to 

participate in this study, seven participants were part-time students (which are not 

counted in the study’s sample), and, finally, 132 participants completed the questionnaire 

and met the study’s criteria. 
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Instrumentation 

In searching for an appropriate instrument, I found studies that used 

questionnaires to discover students’ perceptions of hybrid-learning courses.  One of the 

studies I found was by Copp (2007) at the University of California, Irvine.  Another study 

was by Pritchard (2006) at Wilmington College.  I was able to contact both Copp and 

Pritchard and was successful in receiving their permission to adapt and modify their 

questionnaires for the purposes of the current study (see Appendix A and B). 

I used an online environment to host the study questionnaire.  The study’s 

questionnaire was built from integrating and extracting questions that were consistent 

with this study to assess students’ perceptions of Jusur in Saudi universities from both 

questionnaires in Copp’s (2007) study and Pritchard’s (2006) study.  The current 

questionnaire was designed to measure students' perceptions toward using Jusur in the 

Saudi universities (see Appendix C).  The English questionnaire was translated into 

Arabic and then retranslated into English to ensure correctness in meaning.  Two 

translators who are specialists in their fields of translation and familiar with the topic of 

the study were used to make the translation and retranslation.  After that, copies of 

English and Arabic questionnaires were sent to a recognized translator to ensure 

correctness in meaning on both questionnaires.  The final version of the Arabic 

questionnaire was issued after revision based on the translator’s comments and 

suggestions (see Appendix D).  A cover letter was included with the final version of the 

Arabic questionnaire sent to the NCEL (see Appendix E).  A separate cover letter was 

used for participants; this cover letter has the questionnaire link and instructions (see 
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Appendix F).  The email was sent to the NCEL to make this letter available to students 

via Jusur Survey Tools. 

The questionnaire has 34 questions: 32 multiple-choice questions and two open-

ended questions to collect the participants’ opinions regarding Jusur.  The first question 

was to ask students if they agree to participate in this study or not.  The questionnaire 

consisted of three sections; the first section gathered personal information, which 

consisted of six questions to find out students’ gender and their experiences using Jusur.  

The second section of the questionnaire consisted of eight questions to measure the 

students’ abilities to use the technologies needed for success in the hybrid learning 

classes and also the availabilities of these technologies (e.g., using computer and 

availability of Internet).  Section 3 of the questionnaire, which consisted of 17 questions, 

measured the participation perceptions toward using Jusur in the Saudi universities.  

Using a Likert scale, five levels of response were used to record students’ responses of 

their perceptions; these levels were strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, 

disagree, and strongly disagree. 

The questionnaire received Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval at Indiana 

State University (ISU) January 24, 2014 (see Appendix G).  The Arabic version of the 

questionnaire link, with the cover page, was sent to the NCEL to make it available for 

Saudi universities students.  Participants submitted their responses online after 

completing the questionnaire. 

Research Questions  

To achieve its purpose, this study examined the following questions:  
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1. What are students’ perceptions at Saudi universities toward current hybrid-

learning courses? 

2. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based on 

their gender? 

3. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based on 

their levels of experience? 

4. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based on 

an interaction between gender and experience? 

  Null Hypotheses 

1. There are no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions toward 

using Jusur based on their genders while enrolled in Saudi universities. 

2. There are no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions toward 

using Jusur based on their levels of experience with the system. 

3. There are no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions toward 

using Jusur based on an interaction between gender and experience using the 

system. 

Data Collection 

Permission was received from NCEL to use the Jusur Survey Tool and to upload 

the questionnaire on their system for the universities that agreed to participate in this 

study (Appendix H), then the NCEL created an account for me.  This account helped me 

to follow up with the responses.  NCEL uses Google Drive to host surveys and the study 

questionnaire was uploaded on Google Drive and added on NCEL’s Survey Tool.  
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Students who participated in this study opened the questionnaire’s link, and their 

responses recorded automatically on Google Drive after the participants submitted them. 

Data Analysis 

The data gathered from the online questionnaire was initially kept on a third-party 

software database (Google Drive) through my account in Jusur.  These data were 

downloaded to my personal laptop, then coded, then manually put into SPSS for analysis 

(Appendix I).  Data were removed and deleted from both the third party software, as well 

as Jusur, and saved onto a hard drive.  Then, 2x2 factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was used with gender and experience level (i.e., first-time user and experienced user) as 

the independent variables.  An alpha level of .05 was used to determine significance in 

this study.  The students’ perceptions of using Jusur was the dependent variable; the 

mean average of the 17 questions in Section 3 described this variable. 

The first question was designed to describe students’ perceptions toward using 

Jusur as a hybrid learning environment, so descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, median, and 

mode) and measures of variability (e.g., standard deviation) were used to interpret and 

analyze the data. 

The second question was designed to describe differences toward using Jusur and 

whether these differences are attributable to students’ gender.  To answer this question a 

factorial ANOVA was used to analyze the data by using gender as an independent 

variable. 

The third question was designed to describe differences toward using Jusur and 

whether these differences were attributable to students’ level of experience.  To answer 
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this question, a factorial ANOVA was used to analyze the data by using level of 

experience as an independent variable. 

The fourth question was designed to describe differences toward using Jusur and 

whether these differences were attributable to an interaction between gender and 

experience.  To answer this question, a 2x2 ANOVA was used to analyze the interaction 

between gender and level of experience. 

In addition, the two open-ended questions asked the participants about any 

comments and suggestions about the use of the software.  The comments and suggestions 

were received as sentences and I categorized these using a content analysis to compare 

and contrast students’ perceptions.  Then I formulated overall themes without changing 

students’ meaning and these themes are included in Chapter 4 after the results of 

Question 1. 

Procedures for Treating and Coding Data  

Data were interpreted and analyzed after collection, from Question 15 to Question 

32, and the level of responses scaled and coded to translate the responses to numbers 

based on the following categories: 1-1.50 = strongly agree, 1.51-2.50 = agree, 2.51-3.50 

= neither agree nor disagree, 3.51-4.50 = disagree, and 4.51-5 = strongly disagree.  

However, two questions were negative questions; Question 14, “I lacked the computer 

skills that were necessary for this course through Jusur,” and Question 26, “I enjoy 

attending classroom much more than take hybrid course via Jusur.” In these questions, 

the scales were flipped, and became 1-1.50 = strongly disagree, 1.51-2.50 = disagree, 

2.51-3.50 = neither agree nor disagree, 3.51-4.50 = agree, and 4.51-5 = strongly agree. 

In Questions 2, 4, 5, 7, and 12, the responses were scaled and coded based on the 
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following scales: 1-1.50 = yes, 1.51-2 = no.  Responses on Question 6 were coded and 

based on following scales: 1-1.50 = undergraduate students, 1.51-2 = graduate students.  

Choices on Questions 8 and 9 were coded and based: 1-1.50 = yes; 1.51-2.50 = yes, but 

for limited use; 2.51-3 = no.  Questions 10 and 11 had six choices; these choices coded 1-

1.50 = never; 1.51-2.50 = 1-2 times a semester; 2.51-3.50 = 3-5 times a semester; 3.51-

4.50 = every other week; 4.51-5.50 = once a week; 5.51-6 = twice or more at a week.  

Choices in Question 13 were coded and based on the following scales: 1-1.50 = shared; 

1.51-2.50 = my own; 2.51-3 = does not apply.  Finally, Question 14 had six choices; these 

choices were coded and based on the following scales: 1-1.50 = none; 1.51-2.50 = 28.8 

K; 2.51-3.50 = 56 K; 3.51-4.50 = DSL broadband; 4.51-5.50 = does not know the speed; 

5.51-6 = other. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 

This study investigated students’ perceptions toward the use of Jusur as a new 

environment for hybrid learning in Saudi universities and if gender and level of 

experience of using Jusur affects students’ perceptions.  A questionnaire was sent to 

NCEL and then made available to all students who were taking courses via Jusur in the 

second term of the academic year 2013-2014.  The questionnaire used a 5-point Likert 

scale with scaling from strongly agree to strongly disagree.  Descriptive statistics and 2x2 

factorial ANOVA were used to analyze the data.  The study questionnaire was open to all 

students using Jusur as a hybrid learning environment to respond; however, in this study 

the sample narrowed to full-time students in the state Saudi universities.  The total 

number of participants in this study who were eligible to be in the study’s sample and 

completed the questionnaire was 132. 

 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is one of the common tests to measure reliability.  In 

this study, a questionnaire was used; this questionnaire had 34 questions.  The first 

question was to ask if students wanted to participate in this study.  The next six questions 

were to ensure the participants are from the study sample and to collect participants’ 

information, and the last two questions were open-ended questions.  In the study 
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questionnaire, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was α = 0.85 for 25 items; these items are the 

questionnaire content questions. 

Descriptive Statistics for the Sample 

 Two independent variables were used to describe the difference in the sample; 

these variables were gender and experience of Jusur use.  Data were run in SPSS and 

descriptive statistics (e.g., frequencies, means, standard deviations, skewness, and 

kurtosis) were used to analyze the data. 

A total of 132 students responded; 56.1% (n = 74) of them were male students 

and 43.9% (n = 58) of the respondents were female students.  Jusur users experience; 

74.2% (n = 98) of the sample were first-time users, and experienced users made up 

approximately 25.8% (n = 34) of the sample.  Also, male students who used Jusur as a 

first-time user became the majority in this study (n = 62), and the minority were 

experienced male students who used Jusur (n = 12). Female students who used Jusur as a 

first-time user became the second highest number (n = 36), and the number of 

experienced female students who used Jusur was higher than male students who were 

experienced in using Jusur (n = 22). 

Testing of Research Questions 

Students’ Perceptions Toward Using Jusur  

The first question was a descriptive question to describe students’ perceptions 

toward using hybrid-learning courses, Jusur, at Saudi universities in general.  To 

understand students’ perceptions, the means and standard deviations provided for 

research question number one were used to show how students responded.  Table 4 

provides the data for the mean and standard deviations for students’ perceptions without 
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looking to participants’ gender and experiences of using Jusur.  The first two variables 

were to know the students’ statuses and how that could affect their perceptions, and the 

following eight variables were to measure students’ abilities and availability of the 

technology. 

The majority of students participating in this study were undergraduate students, 

64.40 % (n = 85) and did not work 63.60% (n = 84).  Students addressed that 

universities’ facilities were limited in Wi-Fi access to the Internet (M = 1.80, SD = .61) 

and were limited in computers labs (M = 1.70, SD = .66), which hampered students’ 

abilities for using computers’ labs once or twice during the semester to do homework (M 

= 3.36, SD = 2.00) and used computer labs for their personal work 3-5 times in the 

semester (M = 2.63, SD = 1.91).  In addition, the findings revealed students have their 

personal computers or laptops (M = 1.93, SD = .28).  Question 13 addressed students’ 

home internet-speed was DSL (M = 4.22, SD = .61). 

 The highest mean score of students’ perceptions toward using Jusur as a hybrid 

learning environment was (M = 3.58, SD = 1.24), which indicated that students rejected 

and disagreed with the assumption “I lack the computer skills that are necessary for this 

course through Jusur.” Furthermore, students neither agreed nor disagreed in six more 

questions: Question 17 (M = 2.64, SD = 1.11), “I am nervous about taking a course via 

Jusur;” Question 19 (M = 2.70, SD = 1.34), “taking a hybrid course, via Jusur, provides 

me more creative ways of communicating with my classmates than in classroom;” 

Question 20 (M = 2.86, SD = 1.22), which concerned group discussion via Jusur being 

more effective than in classroom; Question 21 (M = 2.83, SD = 1.29), which regarded 

asking questions via Jusur as being more helpful than asking questions in the classroom; 
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Question 24 (M = 2.66, SD = 1.21), showed a neutral score of students understanding the 

instruction between Jusur and in-class; and in Question 26 (M = 3.02, SD = 1.37), 

students responses averaged in the neutral range between Jusur and classroom 

environment. 

 The lowest mean score was on Question 29 (M = 1.79, SD = .87), where students 

agreed that using Jusur as a hybrid-learning environment gave them ability to track 

grades easily.  In addition, on 10 more Questions (16, 18, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 31, and 

32), the mean score of students’ responses was less than 2.50, which shows students 

agreed that using Jusur as a hybrid-learning environment was better and easier than a 

classroom learning environment (see Table 1). 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Students’ Perceptions Toward Using Jusur 

Items Mean SD 

University Offer Wi-Fi Internet At The Campus 1.80 .61 

University Has Computers Labs 1.70 .66 

Use Campus Labs To Do Homework 3.36 2.00 

Use Campus Labs To Do Personal Work 2.63 1.91 

Have A Computer Or A Laptop At Home 1.02 .15 

This Device Is Shared 1.93 .28 

Home Internet Speed 4.22 .61 

Lacking On Computer Skills 3.58 1.24 

Prefer To Contact With My Instructor Via Jusur 2.35 1.33 

Nervous About Using Jusur 2.64 1.11 
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Items Mean SD 

Jusur Offers Flexible Discussion 2.43 1.21 

Jusur Offers Creative Communicating 2.70 1.34 

Group Discussion via Jusur More Effective Than Classroom 2.86 1.22 

Asking Question via Jusur Helpful Than In Classroom 2.83 1.29 

Flexible Time via Jusur 2.11 1.17 

Jusur Provides Ways to Access the Course Material 2.00  .98 

Understanding Instruction Via Jusur 2.66 1.21 

Active Learner via Jusur 2.45 1.12 

Classroom Better Than Jusur 3.02 1.37 

More Courses via Jusur 2.38 1.18 

Handle Assignments Easily via Jusur 2.00 1.11 

Jusur Helps Me To Track my Grades 1.79  .87 

Jusur Offers Extra Family Time 2.15 1.08 

Reduce Finding Parking Issue 1.86 .95 

Advise my Friends to Take Courses via Jusur 2.31 1.15 

 

To provide a understanding of the students’ perceptions, I provided in Table 5 and 

Table 6 the means for each question and standard deviations for participants’ gender and 

experiences of using Jusur.  Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for students’ 

perceptions toward using Jusur by gender and Table 3 shows students’ perceptions 

toward using Jusur by experience level. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Students’ Perceptions Toward Using Jusur Based on Gender 

Items 

Male  Female  Total 

Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

University Offer Wi-Fi Internet at The 

Campus 

1.76  .54 

 

1.84  .70 

 

1.80  .61 

University has Computers Labs 1.65  .83  1.86  .66  1.74  .77 

Use Campus Labs to do Homework 3.77 2.06  3.19 3.32  3.52 2.69 

Use Campus Labs To Do Personal Work 2.86 1.96  2.33 1.82  2.63 1.91 

Have a Computer or A Laptop At Home 1.04  .26  1.02  .13  1.03  .21 

This Device is Shared 2.00  .29  1.88  .38  1.95  .33 

Home Internet Speed 4.14  .63  4.33  .57  4.22  .61 

Lacking on Computer Skills 3.58 1.17  3.57 1.34  3.58 1.24 

Prefer to Contact With my Instructor via Jusur 2.22 1.24  2.52 1.43  2.35 1.33 

Nervous About Using Jusur 2.62 1.31  2.66 1.20  2.64 1.11 

Jusur Offers Flexible Discussion 2.31 1.13  2.59 1.30  2.43 1.21 

Jusur Offers Creative Communicating 2.72 1.35  2.69 1.34  2.70 1.34 

Group Discussion via Jusur More Effective 

Than Classroom 

2.95 1.16  2.76 1.30  2.86 1.22 
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Items 

Male  Female  Total 

Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

Ask Question Via Jusur More Helpful  2.84 1.26  2.83 1.33  2.83 1.29 

Flexible Time via Jusur 1.85  .95  2.43 1.35  2.11 1.17 

Jusur Provides Access to Material 1.91  .81  2.12 1.16  2.00  .98 

Understanding Instruction Via Jusur 2.81 1.17  2.47 1.25  2.66 1.21 

Active Learner Via Jusur 2.50 1.08  2.38 1.18  2.45 1.12 

Classroom Better Than Jusur 2.92 1.33  3.16 1.41  3.02 1.37 

More Courses Via Jusur 2.31 1.02  2.47 1.35  2.38 1.18 

Handle Assignments Easily Via Jusur 1.85  .99  2.19 1.22  2.00 1.11 

Jusur Helps me to Track my Grads 1.80  .89  1.78 .84  1.79 .87 

Jusur Offers extra Family Time 2.16 1.05  2.14 1.13  2.15 1.08 
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Table 3 

Students’ Perceptions Toward Using Jusur Based on Experience 

Items 

First-time  Experienced  Total 

Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

University Offer Wi-Fi Internet at The 

Campus 

1.79  .65  1.82  .52  1.80  .61 

University Has Computers Laps 1.62  .67  1.94  .60  1.70  .66 

Use Campus Labs to do Homework 3.83 2.02  2.03 1.24  3.36 2.00 

Use Campus Labs to Do Personal Work 2.96 2.02  1.68 1.12  2.63 1.91 

Have a Computer or a Laptop at Home 1.03  .17  1.00  .00  1.02  .15 

This Device is Shared 1.94  .28  1.91  .29  1.93  .28 

Home Internet Speed 4.16  .64  4.38  .49  4.22  .61 

Lacking on Computer Skills 3.45 1.24  3.94 1.18  3.58 1.24 

Prefer To Contact With my Instructor via 

Jusur 

2.41 1.29  2.18 1.45  2.35 1.33 

Nervous About Using Jusur 2.77 1.04  2.26 1.21  2.64 1.11 

Jusur Offers Flexible Discussion 2.39 1.14  2.56 1.42  2.43 1.21 

Jusur Offers Creative Communicating 2.68 1.27  2.76 1.54  2.70 1.34 

Group Discussion via Jusur More Effective 

Than Classroom 

2.84 1.15  2.94 1.41  2.86 1.22 
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Items 

First-time  Experienced  Total 

Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

Asking question via Jusur More Helpful  2.85 1.21  2.79 1.49  2.83 1.29 

Flexible Time via Jusur 2.02 1.02  2.35 1.54  2.11 1.17 

Jusur Provides Access to Course Material 2.01 .91  1.97 1.17  2.00 .98 

Understanding Instruction via Jusur 2.62 1.11  2.76 1.48  2.66 1.21 

Active Learner via Jusur 2.43 1.09  2.50 1.21  2.45 1.12 

Classroom Better Than Jusur 3.04 1.41  2.97 1.27  3.02 1.37 

More Courses via Jusur 2.29 1.07  2.65 1.41  2.38 1.18 

Handle Assignments Easily via Jusur 1.93 .98  2.21 1.41  2.00 1.11 

Jusur Helps me to Track my Grades 1.86 .92  1.59 .66  1.79 .87 

Jusur Offers Extra Family Time 2.11 1.08  2.26 1.08  2.15 1.08 

Reduce Parking Issue 1.85 .98  1.91 .87  1.86 .95 

Advise my Friends to Take Courses via 

Jusur 

2.29 1.07  2.38 1.35  2.31 1.15 

 

Weaknesses and Concerns Regarding Jusur 

The questionnaire had two open-ended questions; these questions asked to 

provide comments or insights about taking hybrid courses via Jusur and students’ needs 

regarding technology.  Students' comments and insights were categorized into two 

categorizes; weaknesses and concern points. 



57 

The following points are the weaknesses of Jusur: 

1. Jusur sometimes does not work and freezes in the middle of the work. 

2. Limitation of Internet availability on campus negatively affects using Jusur. 

3. Does not have automatic save; to save student's work, especially on the forum, 

which if a student had an Internet disconnection or left the page accidentally 

all the work is lost. 

4. Some applications do not work, such as Flash, though the support center says 

it is supported. 

5. Notification center does not support or show a notification sign of adding new 

comment in the forum and because of this, students need to re-look hourly to 

see if there is a new comment or not. 

In addition, concerns were listed: 

1. Some instructors did not prefer to use Jusur. 

2. Weaknesses of instructors’ abilities of activating Jusur. 

Normality and Homogeneity of Variance 

A Shapiro-Wilk test was used to check the normality of both gender and 

experience variables.  As shown in Table 4, the assumption of normality was met because 

the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test were significantly smaller than one in the gender and 

experience and across both.  In addition, skew and kurtosis tests indicated the variable 

had normal distribution. 
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Table 4 

Test of Normality 

 

 Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. 

First-Time User   .63  132  .00 

Gender   .55  132  .00 

First-Time User 

Male .44 74 .00 

Female .62 58 .00 

Gender 

First-time User .61 98 .00 

Experienced User .61 34 .00 

 

 Homogeneity of variance test was used to check the null hypothesis that the error 

variance of the dependent variable was equal across groups.  To check the homogeneity 

of variance, I checked the equality of covariance matrices by using Levene’s test; the 

result indicated that there were significant differences between the variances F(3, 128) = 

3.57, p = .02.  Thus, the equal variance assumption variable was violated, which means 

the homogeneity of variance assumption was not met and the results cannot be conclusive 

inferences. 

Students’ Perceptions of Using Jusur Based on Gender  

The second research question asked if there was a statistically significant 

difference in students’ perceptions of using Jusur based on their gender; male and female 

students (both first-time users and experienced users).  This question was tested at α = 

.05.  The results showed there was no statistically significant difference based on gender 
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across experience level, F(1, 128) = .06, p > .05 (see Table 5).  Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected and the conclusion made that there was no significant 

difference in students’ perceptions of using Jusur between male students and female 

students across first-time users and experienced users  

Table 5 

Test of Between-Subject Effect of Gender 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares Df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Gender .04 1 .04 .06 .81 

Error 86.21 128 .67     

 

Students’ Perceptions of Using Jusur Based on Experience 

The third question asked if students’ perceptions of using Jusur based on their 

experiences were statistically significant difference between first-time users and 

experienced users (both male and female students) at α = .05.  As shown in Table 6, the 

result indicated that first-time users did not differ significantly from experienced users 

across male and female students, F(1, 128) = .11, p > .05.  Therefore, I was unable to 

reject the null hypothesis and the conclusion shown; there was no significant difference 

between first-time users and experienced users in their perceptions of using Jusur across 

male and female students. 
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Table 6 

Test of Between-Subject Effect of Experience 

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

First-time user  .07 1 .07 .11 .75 

Error 86.21 128 .67     

 

Students’ Perceptions of Using Jusur Based on Gender and Experience 

The fourth question asked if there was a statistically significant difference in 

students’ perceptions of using Jusur attributable to an interaction between gender and 

experience at α = .05.  As shown in Table 7, there was no statistically significant 

difference in students’ perceptions of using Jusur attributable to an interaction between 

gender and experience, F(1, 128) = .21, p > .05.  Therefore, I failed to reject the null 

hypothesis and the conclusion showed there are no statistically significant differences in 

students’ perceptions toward using Jusur based on the interaction between gender and 

experience. 

Table 7 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Interaction Between Gender and Experience 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Gender * First-time user .14 1 .14 .21 .65 

Error 86.21 128 .67     
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Summary 

In conclusion, the study’s purpose was to find full-time students’ perceptions 

toward using Jusur at the Saudi universities and the effects of gender and experience 

toward their perceptions.  A total of 149 participants logged in the study’s questionnaire; 

10 refused to participate in this study, seven were part-time students, and 132 participants 

completed the questionnaire and met the study’s education criteria.  Male students were 

the majority of the sample making up 56.10% (n = 74) and 43.90% (n = 58) were female. 

Approximately 74.20% of the sample (n = 98) were first-time users and 34 of the 132 

participants were experienced users, which was approximately 25.80% of the sample. 

Data run in SPSS and descriptive statistics, measures of variability, and a 2x2 

ANOVA were used to analyze the data and answer the research questions.  The findings 

showed that students prefer to use Jusur as a hybrid-learning environment, but students 

had some concern and an unclear view toward some of Jusur’s benefits.  Furthermore, 

there were no statistically significant differences in students’ perceptions toward using 

Jusur based on their gender and experience.  In addition, there were no statistically 

significant differences based on interaction between gender and experience using the 

system.  
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CHAPTER 5 

  

DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

In the previous chapter, data were explored and analyzed to provide results; these 

results helped to answer the research questions and explain the null hypotheses.  This 

chapter discusses the findings, explanations, and implications of the results, and then 

provides recommendations for further research, as well as a conclusion.  This study 

measured students’ perceptions toward using Jusur and how gender and experience 

affected responses toward Jusur in Saudi universities. 

Summary of the Study 

Jusur is a new web-based system in Saudi Arabia used as a hybrid-learning 

environment in some of the Saudi universities.  The purpose of this study was to find 

students’ perceptions toward using this system, to describe differences in perceptions 

attributable to students’ gender and experience, and to explore differences in students’ 

perceptions attributable to an interaction between gender and experience using the 

system.  An online questionnaire was sent to NCEL, and NCEL forwarded this 

questionnaire to all students who were taking courses via Jusur.  A total of 132 

participants from state Saudi universities participated in the study.  Data were collected 

and analyzed to answer these research questions: 
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1. What are students’ perceptions at Saudi universities toward current hybrid-

learning courses? 

2. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur and are 

these differences attributable to their gender? 

3. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur and are 

these differences attributable to their levels of experience? 

4. In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur and are 

these differences attributable to an interaction between gender and experience? 

A 2x2 ANOVA, descriptive statistics, and measures of variability were conducted 

to analyze the data and the results helped to answer the research questions and evaluate 

the null hypotheses.  The first question was a descriptive question and its answer 

addressed the students’ perceptions toward using Jusur; students’ perceptions were 

confined to agree and neither agree nor disagree.  The second question was whether 

there was a statistically significant difference in students’ perceptions toward using Jusur 

based on their gender.  The results showed no significant difference between male and 

female students in their perceptions, F(1, 128) = .06, p > .05, and the null hypothesis was 

accepted.  The third question asked if there was a statistically significant difference in 

students’ perceptions toward using Jusur based on their level of experience.  The results 

showed no significant difference between the levels of students’ experience and the null 

hypothesis failed to reject, F(1, 128) = .11, p > .05.  The fourth question explored the 

interaction between students’ gender and experience.  The results show there was no 

statistically significant difference based on the interaction between gender and experience 

of students’ perceptions and the null hypothesis accepted, F(1, 128) = .20, p > .05. 
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Discussion of the Findings 

 This study was designed to find out students’ perceptions toward using Jusur in 

the Saudi universities.  Four research questions were asked, and the questionnaire’s 

results indicated answers of these research questions.  Here I discuss in detail the findings 

of each of the research questions. 

Research Question 1 

What are students’ perceptions at Saudi universities toward current hybrid-

learning courses?  

In this study, most of the participants’ responses were positive and agreed with 

using Jusur as a hybrid-learning environment.  The third section of the questionnaire was 

measuring students’ perceptions.  The mean of students responded on the whole section 

(M = 2.45, SD = .81) is shown in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics of Student Perceptions 

 N Mean S.D. Skewness Kurtosis 

Perceptions 132 2.45 .81 .52 -.35 

 

Many studies have measured students’ perceptions toward used a hybrid-learning 

environment, and these studies reported positive perceptions toward their hybrid-learning 

environment.  Park (2011) reported the students in his study mostly agreed that hybrid-

leaning environment provides them positive learning experience.  Koohang, Behling, and 

Behling (2008) indicated “students agree that blended/hybrid courses provide a 

stimulating and satisfying learning environment” (p. 1), but some concern was reported in 
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Koohang and Durante’s (2003) study that found “students gravely perceived that the 

Web-based distance-learning activities/assignments portion of their hybrid program 

promoted learning” (p. 105).  

Research Question 2 

The second question asked if there were a statistically significant difference 

between male and female students in their perceptions toward using Jusur in Saudi 

universities. 

The results show there is no significant difference between male and female 

students in their perception toward using Jusur in Saudi universities, F (1, 128) = .06, p = 

.81.  Some previous studies have indicated that there was not a statistically significant 

difference in students’ perceptions based on their gender.  Koohang and Durante (2003) 

investigated the effects of gender and reported there was no statistically significant 

difference in students’ perceptions based on their gender.  Their finding was similar to 

that found in this study.  However, Koohang (2004), Pritchard (2006), Copp (2007), and 

Koohang et al. (2008) indicated there was a significant difference between students’ 

perceptions of a hybrid instructional program according to their gender.  Koohang (2004) 

and Pritchard (2006) reported male students had higher significant scores than females, 

which means female students had lower positive perceptions than male students toward 

hybrid-learning environment.  Koohang et al. (2008) and Copp (2007) reported female 

students have higher acceptance of using hybrid-learning environment than male 

students, but at the same time Koohang et al. (2008) indicated “females feel slightly more 

comfortable in the blended environment.  However, it should be noted that male students 

indicated a high level of satisfaction/acceptance with blended courses as well” (p. 4).  



66 

The significant differences in the aforementioned studies could be related to the 

extraneous variables of each study: culture difference, diversity of students’ race, and 

diversity of the sample.  These variables may have affected the final result.  In addition, 

this current study used a separate gendered school; therefore, it showed no differences in 

the gender variable. 

Research Question 3 

In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based on 

their levels of experience? 

The results show there was no significant difference between male and female 

students in their perceptions toward using Jusur in Saudi universities, F (1, 128) = .11, p 

= .75.  Furthermore, I was unable to reject the null hypothesis and concluded that there 

was no significant difference between male and female students in their perceptions 

toward using Jusur.  According to Zouhair (2010), students had high positive perceptions 

toward Jusur.  Students who participated in Zouhair’s study were first-time female users.  

More than 56% of students reported studying via Jusur helped them to prepare advance, 

74% reported that materials on Jusur were very easy to find and use, 56% of students 

preferred assessment via Jusur and 74% found it easy to use, 96% reported chat sessions 

were useful, 98% of students indicated using chat sessions to discuss their projects, 70% 

reported that a forum/discussion board is the best place to share ideas and information, 

95% of the participants described Jusur as a good place to find and read instructors’ 

announcements, and 91% preferred to take courses via Jusur in the future.  Overall, 65% 

of the students had highly positive perceptions of using Jusur and 35% found Jusur a 

good environment (Zouhair, 2010).  These results explained the no significant differences 
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on students’ perceptions based on experience because Jusur is easy to use and even first-

time users can understand all its functions.  In addition, the NCEL provided tutorials for 

each function (NCEL, 2010d). 

Some of the previous studies indicated there were significant differences between 

students’ perceptions based on their experience.  Koohang and Durante (2003) reported 

students who had experience with using Internet have higher positive perceptions.  Also, 

Koohang (2004) indicated students with prior experience have significantly higher 

perceptions of using a hybrid-learning environment than students with no or little 

experience.  The majority of the participants of this study were first-time users, 74.20% 

(n = 98), which could have affected the results showing no statistically significantly 

differences between students’ perceptions based on their level of experience. 

Research Question 4 

In Saudi universities, do students’ perceptions differ toward using Jusur based on 

an interaction between gender and experience? 

According to the results, that there was no significant interaction between gender 

and experience, F (1, 128) = .21, p = .65.  Furthermore, I was unable to reject the null 

hypothesis and concluded that there was no significant difference between students 

attributable to an interaction between gender and experience in their perceptions toward 

using Jusur. 

Most of the previous studies searched students’ perceptions toward hybrid 

learning based on gender, experience, age, and college status.  In addition, some of these 

studies searched the differences based on the interaction between age, gender, college 

status, and major.  Pritchard (2006) concentrated on the students’ perception and 
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interaction between students’ gender and age.  She reported in her study’s findings that 

there were significant differences based on interaction between gender and age groups.  I 

did not successfully find a study based on the interaction between students’ gender and 

level of experience, which means there is a scarcity of studies looking at the interaction 

between gender and level of experience. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study has a limitation of students and the number of students participating.  

This study focused on full-time students, which still leaves a large number of part-time 

students not surveyed.  The final number of participants was 132 from different 

universities.  Nine universities use Jusur as a hybrid-learning environment.  These 

universities have more than 500,000 students currently enrolled; some of them are part-

time students.  Some have withdrawn or deferred their education.  Most are full-time 

students (Ministry of Higher Education, 2010b).  In addition, limitations of Internet speed 

affected students’ participation.  Other limitations were students major, students’ age, and 

university area, which had a direct effect on the students’ involvement in the study. 

Discussion of Questionnaire Items 

The findings show a positive perception toward students using Jusur.  Other 

studies also indicated that students have positive perceptions toward hybrid-learning 

environments.  Three studies searched people’s perceptions toward Jusur in Saudi Arabia: 

two studies searched students’ perceptions: Zouhair (2010) and Alebaikan (2010); 

Hussein’s (2011) study searched faculty members’ perceptions. 

Zouhair (2010) stated, “Jusur can be a very useful tool to complement classroom 

learning especially for users . . . who [do not] have necessary IT skills.” (p. 120).  In 
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addition, Hussein (2011) found even Saudi professors have positive attitudes toward 

using Jusur.  In some questions the findings of the students’ perceptions were neutral, 

such as in Question 17, “I am nervous about taking a course via Jusur,” Question 20, 

“group discussion via Jusur more effective than classroom,” Question 21, “if I have a 

question, it is more helpful to ask and get answer via Jusur than in class,” and Question 

24, “understanding instruction via Jusur.”  

One of Zouhair’s (2010) participants stated her feeling about using Jusur. “It was 

great and I wish that I can use Jusur in other courses in the future.  It was difficult at the 

beginning of the semester, but with time, it started to be easy and enjoyable” (p. 118).  

The majority of the participants were first-time users and they were not sure about Jusur’s 

benefits because the questionnaire was only available during the first few weeks of the 

semester through the middle of the semester.  In addition, students in this study stated 

some instructors preferred not to use Jusur, which could cause students to choose the 

neutral perception in some of the questionnaire’s questions. 

Findings of this study and previous studies will be good resources to revise the 

concerns and weaknesses in the system.  NCEL provided tutorials for instructors and 

students listed in the front page of Jusur (NCEL, 2010d).  

Findings showed no statistically significant differences between students’ gender 

and level of experiences.  However, there were some small differences that could be 

attributable to other variables.  Table 9 shows the differences between male and female 

students in their perceptions, which showed the mean of female students perceptions was 

higher than male students, but this difference was not statistically significant different, 

and both means fell into the agree range of students use. 
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Table 9 

Perceptions Based on Gender 

Gender Mean 

 

Std.  

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 2.46 .13 2.20 2.71 

Female 2.50 .11 2.28 2.72 

 

Table 10 shows the differences between students’ perceptions based on 

experience.  These differences were not statistically significant, so no significant 

difference can be reported.  Also, both means were in the same scale range, which 

consists of students’ agreement to using Jusur as a hybrid-learning environment. 

Table 10 

Perceptions Based on Experience  

First-Time 

User 

Mean Std.  

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 2.45 .09 2.28 2.62 

No 2.50 .15 2.21 2.79 

 

Finally, Table 11 shows means of the interaction between gender and experience, 

and although it shows a slight difference, it cannot be reported because these differences 

were not statistically significant.  

 

 



71 

Table 11 

Perceptions Based on Interaction Between Gender and Experience  

Gender First-Time 

User 

Mean Std.  

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 

Yes 2.39 .10 2.18 2.60 

No 2.52 .24 2.06 2.99 

Female 

Yes 2.51 .14 2.24 2.78 

No 2.49 .18 2.14 2.83 

   

Implications 

The result of students’ perceptions in this current study indicated positive 

perceptions of using Jusur as hybrid-leaning environment.  In most of the responses, 

students agreed that Jusur was a benefit.  Students responded to some of the 

questionnaire’s questions that they neither agreed nor disagreed, which showed students 

were not quite sure about their perceptions on these questions: Questions 15, 17, 19, 20, 

21, 24, and 26.  Being not quite sure in these questions could have been because of the 

time of distributing the questionnaire, which was in the beginning of the second semester.  

A participant of the Zouhair (2010) study indicated that at the beginning of the semester 

using Jusur was difficult, but it became easier during the semester.  Therefore, we could 

understand the concern in these questions because the majority of students participate in 

the study at the beginning at the beginning of the semester.  Also, the majority of the 

sample was first-time users. 

Students’ responses to the open-ended questions explained their perceptions.  
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They stated five points of Jusur weaknesses.  The first point participants indicated was 

Jusur sometimes froze, and they needed to start all over again.  This point needs to be 

reported to NCEL to check if it a software or networking problem.  The majority of 

participants reported they had DSL broadband Internet at their homes.  Also, some of the 

participants reported they used slower Internet in their homes and a limitation of 

accessing Wi-Fi Internet on their campuses, which limited their abilities to use Jusur and 

could cause the freezing problems during Jusur usage.  Other weakness points reported 

from the participants (e.g., no automatic saving of their work, some applications were 

unsupported, and the notification center was primitive).  Jusur is still in its first version 

and the NCEL support team is planning to make updates to the second version.  This 

study will help the NCEL support team to fix the weaknesses in Jusur on the second 

version. 

Also, weaknesses included some instructors’ lack of abilities and those who did 

not prefer to use Jusur.  It could be possible some students have the same weaknesses. 

For that I will suggest making at least two workshops during each semester: one for 

instructors and another for students regarding how to use Jusur as a hybrid-learning 

environment, so instructors and students will be prepared before they start using Jusur.  In 

addition, instructors need workshops of how to design a creative hybrid instruction, and 

to improve students’ motivation. 

Recommendation for Future Research 

This study was carried out to find students’ perceptions toward the new web-

based Jusur created from NCEL in Saudi Arabia and to understand the roles of gender 

and experience on students’ perceptions.  In general, the results of this study show 
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students have positive perceptions toward Jusur and there were no significant differences 

on students’ perceptions based on their gender and experience or based on the interaction 

of gender and experience.  This study’s sample size was a limitation because it 

represented a small number of participants when compared to the large number of 

students in universities.  I recommend future studies that offer the questionnaire for a 

longer period of time, making it available during the whole semester to increase more 

participation, and apply at the end of the semester, so students will report their 

perceptions of using Jusur during the whole semester. 

Another limitation can be found because this study was limited to full-time 

students and excluded part-time students’ perceptions, which could add concern or play a 

role of changing the findings.  Studies that include all students, and compare full-time 

and part-time perceptions, could give another view.  In addition, in this study universities 

and major were not included as independent variables.  I recommend another study and 

add the universities and majors as independent variables and measure differences 

between students’ perceptions based on the universities’ abilities and students’ majors. 

Furthermore, some universities in Saudi Arabia use Blackboard as a hybrid 

learning environment.  I recommend making a study of students’ perceptions toward 

hybrid learning and comparing students’ perceptions based on the hybrid learning 

environment used (Blackboard versus Jusur).  

Summary 

In this chapter, the study described the results and compared them to previous 

studies.  Recommendations provided for future studies and to update NCEL in order to 

provide more effective web-based learning management system (Jusur). 
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In general, students had positive perceptions toward using Jusur, but there were 

some concerns while using Jusur.  The findings asserted no significant differences on 

students’ perceptions based on their gender, experience, and the interaction between 

gender and experience.  Some of the previous studies showed the same results of no 

statistically significant difference in students’ perceptions based on gender.  However, 

other studies indicated statistically significant differences on students’ perceptions based 

on their gender.  In addition, most studies indicated statistically significant differences on 

students’ perceptions based on their experience, which is not consistent with this study’s 

results.  I did not find studies that examined the differences of students’ perceptions 

based on the interaction between gender and level of experience. 
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