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Abstract 

 

This study aims to investigate graduate students’ perceptions of the application of blended 

learning at Al-Quds University and their attitudes toward it, as well as to examine potential 

differences according to gender, faculty, and age variables. A descriptive-analytical mixed-

methods approach was employed in line with the study objectives. Quantitative data were 

collected using a structured questionnaire administered to a stratified sample of 278 

graduate students during the second semester of the 2024/2025 academic year, ensuring 

representation across gender, faculty, and age categories. In addition, qualitative data were 

gathered through open-ended questions and semi-structured interviews with selected 

participants to gain deeper insights into students’ experiences and perceptions. 

The findings indicated that graduate students’ perceptions of blended learning were at a 

medium level (mean = 3.45), reflecting an acceptable degree of implementation with 

observable limitations in the dimensions of actual use and perceived impact. In contrast, 

students’ overall attitudes toward the blended learning process were high (mean = 3.83), 

indicating a generally positive orientation toward this instructional approach. No 

statistically significant differences in perceptions or attitudes were found based on gender 

or age, while students enrolled in scientific faculties reported significantly higher scores 

compared to those in humanities faculties. 

Based on these findings, the study recommends strengthening institutional infrastructure, 

enhancing faculty training in blended learning implementation, and improving the design 

and management of digital learning environments. The study further emphasizes the 

importance of clear institutional policies and sustained academic and technical support to 

ensure more effective and consistent application of blended learning at the postgraduate 

level. 

Keywords: Blended learning, Al-Quds University, graduate students, student perceptions, 

educational technology, attitudes towards learning.  
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Chapter One 

Background of the Study 

 
1. Introduction   

 

Higher education in Palestine has witnessed important developments in recent years with 

the increasing use of digital technology, providing new opportunities for learning. One of 

the most outstanding approaches is blended learning, which combines traditional face-to-

face instruction with online learning sessions, This study aims to explore the actual 

implementation of blended learning among graduate students at Al-Quds University and to 

examine their attitudes towards it, 

 

1.1  Background                               

 

Compared to K–12 education, higher education is characterized by fewer structured 

contact hours and a greater emphasis on learner autonomy. University students, 

particularly at the graduate level, are expected to assume increased responsibility for 

managing their learning processes, developing self-directed learning skills, and engaging in 

independent knowledge construction. This shift in learning responsibility necessitates 

instructional approaches that support flexibility, autonomy, and sustained academic 

engagement. 

In recent years, rapid advancements in network and digital technologies have significantly 

reshaped teaching and learning practices in higher education institutions worldwide. As a 

result, an increasing number of universities have adopted blended learning as an 

instructional approach that integrates face-to-face instruction with online learning 

components. This integration enables students to access learning materials beyond the 

constraints of time and place, offering greater flexibility in organizing their academic 

responsibilities and accommodating diverse learning needs. Such flexibility has become 

particularly important in response to the growing demand for highly qualified graduates 

who can adapt to dynamic labor market conditions (Chen & Cheng, 2020). 
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Contemporary labor markets are increasingly characterized by career mobility and the 

prevalence of multi-career trajectories, requiring individuals to continuously update their 

skills and knowledge. Consequently, lifelong learning has emerged as a fundamental 

requirement for professional development in a knowledge-based and digitally driven 

society. To respond effectively to these demands, higher education institutions are 

expected to provide learning environments that support personalization, adaptability, and 

continuous skill development, enabling learners to align their educational pathways with 

their professional and personal circumstances (Muller & Mildenberger, 2021). 

Within this evolving educational landscape, blended learning has gained prominence as a 

hybrid instructional approach that purposefully combines online and face-to-face learning 

experiences. Drawing on experiential learning theory, blended learning emphasizes active 

engagement, reflection, and the practical application of knowledge, thereby enhancing 

learning effectiveness. By balancing direct interaction with instructors and peers and 

providing flexible access to digital resources, blended learning seeks to optimize learning 

outcomes while responding to the diverse needs and capacities of learners (Taghizadeh & 

Hajhosseini, 2021). 

From a pedagogical perspective, blended learning represents an intermediate model 

between traditional classroom instruction and fully online education. The concept of 

―blending‖ refers to the intentional integration of digital content, online activities, and in-

class instruction in ways that enhance learning efficiency and instructional effectiveness. 

This multi-delivery approach has been shown to optimize learning outcomes while 

reducing the cost and limitations associated with single-mode content delivery, positioning 

blended learning as a strategic form of digital integration in contemporary higher education 

(Kumar et al., 2021). 

Moreover, blended learning has been widely adopted by leading universities across the 

globe due to its potential to enhance student engagement, improve academic achievement, 

increase flexibility in learning schedules, and overcome geographical and temporal 

barriers. By combining the strengths of traditional face-to-face instruction with the 

affordances of e-learning, blended learning has become an increasingly prevalent mode of 

instruction in higher education systems worldwide (Rasheed et al., 2019; Tussupbekova et 

al., 2022). 

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

 

Amid the rapid developments in daily life in Palestine resulting from the Israeli war and 

the state of security and political instability, the education system as a whole face 

significant challenge. These challenges have forced universities to implement blended 

learning to ensure the continuity of education. 

As a graduate student at Al-Quds University, the researcher has witnessed this firsthand 

and observed varying student opinions regarding the acceptance of blended learning. This 

variation is due to the fact that blended learning requires the fulfillment of several 

prerequisites by both the university and the students. 

This is consistent with a study conducted by Itasanmi et al., (2024) concerning blended 

learning among graduate students, and the study found that graduate students’ preferences 



 

3 

for online, blended, and face-to-face learning modalities vary based on age, marital status, 

employment status, programmed type, and levels of technology self-efficacy and digital 

literacy 

Therefore, researcher seek to determine the implementation of blended learning and the 

opinions of graduate students on it are crucial for achieving successful educational 

outcomes. 

 

1.3 Purpose of the study 

 

This study was designed to investigate the following: 

1- Investigate the perceptions of graduate students about the actual applying of blended 

learning at Al-Quds University. 

2- Identify the difference in perceptions of graduate students about the actual applying of 

blended learning at Al-Quds University\ according to the variables (Gender, Collage, 

Age). 

3- Investigate the perceptions of graduate students about e attitude towards blended 

learning at Al-Quds University. 

4- Identify the difference in perceptions of graduate students about the attitude towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University different according to the variables (Gender, 

Collage, Age). 

 

1.4 Research Questions 

 

Main Question is: 

What is the actual blended learning among graduate students at Al-Quds University and 

their attitude towards it? 

The study attempts to answer the following questions: 

1- What are the perceptions of graduate students about the actual applying of blended 

learning at Al-Quds University? 

2- Are the perceptions of graduate students about the actual applying of blended learning 

at Al-Quds University different according to the variables (Gender, College, Age)? 

3- What are the perceptions of graduate students about the attitude towards blended 

learning at Al-Quds University? 

4- Are the perceptions of graduate students about the attitude towards blended learning at 

Al-Quds University different according to the variables (Gender, College, Age)? 

 

1.5 Hypothesis of Study 

 

The researcher converted the second and fourth questions into null hypotheses, as follows: 

First null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences at the significant 

level (α≤0.05) between the arithmetic mean of graduate students about the actual applying 

of blended learning at Al-Quds University due to the gender variable. 
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Second null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences at the significant 

level (α≤0.05) between the arithmetic mean of graduate students about the actual applying 

of blended learning at Al-Quds University due to the collage variable. 

Third null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences at the significant 

level (α≤0.05) between the arithmetic mean of graduate students about the actual applying 

of blended learning at Al-Quds University due to the age variable. 

Fourth null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences at the significant 

level (α≤0.05) between the arithmetic mean of graduate students about the attitude towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University due to the gender variable. 

Fifth null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences at the significant 

level (α≤0.05) between the arithmetic mean of graduate students about the attitude towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University due to the collage variable. 

Sixth null hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences at the significant 

level (α≤0.05) between the arithmetic mean of graduate students about the attitude towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University due to the age variable. 

 

1.6 Significance of the Study 

 

Theoretical Significance 

The theoretical significance of this study lies in its contribution to the growing body of 

knowledge on blended learning within higher education, particularly in contexts 

characterized by instability and limited educational continuity. In the Palestinian context, 

higher education institutions face persistent challenges related to political conditions and 

ongoing disruptions, which often restrict regular face-to-face attendance. Within this 

framework, the present study provides an in-depth examination of the actual 

implementation of blended learning at Al-Quds University and graduate students’ attitudes 

toward it, thereby offering empirical evidence that enriches the theoretical discourse on 

blended learning in fragile and constrained educational environments. 

Moreover, this study contributes theoretically by providing a structured analytical 

framework and a validated measurement instrument that can be utilized by researchers to 

assess both the application of blended learning and students’ attitudes toward it. By 

integrating dimensions related to infrastructure, actual use, institutional support, and 

perceived impact, alongside attitudinal components, the study offers a comprehensive 

model that can be adapted or replicated in future research. As such, it serves as a valuable 

reference for scholars seeking to investigate blended learning in similar higher education 

contexts or to conduct comparative studies across institutions and regions. 

Practical Significance 

From a practical perspective, this study gains significance through its focus on graduate 

students, a critical educational stage that plays a central role in knowledge production, skill 

development, and preparation for the labor market. Understanding how blended learning is 

implemented and perceived at this level provides higher education institutions with 

actionable insights into the effectiveness of current practices and the areas requiring 

improvement. This is particularly important given the increasing reliance on flexible 
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learning models to accommodate students’ academic, professional, and personal 

responsibilities. 

In addition, the findings of this study offer practical guidance for universities, academic 

administrators, and graduate instructors by identifying strengths and gaps in the current 

blended learning experience. The study’s recommendations can support decision-makers in 

enhancing institutional policies, improving faculty training, and developing more 

interactive and pedagogically sound digital learning environments. Consequently, this 

research contributes to improving the quality and sustainability of blended learning 

practices in higher education, ensuring that they effectively meet both students’ needs and 

institutional objectives. 

 

1.7 Limitations of the Study 

 

Applying this study was limited by the following: 

Locative limitations: This study covered Al-Quds University.  

Temporal limitations: The researcher conducted this study during the second semester of 

the academic year (2024-2025).  

Human limitations: all the male and female graduate students at Al-Quds University.  

Topical limitation: Actual blended learning, students’ attitude towards blended learning 

. 

1.8. Definition of Terms  

 

Blended Learning 

Conceptual Definition: 

Blended learning is an educational approach that intentionally integrates traditional face-

to-face classroom instruction with online learning activities in a structured and 

pedagogically planned manner (Westhuizen et al., 2022; Graham, 2019). 

 

Operational Definition: 

In this study, blended learning refers to the simultaneous use of face-to-face instruction and 

online distance learning at Al-Quds University, as perceived by graduate students and 

measured through their responses to the blended learning questionnaire developed for this 

research. 

Al-Quds University 

Conceptual Definition: 

Al-Quds University is a Palestinian public higher education institution located in 

Jerusalem, offering undergraduate and postgraduate programs across scientific and 

humanities disciplines, and recognized for integrating traditional academic practices with 

modern educational technologies (Al-Quds University, 2024). 

Operational Definition: 

In this study, Al-Quds University refers to the institutional context in which blended 

learning is implemented and examined among graduate students during the academic year 

2024/2025. 

Graduate Students 
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Conceptual Definition: 

Graduate students are individuals enrolled in postgraduate academic programs, such as 

master’s or doctoral degrees, following the completion of undergraduate education 

(OECD, 2020). 

Operational Definition: 

In this study, graduate students refer specifically to master’s degree students enrolled at Al-

Quds University who are participating in courses delivered through a blended learning 

model. 

 

Student Perceptions 

Conceptual Definition: 

Student perceptions refer to learners’ cognitive evaluations and subjective interpretations 

of their educational experiences, including judgments related to quality, effectiveness, and 

satisfaction (Lizzio et al., 2002). 

Operational Definition: 

In this study, student perceptions denote postgraduate students’ evaluations of the actual 

application of blended learning at Al-Quds University, as measured by their responses to 

the questionnaire items related to infrastructure, actual use, institutional support, and 

perceived impact. 

Educational Technology 

Conceptual Definition: 

Educational technology refers to the systematic application of digital tools, platforms, and 

resources to support, enhance, and manage teaching and learning processes (Hew & Brush, 

2007). 

Operational Definition: 

In the context of this study, educational technology includes the technological 

infrastructure and digital tools used to support blended learning at Al-Quds University, 

such as learning management systems, video lectures, online assessments, and digital 

communication platforms. 

Attitudes Towards Learning 

Conceptual Definition: 

Attitudes towards learning are defined as learners’ relatively stable emotional, cognitive, 

and behavioral predispositions toward a learning process or instructional approach (Ajzen, 

1991; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). 

Operational Definition: 

In this study, attitudes towards blended learning refer to postgraduate students’ overall 

positive or negative orientations toward the blended learning experience, as measured 

through their responses to questionnaire items assessing motivation, satisfaction, 

willingness to engage, and perceived value of blended learning 
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Chapter Two 

 Literature Review and Related Studies 

 

2. Literature Review and Related Studies 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 

In recent years, higher education has undergone a profound transformation driven by rapid 

advancements in digital technologies, shifting pedagogical paradigms, and the evolving 

expectations of 21
st
-century learners. Traditional methods of instruction, which once relied 

heavily on face-to-face, teacher-led approaches, are no longer sufficient to meet the diverse 

needs and complex lifestyles of today’s students. As a result, educational institutions have 

been compelled to explore innovative instructional models that provide flexibility, 

accessibility, and learner autonomy. Among the most promising of these models is blended 

learning, a pedagogical approach that combines the strengths of traditional classroom 

interaction with the advantages of digital technologies and online learning environments                

(Graham et al. 2019; Siemens et al., 2021).  

Blended learning is not merely a technological trend—it represents a fundamental shift in 

how teaching and learning are conceptualized and delivered. By integrating synchronous 

and asynchronous components, this model allows learners to engage with course content at 

their own pace, revisit materials as needed, and participate in interactive, collaborative 

activities that enhance comprehension and retention. For instructors, it offers the 

opportunity to adopt more student-centered teaching strategies, utilize learning analytics to 

monitor progress, and differentiate instruction according to learners' needs (Boelens et al., 

2020). Moreover, it aligns well with principles of adult learning theory, self-regulated 

learning, and constructivist pedagogy, making it particularly relevant for graduate-level 

education. 

At the graduate level, students often face a number  of challenges, including demanding 

academic workloads, employment responsibilities, and family commitments. These factors 

necessitate greater flexibility in instructional delivery, which blended learning is well-
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positioned to provide. Research shows that graduate students are more likely to succeed in 

environments that allow for personalized learning pathways, self-paced progress, and the 

integration of real-world experiences into academic study (Halverson & Graham, 2019). 

The ability to balance academic, professional, and personal demands through blended 

learning can enhance student motivation, satisfaction, and overall academic performance. 

The global outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic further accelerated the shift toward 

blended learning by forcing institutions to rapidly adopt online education methods. What 

began as an emergency measure has evolved into a sustainable and strategic component of 

educational delivery. Universities worldwide have come to recognize the long-term 

benefits of integrating technology into their instructional models—not only as a response 

to crises, but as a means of promoting pedagogical innovation and expanding access to 

education (Singh et al., 2021). Blended learning, therefore, is increasingly viewed as a 

standard rather than an exception in higher education policy and practice. 

In the Palestinian context, the integration of blended learning carries particular 

significance. The higher education sector faces persistent challenges such as political 

instability, limited mobility, and infrastructural constraints. These realities have made 

traditional, on-campus education increasingly difficult to sustain. Institutions like Al-Quds 

University have turned to blended learning as a strategic solution to these barriers—

offering students the ability to continue their education with minimal disruption while 

maintaining academic rigor (Younis & Alyan, 2022). Furthermore, the post-pandemic 

period has emphasized the need for resilience and adaptability in educational systems, and 

blended learning plays a critical role in fulfilling that need. 

Yet, the success of blended learning does not rest solely on technological infrastructure. It 

also depends heavily on the attitudes, digital competencies, and engagement levels of 

students. A student’s willingness to embrace online components, interact with peers 

virtually, and manage their learning independently is a major determinant of the 

effectiveness of blended programs. Graduate students, in particular, must develop the 

metacognitive skills necessary to thrive in these environments. Hence, understanding their 

perceptions, experiences, and attitudes toward blended learning is vital for informing 

future instructional design, policy-making, and capacity building. 

This chapter lays the foundation for a comprehensive theoretical investigation into blended 

learning. It begins with a conceptual overview of blended learning and its defining 

features. It then explores key theoretical frameworks, such as experiential learning, self-

directed learning theory, and social constructivism, which support its implementation. The 

chapter also discusses prominent models of blended learning, benefits and limitations in 

higher education, and the specific relevance of this approach in the Palestinian context. 

Ultimately, this foundation aims to support a deeper understanding of how graduate 

students at Al-Quds University experience and respond to blended learning environments. 

 

2.2 Concept of Blended Learning 

 

Blended learning has become a central paradigm in the evolution of higher education. It 

represents a deliberate combination of traditional face-to-face instruction with online 

learning experiences, resulting in a hybrid model that capitalizes on the advantages of both 
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modalities. While the term ―blended‖ is often used interchangeably with ―hybrid,‖ scholars 

emphasize that blended learning is not merely a mix of formats, but rather an intentional 

design that integrates instructional strategies to enhance learning outcomes (Graham, 

2019). It is this pedagogical intentionality that distinguishes blended learning from ad-hoc 

or emergency remote teaching. 

The concept of blended learning emerged as a response to the limitations of both fully 

online and fully traditional instructional models. Face-to-face learning, while rich in 

human interaction and immediate feedback, often lacks flexibility and scalability. Online 

learning, on the other hand, offers accessibility and autonomy but may struggle to foster 

engagement and personal connection. Blended learning seeks to mitigate these weaknesses 

by integrating digital content and online tools with the social dynamics of classroom 

interaction (Hrastinski, 2019). This integration is not merely logistical but conceptual—

aiming to create a holistic learning environment that supports cognitive, emotional, and 

social dimensions of student development. 

Various definitions of blended learning exist across the literature, each emphasizing 

different dimensions of the approach. One perspective defines it as a course where 30% to 

79% of the content is delivered online, with the remainder occurring in traditional 

classroom settings (Allen and Seaman, 2017). However, such quantitative definitions may 

oversimplify the pedagogical complexity of blended learning. Others, like Bonk and 

Graham (2020), define blended learning more broadly as the thoughtful fusion of face-to-

face and online experiences to support effective, efficient, and engaging learning. This 

definition highlights the instructional design aspect, which is essential to the success of any 

blended approach. 

Blended learning environments can take various forms, depending on institutional goals, 

technological capacity, subject matter, and learner needs. Some common models include 

the rotation model, where students alternate between online and in-person activities on a 

fixed schedule; the flex model, where most content is delivered online with occasional in-

person sessions; and the flipped classroom model, where students review instructional 

materials online before attending interactive, in-class problem-solving sessions (Horn & 

Staker, 2015). Each model represents a unique balance of modalities, offering different 

affordances and challenges depending on the context. 

The theoretical foundations of blended learning are deeply rooted in educational 

psychology and learning theory. One of the most influential is experiential learning theory 

(Kolb, 1984), which emphasizes learning through reflection on doing. Blended 

environments support this process by providing learners with opportunities to engage in 

active, reflective, and applied learning both online and offline. Similarly, constructivist 

learning theory (Vygotsky, 1978) underpins the collaborative and interactive nature of 

blended learning, wherein learners co-construct knowledge through dialogue, inquiry, and 

social interaction. These theoretical underpinnings lend pedagogical depth to the blended 

learning model and inform the development of meaningful, learner-centered experiences.  

(Kolb, 1984; Vygotsky, 1978; Kim, 2021; Abedin et al., 2022). 

Furthermore, blended learning aligns closely with principles of self-directed learning 

(SDL), a key competency in graduate education. Self-directed learning is conceptualized as 

a process in which individuals take initiative in diagnosing their learning needs, 
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formulating goals, identifying resources, and evaluating outcomes (Knowles, 1975). The 

asynchronous components of blended learning inherently encourage this autonomy, while 

synchronous sessions offer necessary guidance and scaffolding. As such, blended learning 

effectively fosters learner independence without abandoning the need for structured 

academic support. (Knowles, 1975; Panadero, 2022; Güzer & Caner, 2020). 

One of the central appeals of blended learning is its adaptability. Instructors can customize 

the proportion and sequence of online and face-to-face components to align with course 

objectives, technological availability, and learner preferences. Moreover, the availability of 

digital tools such as learning management systems (LMS), discussion forums, simulations, 

and multimedia content enhances instructional versatility and engagement (Norberg et al., 

2019). When properly designed, blended learning promotes deeper learning, higher 

retention rates, and improved learner satisfaction compared to single-mode approaches. 

However, blended learning is not without challenges. Successful implementation requires 

institutional readiness, faculty training, robust technological infrastructure, and thoughtful 

instructional design. Students must also possess sufficient digital literacy, time 

management skills, and motivation to navigate blended environments effectively. Without 

these elements, blended learning can become fragmented and ineffective (Alammary, 

2019). Therefore, understanding the contextual conditions such as technological access, 

pedagogical culture, and learner characteristics is critical to achieving the full potential of 

blended learning. 

In the Palestinian higher education context, blended learning is still in its formative stages. 

Its adoption was significantly accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic, which forced 

institutions to reimagine education beyond physical classrooms. While this transition 

revealed gaps in infrastructure and digital preparedness, it also opened new avenues for 

innovation and expansion. At Al-Quds University, blended learning is being explored as a 

sustainable model for overcoming local challenges related to political instability, mobility 

restrictions, and resource limitations (Younis & Alyan, 2022). As such, it represents not 

only a pedagogical innovation but a strategic imperative. 

In summary, the concept of blended learning encompasses more than just a combination of 

teaching modes—it represents a comprehensive instructional paradigm that responds to the 

evolving demands of modern education. Its theoretical roots, practical flexibility, and 

alignment with adult learning principles make it particularly suited for graduate education. 

As universities worldwide, including those in Palestine, continue to adapt to complex 

educational realities, blended learning offers a viable pathway to quality, equity, and 

innovation in higher education. 

 

 

2.3 Theoretical Foundations Supporting Blended Learning 

 

Blended learning is grounded in a variety of educational theories that collectively inform 

its design, delivery, and impact on learners. These theoretical perspectives offer more than 

just philosophical context; they serve as practical guides for educators seeking to 

implement effective blended learning environments, particularly in graduate education 

where autonomy and higher-order thinking are essential. 
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One of the most foundational theories underlying blended learning is constructivist 

learning theory, originally developed by Lev Vygotsky. According to this perspective, 

learners actively construct knowledge through interaction with their environment, with 

social and cultural contexts playing a central role. Vygotsky’s concept of the Zone of 

Proximal Development (ZPD)—the distance between what learners can do independently 

and what they can achieve with guidance—is especially relevant in blended settings. 

Online components, such as discussion forums and peer review tools, offer spaces for 

collaborative scaffolding, while face-to-face interactions can be used to clarify complex 

ideas and support critical dialogue (Vygotsky, 1978; Hrastinski, 2019). 

Complementing this social view of learning is experiential learning theory, which presents 

learning as a cyclic process involving concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract 

conceptualization, and active experimentation. Blended learning supports this cycle by 

providing diverse formats for engaging with content—real-world applications through in-

person projects and reflective online discussions through learning management systems. 

Graduate students, who are often working professionals, benefit particularly from 

experiential learning structures that allow them to apply theoretical knowledge to practical 

challenges (Kolb, 1984; Norberg, Dziuban, & Moskal, 2019). 

Self-directed learning theory emphasizes learner autonomy, self-motivation, and control 

over one’s educational journey. Blended learning promotes self-directed learning by 

enabling students to choose how and when to interact with course materials. Asynchronous 

online modules offer flexibility, while synchronous sessions provide direction and 

feedback. This model aligns with the expectations of graduate students, who often navigate 

academic responsibilities alongside careers and family life (Knowles, 1975; Garrison, 

2016). 

Cognitive Load Theory suggests that learning is most effective when instructional 

materials do not overload the learner’s working memory. Blended learning allows 

educators to strategically distribute content between online and face-to-face modalities, 

thereby optimizing intrinsic and germane cognitive load. For instance, dense theoretical 

content can be delivered via video lectures for repeated viewing, while in-person sessions 

can focus on applied practice and interaction, enhancing schema formation and knowledge 

transfer (Sweller, 1988; Mayer, 2021). 

Social learning theory asserts that learning occurs through observation, imitation, and 

modeling. In blended environments, video content, peer presentations, and interactive tools 

offer rich opportunities for observational learning. When learners observe peers 

successfully engaging in academic tasks—either in-person or through online forums—they 

are more likely to develop confidence and replicate these behaviors themselves (Bandura, 

1977; Cai, 2024). 

From a motivational perspective, Self-Determination Theory posits that motivation is 

enhanced when learners experience autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Blended 

learning fosters autonomy by allowing students control over time and mode of 

engagement; it nurtures competence through personalized feedback and multimedia 

resources; and it enhances relatedness through both online and in-person collaborative 

experiences (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2020; Lv & Li, 2024). 
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Connectivism asserts that learning occurs across networks composed of people, devices, 

and digital platforms. Blended learning leverages these networks by enabling learners to 

interact with content, instructors, and peers across multiple channels, supporting lifelong 

learning and adaptability in dynamic knowledge environments (Siemens, 2005; Ally & 

Wark, 2019). 

The Community of Inquiry framework identifies three key elements for effective learning 

environments: cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence. Effective 

blended learning environments ensure that these presences are developed both online and 

in-person, leading to richer learning experiences and stronger engagement (Garrison, 

Anderson, & Archer, 2000; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). 

Transformative Learning Theory emphasizes the power of critical reflection in reshaping 

one’s worldview. Graduate students in blended environments are frequently exposed to 

diverse perspectives through discussion boards, seminars, and case-based learning, 

encouraging them to challenge assumptions and engage in transformative learning 

processes (Mezirow, 1991; Taylor & Cranton, 2013). 

In conclusion, the theoretical landscape supporting blended learning is vast and 

multifaceted. It encompasses classical theories such as constructivism and experiential 

learning, contemporary frameworks like connectivism and the Community of Inquiry, and 

cross-cutting models addressing cognition, motivation, and social interaction. These 

theories provide both a philosophical and practical foundation for the thoughtful 

integration of online and face-to-face modalities, particularly in complex higher education 

contexts (Graham, 2019; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). 

 

2.4 Models of Blended Learning 

 

One of the most widely recognized classifications of blended learning models comes from 

Horn and Staker (2015), who identified several core formats based on the interaction 

between online and face-to-face instruction. Among these, the rotation model is perhaps 

the most commonly applied. In this model, students rotate on a fixed schedule between 

different learning modalities—typically including online instruction, small group activities, 

and whole-class teaching. This format provides structured flexibility, allowing instructors 

to personalize instruction based on learner readiness and progress (Staker & Horn, 2012). 

Within the rotation family, the station rotation model is frequently used in both K–12 and 

higher education. Here, students move through learning stations that include online 

learning, collaborative work, and direct instruction. This model promotes active 

engagement and caters to diverse learning preferences. For graduate learners, such as those 

enrolled in professional or applied programs, this structure can enhance engagement by 

combining theoretical foundations with practical activities in various formats (Watson, 

Murin, Vashaw, Gemin, & Rapp, 2021). 

Another variant is the flipped classroom model, which has gained popularity due to its 

alignment with constructivist principles and its potential to deepen learning. In this 

approach, students access core content such as lectures, readings, or videos outside class 

time, usually through online platforms. In-class sessions are then reserved for application, 

discussion, and problem-solving. This model allows graduate students to engage with 



 

13 

complex concepts at their own pace and use classroom time for collaborative and higher-

order tasks. Research suggests that the flipped model improves learning outcomes when 

students are held accountable for pre-class preparation and when in-class activities are 

well-structured (Bergmann & Sams, 2014; Lo & Hew, 2017). 

The flex model represents a more fluid approach in which most instruction is delivered 

online, with face-to-face support provided as needed. Unlike the rotation model, the flex 

model allows learners to navigate content pathways independently, often within a 

personalized or competency-based structure. This model is particularly suitable for 

graduate programs that emphasize research, self-directed learning, or interdisciplinary 

projects. It supports learners who prefer autonomy and asynchronous engagement while 

still offering instructor support when required (Alammary, 2019). 

In contrast, the enriched virtual model blends mostly online coursework with occasional 

face-to-face sessions that serve to reinforce key concepts, conduct assessments, or foster 

social interaction. This model differs from traditional distance learning in that it 

intentionally incorporates physical meetings, which help establish rapport, clarify 

expectations, and support community-building. In regions with infrastructural or political 

constraints—such as Palestine—this model offers a feasible pathway to maintain academic 

quality while overcoming logistical barriers (Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

Beyond these models, project-based blended learning is increasingly adopted in graduate 

programs. This format emphasizes student-led inquiry, collaboration, and the production of 

tangible outcomes. Learners work on extended projects that integrate digital research, 

online collaboration, and real-world application. The blended structure allows them to 

consult experts remotely, access digital resources, and present their work through a 

combination of virtual and in-person formats. This model promotes deeper learning and 

skill transfer, aligning with the demands of knowledge economies and 21st-century 

competencies (Kirkwood & Price, 2014). 

A more recent innovation is the hyflex model, which stands for ―hybrid-flexible.‖ This 

model gives students the freedom to choose their mode of participation whether face-to-

face, synchronous online, or asynchronous online for each session. While pedagogically 

and logistically complex, hyflex models offer unparalleled flexibility and inclusivity. They 

are particularly beneficial during disruptions such as pandemics or regional instability and 

can serve as long-term strategies for inclusive education (Beatty, 2019). 

Selecting the appropriate blended model is not a one-size-fits-all decision. It requires 

careful consideration of learning objectives, student demographics, content complexity, 

instructor readiness, and technological access. For example, the flipped classroom may 

work well in a theory-heavy graduate course requiring critical dialogue, whereas the flex 

model may be better suited for research-based programs. Moreover, hybrid models can be 

adapted and combined such as a flipped-flex approach—to maximize strengths and reduce 

limitations (Graham, 2019). 

Each of these models also carries implementation challenges. They require strategic 

planning, instructional design expertise, faculty development, and continuous feedback 

mechanisms. Institutions must also consider learners' digital competencies, motivation 

levels, and access to reliable technology. Thus, effective implementation of blended 

learning models is not solely a technical endeavor but a pedagogical one, requiring 
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alignment between theory, technology, and learner experience (Boelens, De Wever, & 

Voet, 2020). 

In summary, the landscape of blended learning models is rich and varied, offering 

educators a wide array of strategies to enhance instruction. For graduate education, where 

students often balance complex academic, personal, and professional demands, choosing 

and adapting the appropriate blended model can significantly impact learning outcomes, 

engagement, and satisfaction. Understanding the distinct features, benefits, and limitations 

of each model is crucial for informed instructional design and for maximizing the potential 

of blended learning in higher education contexts (Boelens et al., 2020). 

 

2.5 Benefits and Challenges of Blended Learning in Higher Education 

 

Blended learning has emerged as one of the most impactful instructional innovations in 

higher education, offering numerous advantages to both learners and educators. However, 

its implementation is not without significant challenges. As institutions increasingly adopt 

blended learning models, particularly in graduate education, it becomes crucial to examine 

both the benefits and obstacles that influence its success. A thorough understanding of 

these dynamics enables educators and administrators to design more effective learning 

environments and policies (Graham, 2019). 

One of the primary advantages of blended learning is flexibility. By combining 

asynchronous online content with synchronous face-to-face interaction, blended learning 

allows students to access educational materials at their own pace and convenience. This 

flexibility is particularly important for graduate students, many of whom are working 

professionals balancing academic, career, and personal responsibilities. The ability to 

engage with content during non-traditional hours and from remote locations supports 

inclusivity and accessibility in higher education (Graham, 2019; Alammary, 2019). 

Additionally, enhanced learner autonomy is a hallmark benefit of blended learning. Online 

modules encourage students to take ownership of their learning through self-paced study, 

time management, and critical thinking. Research suggests that when students are given 

control over aspects of their learning process, such as content sequencing and pace, their 

motivation and engagement improve. This aligns with self-directed learning theories, 

which emphasize the importance of learner agency in achieving deeper understanding and 

long-term retention (Boelens, De Wever, & Voet, 2017). 

Blended learning environments also support active and collaborative learning. Online 

discussion forums, peer-review platforms, and shared digital workspaces create 

opportunities for interaction beyond the physical classroom. When paired with in-person 

group activities, these tools facilitate communication, idea exchange, and knowledge co-

construction. Students in blended courses are more likely to participate in discussions and 

engage with peers than in traditional settings, as online platforms reduce anxiety and 

promote thoughtful, reflective contributions (Hrastinski, 2019). 

Another significant benefit is the improved accessibility and inclusivity that blended 

learning affords. Learners with disabilities, students in geographically remote areas, and 

individuals with family or work obligations often find traditional classroom learning 

restrictive. Blended learning mitigates these barriers by offering multiple access points to 
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content and learning activities. Furthermore, the use of assistive technologies and 

multimedia tools in online components can enhance the learning experience for diverse 

student populations (Sezer, 2020). 

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness also make blended learning attractive to institutions. By 

shifting some instructional content online, universities can reduce the demand for physical 

classroom space, optimize faculty workloads, and expand course offerings to a broader 

audience. Studies have shown that well-designed blended programs can produce equivalent 

or better learning outcomes compared to traditional methods while also reducing per-

student costs (Means, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2013). 

In the context of graduate education, blended learning offers unique advantages. It aligns 

well with the needs of mature, motivated learners who value flexibility, independence, and 

relevance. Blended learning facilitates the integration of theoretical knowledge with 

practical applications, supports research-based projects, and allows for real-time feedback 

from instructors and peers. Graduate students also benefit from access to global resources 

and communities of practice that may be unavailable in traditional face-to-face-only 

formats (Halverson & Graham, 2019). 

Despite these benefits, the implementation of blended learning presents notable challenges. 

One major obstacle is the technological infrastructure required to support blended 

environments. Reliable internet access, functional learning management systems (LMS), 

and digital tools are prerequisites for success. In many regions, including parts of Palestine, 

inconsistent access to technology remains a significant barrier to effective blended 

learning. Institutions must invest in infrastructure and ensure that all students and faculty 

have equitable access to the necessary tools (Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

Digital literacy and training present another challenge. Students and instructors must 

possess adequate skills to navigate online platforms, engage with digital resources, and 

communicate effectively in virtual environments. However, many faculty members lack 

confidence in using technology for instruction, and students often struggle with self-

regulation in online contexts. Comprehensive training and ongoing support are essential to 

build digital competence and comfort with blended learning models (Tomas, Salmerón, & 

Iglesias, 2019). 

Another significant concern is the quality of instructional design. Effective blended 

learning requires more than simply posting lectures online; it demands thoughtful 

integration of online and offline activities, alignment with learning outcomes, and the use 

of interactive pedagogies. Poorly designed blended courses can result in fragmented 

learning experiences, student confusion, and disengagement. Institutions must provide 

instructional design support to faculty and promote best practices in course development 

(Boelens, De Wever, & Voet, 2020). 

The issue of student engagement and motivation is also crucial. While some students thrive 

in flexible, self-paced environments, others may feel isolated or lack the self-discipline 

needed to manage their learning effectively. Without regular feedback, social interaction, 

and structure, learners may experience reduced motivation and increased dropout rates. 

Blended learning must include strategies to maintain connection, accountability, and 

encouragement, such as check-ins, discussion boards, and personalized feedback (Rasheed, 

Kamsin, & Abdullah, 2020). 
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Finally, assessment and evaluation in blended settings can be complex. Traditional 

methods may not translate effectively into digital environments, and instructors must 

develop new strategies for measuring learning outcomes. Formative assessments, e-

portfolios, and peer evaluations are among the tools used to address this challenge, but they 

require time, training, and technological competence to implement successfully (Gikandi, 

Morrow, & Davis, 2011). 

In summary, blended learning in higher education presents a compelling approach to 

modern teaching and learning, offering numerous advantages in flexibility, accessibility, 

and learner engagement. However, its implementation is accompanied by challenges that 

must be carefully addressed through strategic planning, institutional support, and 

pedagogical innovation. For graduate education in particular, blended learning offers a 

pathway to more personalized, effective, and meaningful learning experiences—provided 

the challenges are met with informed and intentional solutions (Graham, 2019; Boelens et 

al., 2020). 

 

2.6 Students’ Attitudes Toward Blended Learning 

 

Understanding students’ attitudes toward blended learning is essential for the successful 

implementation of this instructional approach, especially at the graduate level. Attitudes 

influence how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to blended environments, 

ultimately shaping their engagement, satisfaction, and academic achievement. The way 

students feel about blended learning—whether positively or negatively—can significantly 

affect their willingness to participate, their persistence in learning tasks, and their openness 

to new technologies and pedagogies (Al-Harbi, 2014). 

Research consistently shows that students’ attitudes toward blended learning are shaped by 

several interrelated factors, including perceived usefulness, ease of use, prior experience, 

digital literacy, and instructional design quality. When students perceive blended learning 

as useful and aligned with their academic or professional goals, they are more likely to 

engage actively and adopt it as a preferred mode of learning. Positive attitudes are also 

associated with a sense of control and autonomy, as students appreciate the flexibility of 

accessing course materials on their own time and at their own pace (Rasheed, Kamsin, & 

Abdullah, 2020). 

Many graduate students report that blended learning enhances their time management and 

learning efficiency, especially when online components are well-structured and 

complemented by meaningful face-to-face interactions. They value the opportunity to 

revisit online content, engage in reflective discussions, and collaborate with peers in 

multiple formats. This multimodal engagement can increase perceived relevance and depth 

of learning, particularly in programs that emphasize applied knowledge and real-world 

connections (Owston, York, & Murtha, 2013; Zhang & Dang, 2020). 

However, not all students respond to blended learning with enthusiasm. Some express 

concerns about the lack of immediate feedback in asynchronous settings or feel isolated 

due to reduced face-to-face contact. These negative perceptions are often linked to 

inadequate instructional design, poor integration between online and in-person 

components, or a mismatch between students' learning preferences and the demands of 
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blended environments. For example, learners who thrive on real-time discussions and 

social presence may find asynchronous forums impersonal or insufficiently engaging 

(Boelens, De Wever, & Voet, 2017). 

Technology readiness plays a critical role in shaping student attitudes. Learners with 

higher levels of digital literacy tend to feel more confident and competent in blended 

learning settings, which in turn fosters positive attitudes. Conversely, students with limited 

access to devices, weak internet connectivity, or low confidence in using online platforms 

may experience frustration, leading to resistance or disengagement. This challenge is 

particularly relevant in contexts like Palestine, where infrastructural disparities can 

significantly affect the quality and accessibility of digital learning (Tang, Yin, & Chaw, 

2021; Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

Cultural and demographic variables also influence students’ perceptions of blended 

learning. Studies indicate that age, gender, employment status, and academic discipline can 

impact students’ expectations and experiences. For instance, mature students or those with 

professional commitments often appreciate the flexibility of blended models, while 

younger students may struggle with self-regulation and motivation in online environments. 

Additionally, students in technical or science-based programs may respond differently to 

blended instruction than those in humanities or education disciplines due to variations in 

course structure and delivery expectations (Itasanmi, Yaya, & Olanrewaju, 2024; Kumar, 

Chand, & Choudhary, 2021). 

Another important dimension is students’ belief in their own ability to succeed in a blended 

context, also known as academic self-efficacy. When students feel capable of navigating 

online systems, managing their time, and understanding course materials independently, 

they are more likely to develop positive attitudes toward blended learning. This highlights 

the importance of orientation programs, support services, and instructor presence in 

shaping learner confidence and success (Artino, 2008). 

Instructor behavior and pedagogical strategies are also key determinants of student 

attitudes. Learners are more likely to develop favorable views of blended learning when 

instructors are responsive, organized, and present—both online and in person. Clear 

communication, timely feedback, and an inclusive atmosphere foster trust and motivation. 

Conversely, courses that lack coherence or appear to be hastily assembled may erode 

students’ confidence and interest (Halverson & Graham, 2019). 

Importantly, attitudes toward blended learning are not static; they evolve with exposure 

and experience. As students become more familiar with online tools and develop strategies 

for self-regulated learning, their confidence and comfort often increase. Positive prior 

experiences can build momentum, while poorly executed courses may leave lasting 

negative impressions. For this reason, consistent quality and thoughtful design across 

blended programs are essential to sustaining positive attitudes and engagement (Boelens, 

De Wever, & Voet, 2020). 

In the Palestinian context, the COVID-19 pandemic served as a catalyst for rapid adoption 

of blended learning, creating both opportunities and obstacles. While many students 

welcomed the increased flexibility, others struggled with unprepared systems, limited 

technical support, and unclear expectations. As universities continue to refine their blended 
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learning strategies, understanding student perceptions and attitudes remains crucial to 

improving the educational experience (Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

In conclusion, students’ attitudes toward blended learning are shaped by a complex 

interplay of individual, instructional, technological, and contextual factors. Positive 

attitudes are associated with increased engagement, satisfaction, and achievement, while 

negative perceptions can hinder learning and program effectiveness. For graduate 

education to fully benefit from blended learning, institutions must prioritize learner 

support, instructional design quality, and ongoing evaluation of student experiences. Only 

then can blended learning become not just a necessity, but a preferred and empowering 

approach to higher education (Al-Harbi, 2014; Boelens et al., 2020). 

 

 

2.7 Blended Learning in the Palestinian Context 

 

The integration of blended learning into higher education systems in Palestine represents a 

significant shift in pedagogical practice, prompted by a combination of global trends and 

local imperatives. While blended learning has gained momentum worldwide over the past 

two decades, its emergence in Palestine has been more recent, influenced heavily by 

political, infrastructural, and socio-economic realities. Understanding this context is 

essential for assessing both the potential and the limitations of blended learning among 

graduate students in Palestinian universities (Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

The adoption of blended learning in Palestine accelerated dramatically following the 

COVID-19 pandemic in 2020. As universities across the region were forced to close their 

physical campuses, online education became the primary mode of instruction. This 

emergency shift exposed numerous challenges, including the lack of preparedness among 

institutions, limited access to digital infrastructure, and significant gaps in digital literacy 

among faculty and students alike. However, it also served as a catalyst for the exploration 

of more sustainable, flexible, and contextually appropriate models of learning, leading to a 

broader institutional embrace of blended formats (Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

In contrast to countries with long-established e-learning ecosystems, the Palestinian higher 

education system has had to navigate unique structural obstacles. These include unstable 

internet access in some areas, intermittent electricity supply, and political restrictions on 

mobility and resource distribution. Such conditions make fully online learning difficult to 

sustain. Blended learning offers a middle ground—allowing for the use of digital platforms 

while preserving some degree of face-to-face engagement that is vital for community-

building and support (Nazzal, Al-Dabbagh, & Mustafa, 2023). 

Despite these constraints, Palestinian universities have demonstrated increasing 

commitment to integrating blended learning into their academic systems. Al-Quds Open 

University, as the national leader in open and distance education, has played a pioneering 

role by developing comprehensive e-learning infrastructure and extensive experience in 

digital pedagogy. In parallel, institutions such as Al-Quds University, Birzeit University, 

and An-Najah National University have initiated formal strategies to expand blended 

delivery, including investments in learning management systems (e.g., Moodle), faculty 

development programs in digital teaching, and curriculum redesign for hybrid formats. 
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These collective efforts reflect a broader movement not only to meet the demands of post-

pandemic recovery but also to align higher education in Palestine with global educational 

innovations (Thaher & AbuShaaban, 2021). 

For graduate students in particular, blended learning has introduced both opportunities and 

tensions. On one hand, many students appreciate the flexibility it provides, especially those 

balancing work, family responsibilities, and academic commitments. The asynchronous 

nature of online components allows them to study at times that suit their schedules, while 

face-to-face sessions retain the personal interaction that is often necessary for complex 

discussions and critical thinking. On the other hand, the digital divide remains a pressing 

issue. Students from rural areas or low-income backgrounds often lack access to reliable 

internet, devices, or digital skills, placing them at a disadvantage compared to their urban 

peers (Shaheen, 2022). 

Another challenge in the Palestinian context is the limited availability of contextualized 

digital content. Much of the e-learning material currently used is translated or adapted from 

international sources, which may not fully reflect local realities, languages, or cultural 

nuances. This disconnect can reduce student engagement and the perceived relevance of 

course content. Efforts to develop localized, Arabic-language digital materials that address 

Palestinian societal and professional contexts are still in their early stages (Hammoudeh, 

Al-Khatib, & Saleh, 2022). 

The role of faculty members is also critical in shaping the success of blended learning. 

Many Palestinian educators have expressed concern about their lack of training in online 

pedagogy, the increased workload associated with managing hybrid courses, and the 

absence of clear institutional policies or incentives. Faculty development initiatives—often 

supported by international cooperation programs—are beginning to address these gaps, but 

more systematic efforts are needed to ensure consistency and sustainability (Zalat, Hamed, 

& Bolbol, 2021). 

Despite these challenges, several promising practices have emerged. Some graduate 

programs have begun to use blended learning not only as a delivery method but as a means 

to promote innovation and resilience. For instance, blended project-based learning models 

have been piloted to support community engagement, research, and problem-solving in 

real-world contexts. These approaches align well with the goals of graduate education, 

which emphasize applied learning, interdisciplinary collaboration, and leadership 

development (Abu-Dabat & Qawasmeh, 2022). 

Furthermore, Palestinian students are increasingly expressing positive attitudes toward 

blended learning—provided that the platforms are user-friendly, the course structure is 

coherent, and instructors are responsive. Graduate students appreciated the ability to 

rewatch recorded lectures, engage in asynchronous discussions, and access course 

materials at any time. However, they also emphasized the importance of maintaining 

regular live sessions to build academic community and clarify complex topics (Odeh & 

Tannous, 2021). 

Policymakers and university leaders in Palestine are recognizing the need to 

institutionalize blended learning beyond the pandemic context. The Palestinian Ministry of 

Higher Education and Scientific Research has initiated discussions on national standards 

for digital and hybrid education. While these efforts are still emerging, they reflect a 
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broader shift toward acknowledging blended learning not just as an emergency response, 

but as a strategic direction for educational development (MOHE, 2023). 

In summary, the implementation of blended learning in Palestine is both a response to 

external pressures and an opportunity for transformative change. While infrastructural and 

pedagogical challenges persist, the growing adoption of blended models by Palestinian 

universities—and the evolving attitudes of students and faculty—suggest a promising 

future. For graduate students in particular, blended learning offers a flexible and potentially 

empowering approach to advanced education, provided that it is thoughtfully designed, 

locally relevant, and equitably supported (Younis & Alyan, 2022). 

 

2.8 Related Studies 

 

Shi and Zhu (2025) investigated the pedagogical impact of blended learning on 

undergraduate art management students at Sichuan College, China. The study involved 61 

students divided into experimental and control groups over eight weeks. Using a mixed-

methods design, data were collected through pre- and post-tests and open-ended 

questionnaires. The intervention integrated the Chaoxing platform with face-to-face 

instruction. Results showed significant improvements in academic performance, 

managerial competencies, and problem-solving skills for the blended group. Students 

reported enhanced accessibility, interaction, and learning support. The study concluded 

that digital platforms can substantially improve learning outcomes in arts and management 

education. Recommendations included broader implementation of blended platforms and 

emphasis on student-centered digital instruction. 

Exploring the effectiveness of blended learning in teacher education, Uddin (2024) focused 

on 92 pre-service B.Ed. students in Kolkata, India, using a pretest-posttest quasi-

experimental design. The experimental group received blended instruction, while the 

control group followed traditional methods. Learning outcomes were measured through a 

standardized test with strong reliability (α = .82). Results indicated significant performance 

gains for the blended group, with gender showing no moderating effect. The study 

highlighted blended learning as an inclusive pedagogical tool and recommended its 

broader integration in B.Ed. curricula. 

 Zakaria et al. (2024) evaluated a station rotation blended learning model in a secondary 

vocational JavaScript course. Students were assigned to blended and traditional groups 

over one term. Quantitative tests and engagement logs, analyzed using EDM techniques, 

indicated higher knowledge retention, problem-solving ability, and active participation in 

the blended group. The study recommended incorporating station rotation models, 

leveraging learning analytics, and training teachers for hybrid instruction. 

Cai (2024) compared blended learning and traditional instruction among 102 

undergraduate English majors over a 12-week semester. Engagement was measured via a 

validated Likert questionnaire (α = .88), and language skills assessed through standardized 

tests in reading, vocabulary, and listening. The blended cohort achieved higher engagement 

and skill gains (15–20% improvements) and reported increased motivation and autonomy. 

The study recommended integrating digital resources, faculty development, and ongoing 

engagement monitoring. 
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Lin (2024) examined a semester-long blended writing program for 65 second-year English 

majors in China. Combining online modules with face-to-face workshops, writing 

proficiency was measured across grammar, vocabulary, and structural coherence. 

Significant gains were observed, particularly in structural coherence. Students valued 

online flexibility and interactive workshops. Recommendations included professional 

development, culturally relevant digital content, and iterative feedback processes. 

Tabassum et al. (2024) assessed 319 undergraduates in Pakistan using a pretest-posttest 

survey across performance, engagement, and satisfaction dimensions (α = .88). Blended 

learning significantly improved all outcomes (performance +12%, engagement +18%, 

satisfaction +15%). The study highlighted the cognitive and affective benefits of blended 

strategies and recommended investing in infrastructure, faculty training, and discipline-

specific module customization. 

Yang and Phongsatha (2024) studied 64 digital media art students in a computer-aided UI 

design course. The blended group used the Superstar system for eight weeks, alternating 

online tutorials with hands-on workshops. Post-course assessments showed superior 

performance in conceptual knowledge, creativity, aesthetics, and attendance. Students 

appreciated flexibility and asynchronous collaboration. Recommendations included 

adopting station rotation models, robust LMS use, instructor training, and performance 

analytics. 

Dorji and Dorji (2024) implemented a six-week blended history program with 51 Grade IX 

students in Bhutan. Experimental students accessed online modules alongside lectures, 

while the control group received traditional instruction. Achievement tests showed 

significantly higher scores in the blended group. The study recommended adopting blended 

strategies, investing in teacher training, and conducting larger-scale research for long-term 

optimization. 

Chakawodza et al. (2024) examined blended learning in Grade 12 Organic Chemistry with 

200 South African students. A station rotation approach combining online multimedia and 

lab sessions led to significantly higher achievement and retention compared to traditional 

instruction. The study recommended broader adoption, digital infrastructure investment, 

teacher training, and use of analytics for instructional refinement. 

Abdissa et al. (2024) studied 83 Grade 10 students’ conceptual understanding in 

mathematics using a lab rotation blended model. The experimental group showed 

significant post-test gains across functions and polynomial topics (η² = .269, d = 1.016). 

The study recommended integrating blended approaches, teacher professional 

development, and supporting infrastructure enhancements to improve conceptual mastery. 

Rayyan et al. (2024) investigated the impact of blended learning on self-efficacy and GPA 

among 120 undergraduates. The experimental group participated in online modules and 

discussion forums alongside lectures. Results showed greater GSE gains (+12.4 vs. +4.7) 

and a positive correlation with GPA (r = .52). Recommendations included integrating 

blended modalities, faculty training, and ongoing self-efficacy assessments. 

Shahid (2024) identified predictors of blended learning effectiveness among 236 Master’s 

Chemical Engineering students in the UK. Using surveys and regression analyses, key 

factors included positive attitudes (β = .32), self-regulated learning (β = .27), and task–

technology fit (β = .29). Synchronous activities contributed to satisfaction and 
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performance. Recommendations focused on robust LMS alignment, targeted student 

support, and interactive, practice-oriented sessions. 

Lv and Li (2024) explored behavioral intentions and self-efficacy influences on blended 

learning effectiveness among 167 Chinese undergraduates using UTAUT2. SEM analysis 

showed hedonic motivation and self-efficacy were strongest predictors of perceived 

learning effectiveness. The study recommended aligning instructional design with 

motivational drivers, enhancing autonomy, and optimizing platform usability. 

Ali (2023) surveyed 407 university students across eight disciplines in the Maldives 

regarding BL perceptions. Positive attitudes were reported for accessibility and flexibility, 

though barriers included internet reliability and technical support. Significant differences 

emerged across disciplines and residence locations. Recommendations included discipline-

specific BL design, digital infrastructure improvement, technical support, and phased 

implementation. 

Tussupbekova et al. (2022) studied 81 master’s students in Kazakhstan using mixed 

methods to examine BL impact on teacher-leadership skills. Surveys and 17 interviews 

revealed flexibility, collaboration, and leadership skill development, though face-to-face 

feedback remained preferred. Recommendations included balancing interaction types, 

enhancing online feedback, and embedding leadership activities. 

         Voronin et al. (2020) investigated project-based blended learning with 38 

postgraduate biology and chemistry teachers in Russia. Face-to-face seminars, online 

modules, and collaborative platforms facilitated project development applied directly in 

classrooms. Results showed improved instructional planning, technology integration, and 

learner-centered pedagogy. Recommendations included scaling the model and institutional 

support for project-based blended teacher education. 

 

2.9  Commentary  on  Related  Empirical  Studies 

 

A comprehensive examination of the fifteen reviewed studies reveals four overarching 

themes:  the positive impact of blended learning on student outcomes, the critical role of 

contextual and demographic factors, methodological diversity with corresponding  

strengths  and  limitations,  and  persistent  gaps  that  inform  the  direction  of  the  

present  research. 

 

2.9.1.  Positive  Impact  on  Learning  Outcomes: 

 

Across  diverse  contexts—from  art  management  in  China  (Shi  &  Zhu,  2025)  and  

computer‐aided  UI  design  in  Thailand  (Yang  &  Phongsatha,  2024)  to  chemistry  in  

South  Africa  (Chakawodza  et  al.,  2024)  and  mathematics  in  Ethiopia  (Abdissa  et  

al.,  2024)—blended  learning  consistently  yielded  significant  improvements  in  

academic  performance,  conceptual  understanding,  and  skill  development.  

Mixed-methods  designs  (Uddin,  2024;  Malone  et  al.,  2022)  and  quasi-experimental  

approaches  (Dorji  &  Dorji,  2024;  Tabassum  et  al.,  2024)  demonstrated  that  students  

exposed  to  hybrid  instruction  outperformed  control  groups  in  pre-  and  post-test  

measures.  Moreover,  qualitative  evidence  (Boelens  et  al.,  2020;  Tussupbekova  et  al.,  
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2022)  reinforced  these  quantitative  gains  by  highlighting  increased  engagement,  

motivation,  and  deeper  application  of  theory  to  practice.  Collectively,  these  findings  

establish  a  robust  empirical  foundation  for  the  efficacy  of  blended  learning  in  

higher  education  settings. 

 

2.9.2.  Contextual  and  Demographic  Moderators: 

 

Several  studies  underscore  that  the  benefits  of  blended  learning  are  mediated  by  

demographic  and  contextual  variables.  Itasanmi  et  al.  (2024)  and  Uddin  (2024)  

found  that  employment  status,  age,  and  prior  digital  literacy  significantly  shaped  

student  preferences  and  outcomes.  Similarly,  Ali  (2023)  and  Lv  and  Li  (2024)  

revealed  disciplinary  and  motivational  differences,  indicating  that  science  and  

engineering  students  often  hold  more  positive  attitudes  than  peers  in  tourism  or  

business  faculties.  Localized  investigations  in  Palestine  (Odeh  &  Tannous,  2021;  

Hammoudeh  et  al.,  2022;  Younis  &  Alyan,  2022)  further  emphasized  the  influence  

of  infrastructure,  cultural  expectations,  and  language  on  adoption  and  satisfaction.  

These findings underscore the need for tailored implementation strategies and demonstrate 

that considering demographic profiles is crucial for optimizing blended learning 

experiences when evaluating blended learning programs.  

 

2.9.3.  Methodological  Strengths  and  Limitations: 

 

The  methodological  spectrum  of  these  studies from  large-scale  surveys  (Ali,  2023;  

Zhang  &  Dang,  2020)  to  in-depth  qualitative  inquiries  (Boelens  et  al.,  2020)—

provides  both  breadth  and  depth.  Rigorous  designs  employing  validated  instruments  

(Shi  &  Zhu,  2025;  Lin,  2024)  and  advanced  statistical  analyses  (Lv  &  Li,  2024;  

Shahid,  2024)  lend  credibility  to  reported  effects.  Mixed-method  sequential  

explanatory  frameworks  (Malone  et  al.,  2022;  Tussupbekova  et  al.,  2022)  offer  rich,  

triangulated  insights.  Yet,  limitations  persist:  small  sample  sizes  in  project-based  

cases  (Dorji  &  Dorji,  2024),  limited  generalizability  due  to  convenience  sampling  

(Yang  &  Phongsatha,  2024),  and  uneven  reporting  of  instrument  validity  and  

reliability  (Voronin  et  al.,  2020).  Furthermore,  few  studies  longitudinally  track  

attitudinal  shifts  over  time  (Artal-Sevil  et  al.,  2022),  and  most  rely  on  self-reported  

data,  which  may  introduce  response  bias. 

 

2.9.4.  Gaps  and  Justification  for  the  Present  Study: 

 

Despite  widespread  evidence  of  blended  learning’s  efficacy,  critical  gaps  remain.  

First,  while  demographic  moderators  are  recognized,  there  is  a  paucity  of  research  

in  conflict-affected  or  politically  unstable  regions  akin  to  the  Palestinian  context—an  

environment  where  emotional  stressors  may  uniquely  impact  learning  modalities.  

Second,  existing  studies  predominantly  evaluate  short-term  outcomes;  longitudinal  

assessments  of  sustained  engagement  and  transfer  of  skills  are  scarce.  Third,  

although  many  investigations  document  perceptions  and  performance,  few  
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systematically  link  blended  learning  designs  (e.g.,  rotation  models,  tool-specific  

features)  to  specific  learner  outcomes  and  attitudinal  changes.  Finally,  the  interaction  

between  institutional  readiness,  faculty  training,  and  student  self-efficacy  remains  

under-explored. 

Together,  these  gaps  underscore  the  need  for  a  comprehensive,  context-sensitive  

study  at  Al-Quds  University  that  employs  a  mixed-methods  approach  to  assess  not  

only  immediate  learning  outcomes  and  attitudes  but  also  the  longitudinal  adoption  

patterns  and  institutional  factors  that  facilitate  or  hinder  the  sustained  integration  of  

blended  learning.  Such  an  inquiry  will  address  under-researched  dimensions—

particularly  in  politically  complex  settings—and  contribute  critical  evidence  to  both  

theory  and  practice. 

What distinguishes the present study is its focus on graduate students at Al-Quds 

University, situated within a politically complex context, which has been largely 

underexplored in previous research. By employing a stratified sampling strategy and a 

descriptive-analytical approach, the study not only assesses students’ perceptions and 

attitudes toward blended learning but also examines differences across gender, faculty, and 

age. The findings reveal nuanced insights, such as higher positive attitudes among students 

in scientific faculties and generally favorable perceptions across all demographic groups, 

highlighting both the strengths and limitations of blended learning implementation. This 

context-specific investigation contributes uniquely to the literature by linking institutional, 

pedagogical, and demographic factors to students’ experiences, thereby providing 

actionable recommendations to enhance infrastructure, faculty training, and the design and 

management of digital learning environments at the postgraduate level. 
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Chapter Three 

 Methodology and Procedures  

 
3. Methodology and Procedures  

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter presents the methodological and procedural framework of the study, which 

investigates the actual use of blended learning among postgraduate students at Al-Quds 

University and their attitudes toward it. Building on the theoretical background of blended 

learning and prior research in similar contexts, the study’s instruments, questions, and 

hypotheses were carefully developed. The chapter details the research methodology, the 

sampling strategy and demographic characteristics of participants, and provides a 

comprehensive description of the measurement tool, including its domains, items, and 

psychometric properties (validity and reliability). Additionally, it outlines the statistical 

methods applied for data processing and analysis, ensuring a rigorous approach to 

addressing the study questions and testing its hypotheses. 

 

3.2 Research Methodology 

 

The researcher adopted the mixed-methods approach (quantitative and qualitative) for this 

study, as it best suits the nature and objectives of the research problem. This approach 

combines the strengths of both the descriptive-analytical quantitative method and the 

qualitative interpretive method, allowing for a more comprehensive understanding of 

postgraduate students’ perceptions and attitudes toward blended learning at Al-Quds 

University. 

The quantitative component was employed through a structured questionnaire designed to 

measure students’ perceptions of the actual application of blended learning and their 

attitudes toward it across different demographic variables (gender, faculty, and age). This 

part aimed to provide measurable data that could be statistically analyzed to identify 

patterns, relationships, and significant differences among variables. 
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Meanwhile, the qualitative component was implemented through open-ended questions 

and semi-structured interviews, which explored participants’ deeper experiences, 

challenges, and suggestions regarding blended learning. This qualitative inquiry enriched 

the quantitative findings by capturing the contextual and personal nuances behind the 

numerical results. 

The integration of both methods enabled triangulation of data—enhancing the validity and 

reliability of the results—and allowed the researcher to interpret the phenomenon from 

both numerical and experiential perspectives. 

Procedurally, the study involved data collection, classification, statistical analysis, thematic 

coding of qualitative responses, and interpretation within the framework of blended 

learning theories and the local academic context, leading to generalizable and evidence-

based conclusions. 

 

3.3 Study Population 

 

The study population comprises all postgraduate students enrolled at Al-Quds University 

during the 2024/2025 academic year. These students come from a range of specific 

graduate programs offered across the university’s faculties, including master’s and doctoral 

tracks in fields such as Public Health (e.g., Epidemiology, Community Mental Health, 

Disease Control), Biochemistry and Molecular Biology, Medical Imaging Technology and 

Physiotherapy, along with graduate programs in Educational Sciences, Law and 

Constitutional/Administrative Disputes, Criminal Psychology, and other specializations 

indicative of both scientific and humanities disciplines. These programs are housed within 

faculties such as the Faculty of Public Health, Faculty of Medicine, Faculty of Health 

Professions, Faculty of Educational Sciences, Faculty of Law and Sharia, and additional 

postgraduate offerings spread across the university’s fifteen faculties. According to the 

Deanship of Graduate Studies at Al-Quds University, approximately 1705 male and female 

postgraduate students are enrolled in these programs, representing diverse academic 

specializations, age groups, and modes of study (full-time/part-time), thereby providing a 

suitable environment for investigating the actual use of blended learning and students’ 

attitudes toward it. 

 

3.4 Study Sample 

 

3.4.1 Sample of the Quantitative Study 

 

The study sample consisted of (278) male and female postgraduate students from Al-Quds 

University during the second semester of the academic year 2024/2025. The sample was 

selected using a stratified random sampling method, ensuring representation of gender, 

faculty (scientific/humanities), and age group variables, to achieve a balanced and 

comprehensive representation of the study population. 
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Table (3.1) shows the distribution of sample members according to the following 

demographic variables: 

Table 3.1: Distribution of Sample Members by Study Variables 

Variable Count Percentage 

Distribution of Sample Members by Student Gender 
  

Male 142 51.1% 

Female 136 48.9% 

Distribution of Sample Members by Faculty 
  

Scientific 158 56.8% 

Humanities 120 43.2% 

Distribution of Sample Members by Age Group 
  

Less than 25 years 74 26.6% 

25 to 35 years 142 51.1% 

More than 35 years 62 22.3% 

Total 278 100% 

In the present study, several key demographic variables were included to examine potential 

differences in postgraduate students’ perceptions and attitudes toward blended learning at 

Al-Quds University. Gender was considered to explore whether male and female students 

demonstrate distinct patterns in engagement, usage, or attitudes, as prior research has 

indicated possible gender-based variations in technology adoption and learning 

preferences. Age was included to account for potential generational differences, since 

younger and older postgraduate students may differ in digital literacy, familiarity with e-

learning tools, and adaptability to blended learning environments. Faculty or academic 

specialization was also incorporated, distinguishing between students in scientific and 

humanities faculties, to investigate whether disciplinary context influences students’ 

experiences and attitudes, given the variation in course content, pedagogical approaches, 

and technology integration across fields. By including these variables, the study aims to 

provide a nuanced understanding of how demographic and contextual factors may 

moderate students’ perceptions and attitudes, thereby allowing for more precise 

interpretation of the findings and recommendations tailored to diverse student populations. 

 

3.4.2 Sample of the Qualitative Study 

 

The qualitative component of the study relied on semi-structured interviews conducted 

with a purposeful sample of postgraduate students at Al-Quds University. A total of ten 

(10) graduate students were selected to participate in the interviews. The selection was 

based on their actual experience with blended learning and their willingness to provide in-

depth reflections on its implementation. 
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The interview sample was not intended for statistical generalization, but rather to obtain 

rich, detailed insights that support, explain, and deepen the quantitative findings derived 

from the questionnaire. The number of interviewees was deemed sufficient, as data 

saturation was reached, with recurring themes and perspectives emerging across 

participants’ responses. 

 

3.5  Study Instruments 

 

3.5.1.  Scale Development Steps 

 

The researcher developed the study instrument, a validated questionnaire designed to 

measure the actual use of blended learning among postgraduate students at Al-Quds 

University and their attitudes towards it. This instrument was specifically tailored to align 

with the study's objectives and local context, drawing upon relevant educational and 

theoretical literature, as well as benefiting from similar questionnaires found in previous 

Arab and international studies. 

The final version of the questionnaire consists of (35) items distributed across two main 

domains, each containing a set of sub-dimensions, as follows: 

First: "Actual Blended Learning" Domain (16 items) This domain includes four sub-

dimensions: 

 Infrastructure (4 items): Measures the availability of technical equipment and 

physical environment necessary for implementing blended learning. 

 Actual Use (4 items): Explores students' feelings and actual experiences in dealing with 

this model. 

 Technical and Logistical Support (4 items): Monitors the availability of institutional, 

administrative, and technical support. 

 Impact of Use (4 items): Evaluates the outcomes perceived by students from the 

application of blended learning. 

Second: "Students' Attitudes Towards Blended Learning" Domain (19 items) This 

domain includes two sub-dimensions: 

 Attitude Towards the Blended Learning Process (9 items): Measures students' 

general attitudes towards the blended learning experience and its comparison with 

traditional learning. 

 Students' Attitudes Towards Blended Learning Content (10 items): Evaluates their 

assessment of digital activities and blended course content in terms of usefulness, 

interactivity, and engagement. 

The questionnaire was constructed using a five-point Likert scale, with responses ranging 

from "Strongly Agree" (5 points) to "Strongly Disagree" (1 point). Accordingly: 

 The maximum possible score on the questionnaire is (175). 

 The minimum possible score is (35). 

 

Qualitative Instrument: Open-Ended Questions and Semi-Structured Interviews 

To complement the quantitative questionnaire and to gain deeper insights into students’ 

lived experiences with blended learning, the researcher designed a qualitative instrument 
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consisting of a series of open-ended questions administered through written responses and 

semi-structured interviews. 

This instrument aimed to capture the nuances, perceptions, and contextual factors that 

could not be fully expressed through the quantitative scale. 

The qualitative tool was developed in alignment with the study’s objectives and theoretical 

framework and was validated through expert review to ensure clarity, linguistic accuracy, 

and content relevance. The open-ended items were designed to elicit reflective and 

experience-based responses about various aspects of blended learning at Al-Quds 

University. 

The final version of the qualitative instrument comprised ten key open-ended questions, 

organized around the following thematic areas. The complete set of questions is provided 

in Appendix B. This arrangement allows for a detailed examination of participants’ 

perceptions, experiences, and attitudes toward blended learning, while keeping the main 

text concise and focused. 

Overall Experience: Exploring students’ general perceptions of blended learning, including 

its advantages, challenges, and influence on time management and motivation. 

Challenges and Obstacles: Identifying the most significant technical, organizational, or 

pedagogical barriers encountered by students during blended learning. 

Institutional Support: Investigating the types and adequacy of support services (technical, 

academic, and administrative) provided by the university. 

Comparison with Traditional Learning: Examining students’ comparative perspectives on 

blended versus face-to-face learning environments. 

Skill Development: Assessing the perceived impact of blended learning on academic, 

professional, and self-management skills. 

Improvement Suggestions: Collecting students’ recommendations for enhancing the 

blended learning experience and its implementation. 

Participants were encouraged to elaborate freely on each question and provide concrete 

examples when possible. 

The semi-structured interview format allowed for probing and clarification to ensure rich, 

detailed, and authentic data. 

All qualitative responses were recorded, transcribed, and later subjected to thematic 

analysis using an inductive coding approach to identify recurrent patterns and categories. 

These themes were then integrated with the quantitative findings to provide a holistic 

interpretation of the research problem. 

 

3.5.2.  Psychometric Properties of the Study Scale 

 

3.5.2.1.  Expert Validity (Face Validity): 

 

The face validity of the instrument was ensured by presenting it to a number of experts 

specializing in curricula and teaching methods, educational technologies, and educational 

psychology. The instrument also underwent academic review by the supervisory 

committee, as documented in Appendix D, before being applied to the study sample to 

ensure its linguistic, cognitive, and cultural suitability. 
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3.5.2.2.  Internal Consistency Validity: 

 

The researcher assessed the instrument's validity by calculating the internal consistency of 

the study instrument through estimating the correlation coefficient of each item with the 

total score of the instrument, as shown in the table below: 

Table (3.2): Correlation Coefficients Between Each Item's Score and the Total Score of the 

Study Instrument 

Item 

No. 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Significance 

Level 

Item 

No. 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Significance 

Level 

Item 

No. 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Significance 

Level 

1 0.678 0.01 13 0.492 0.01 25 0.657 0.05 

2 0.762 0.01 14 0.582 0.01 26 0.568 0.05 

3 0.721 0.01 15 0.652 0.05 27 0.577 0.01 

4 0.594 0.01 16 0.535 0.01 28 0.570 0.01 

5 0.513 0.05 17 0.535 0.01 29 0.657 0.01 

6 0.510 0.05 18 0.621 0.01 30 0.731 0.01 

7 0.634 0.05 19 0.536 0.01 31 0.524 0.01 

8 0.579 0.01 20 0.598 0.01 32 0.713 0.01 

9 0.518 0.05 21 0.530 0.01 33 0.671 0.05 

10 0.679 0.01 22 0.567 0.01 34 0.862 0.01 

11 0.583 0.01 23 0.734 0.01 35 0.633 0.01 

12 0.568 0.01 24 0.612 0.01 
   

The internal consistency of the study instrument was verified by applying it to a pilot 

sample of (30) students outside the study sample. Then, Pearson's correlation coefficient 

was calculated between each item of the scale and its total score. The correlation 

coefficients between the scale items ranged from (0.510) to (0.862), which are statistically 

significant at a significance level of (0.01) and (0.05). This indicates that the scale 

possesses acceptable internal consistency validity. 

 

3.5.2.3. Construct Validity: 

 

To verify the construct validity of the domains, the researcher calculated the correlation 

coefficients between the score of each domain of the study instrument and other domains, 

as well as each domain with the total score of the instrument. Table (3.3) illustrates this. 
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Table (3.3): Correlation Coefficients of Each Domain of the Study Instrument with the 

Total Score 

Scale 

Dimensions 
Infrastructure 

Actual 

Use 

Technical 

and 

Logistical 

Support 

Impact 

of Use 

Attitude 

Towards 

Blended 

Learning 

Process 

Attitude 

Towards 

Blended 

Learning 

Content 

Total 

Score 

Infrastructure 1.000 
      

Actual Use 0.642 1.000 
     

Technical and 

Logistical 

Support 

0.688 0.733 1.000 
    

Impact of Use 0.655 0.689 0.715 1.000 
   

Attitude 

Towards 

Blended 

Learning 

Process 

0.621 0.654 0.691 0.677 1.000 
  

Attitude 

Towards 

Blended 

Learning 

Content 

0.609 0.628 0.667 0.701 0.744 1.000 
 

Total Score 0.782 0.801 0.817 0.794 0.812 0.806 1.000 

** Significance level at (0.01) 

It is evident from the preceding table that all domains are correlated with each other and 

with the total score of the study instrument with a statistically significant correlation at a 

significance level of (0.01). This confirms that the questionnaire possesses a high degree of 

reliability and internal consistency. 

 

3.5.2.4 Reliability of the Quantitative Instrument (Questionnaire) 

 

Given that the questionnaire was structured into two main sections, each measuring a 

distinct construct, reliability analysis was conducted separately for each section, in addition 

to examining the reliability of the overall instrument. The two sections are: 

(A) Actual Use of Blended Learning and 

(B) Graduate Students’ Attitudes toward Blended Learning. 

The reliability of the quantitative instrument was assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha 

coefficient, which is widely used to determine the internal consistency of Likert-type 

scales. In educational research, alpha values of 0.70 or higher are considered acceptable, 

while values above 0.80 indicate high reliability. 

Reliability of Section (A): Actual Use of Blended Learning 

Section (A) consists of 16 items distributed across four sub-dimensions: Infrastructure, 

Actual Use, Technical and Logistical Support, and Impact of Use. Cronbach’s Alpha 

coefficients were calculated for each sub-dimension as well as for the entire section. The 
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results demonstrated high internal consistency across all sub-dimensions, with alpha values 

exceeding the acceptable threshold, indicating that the items consistently measure the 

construct of actual blended learning use. 

Reliability of Section (B): Graduate Students’ Attitudes toward Blended Learning 

Section (B) comprises 19 items distributed across two sub-dimensions: Attitudes toward 

the Blended Learning Process and Attitudes toward Blended Learning Content. Cronbach’s 

Alpha coefficients were calculated for each sub-dimension and for the section as a whole. 

The obtained values indicate a high level of internal consistency, confirming that the items 

reliably measure students’ attitudinal orientations toward blended learning. 

Overall Reliability of the Questionnaire 

In addition to section-level reliability, Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated for the entire 

questionnaire (35 items). The overall reliability coefficient reached α = 0.937, indicating 

excellent internal consistency and confirming the robustness of the instrument for 

subsequent statistical analyses. 

It should be noted that Cronbach’s Alpha was applied exclusively to the quantitative 

questionnaire (Instrument A), as reliability coefficients based on internal consistency are 

not methodologically applicable to qualitative instruments such as open-ended questions or 

semi-structured interviews (Instrument B). 

Table (3.4): Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for Questionnaire Sections and Sub-

Dimensions 

Questionnaire Section / 

Dimension 
Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Section A: Actual Use of 

Blended Learning 
16 — 

Infrastructure 4 0.84 

Actual Use 4 0.86 

Technical and Logistical 

Support 
4 0.88 

Impact of Use 4 0.83 

 

Section B: Students’ 

Attitudes toward Blended 

Learning 

19 — 

Attitudes toward the Blended 

Learning Process 
9 0.89 

Attitudes toward Blended 

Learning Content 
10 0.90 

Total Questionnaire 35 0.937 

 

3.6  Scale Scoring 

 

A five-point Likert scale was utilized to measure participants' responses, with each of the 

five alternatives assigned a specific numerical value. The scoring was assigned as follows: 

Strongly Disagree (1 point), Disagree (2 points), Neutral (3 points), Agree (4 points), and 

Strongly Agree (5 points). 
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For the purpose of data analysis and determining the level of responses, the mean scores 

were interpreted using the following criteria: 

 Mean scores ranging from 1.00 to 2.33 were categorized as a Low level of agreement. 

 Mean scores ranging from 2.34 to 3.67 were categorized as a Medium level of 

agreement. 

 Mean scores ranging from 3.68 to 5.00 were categorized as a High level of agreement. 

This systematic scoring key ensures the accurate and objective classification of the study's 

results, reflecting the degree of agreement with the scale's dimensions. 

 

3.7  Study Variables 

 

The present study included the following variables: 

First: Main Dependent Variables 

1. Graduate Students’ Perceptions of the Actual Application of Blended Learning 

This variable refers to postgraduate students’ evaluations of how blended learning is 

implemented at Al-Quds University. It is measured through four dimensions: 

infrastructure, actual use, technical and logistical support, and perceived impact of 

blended learning. 

2. Graduate Students’ Attitudes Toward Blended Learning 

This variable reflects postgraduate students’ overall attitudinal orientations toward 

blended learning. It consists of two main dimensions: attitudes toward the blended 

learning process and attitudes toward blended learning content. 

 

Second: Independent Variables (Demographic Variables) 

These variables were used to examine differences in students’ perceptions and attitudes 

toward blended learning: 

 Gender: (Male / Female) 

 Faculty: (Scientific Faculties / Humanities Faculties) 

 Age: (Less than 25 years, 25–35 years, More than 35 years) 

 

3.8 Study Procedures 

 

After developing the study instruments and ensuring their validity and reliability, the 

researcher implemented the study procedures in a systematic and sequential manner as 

follows: 

First, the quantitative instrument (questionnaire) was finalized after verifying its 

psychometric properties through appropriate statistical methods, including content validity 

(expert review), internal consistency reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha, and the split-half 

reliability method. Following this, the questionnaire was administered to the study sample, 

which consisted of (278) male and female postgraduate students at Al-Quds University. 

The sample was selected using a stratified sampling technique to ensure adequate 

representation of gender, faculty (scientific and humanities), and age groups. 

Second, the questionnaires were distributed using both electronic and paper-based formats, 

in accordance with the university’s regulations and the participants’ accessibility. Prior to 
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participation, respondents were provided with a clear explanation of the study’s objectives, 

the significance of their participation, and assurances regarding voluntary participation, 

anonymity, and the confidentiality of all collected data. 

Third, upon retrieving the completed questionnaires, the researcher carefully reviewed all 

responses to ensure completeness, accuracy, and consistency. Incomplete or invalid 

responses were excluded. The finalized data were then coded and entered into a digital 

database in preparation for statistical analysis. 

Fourth, the quantitative data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS), Version 23. Appropriate statistical techniques were applied to answer the 

study questions and test the research hypotheses, including descriptive statistics (means 

and standard deviations) and inferential tests (T-test and One-Way ANOVA). 

Fifth, to complement the quantitative findings and gain deeper insights into postgraduate 

students’ experiences with blended learning, a qualitative component was conducted 

through semi-structured interviews. A purposeful sub-sample of postgraduate students was 

selected from the main study population to reflect diversity in faculty and academic 

backgrounds. The interview protocol was designed based on the study objectives and the 

themes emerging from the quantitative results. 

Sixth, the interviews were conducted in an appropriate setting, either face-to-face or 

online, depending on participants’ availability. All participants were informed of the 

purpose of the interviews and provided consent prior to participation. The interviews were 

audio-recorded with permission, then transcribed verbatim for analysis. 

Finally, the qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis. Responses were coded, 

categorized, and organized into major themes that reflected students’ overall experiences, 

challenges, institutional support, comparisons between blended and face-to-face learning, 

and recommendations for improvement. The qualitative findings were then integrated with 

the quantitative results to provide a comprehensive interpretation of blended learning 

implementation and students’ attitudes toward it at Al-Quds University. 

 

3.9  Statistical Methods Used in Data Analysis 

 

The researcher relied on a set of statistical methods suitable for the nature of the questions 

and hypotheses, using the SPSS statistical analysis program (Version 23), as follows: 

1. Means and Standard Deviations: Used to answer the first and third study questions, 

related to determining postgraduate students' perceptions of the reality of blended 

learning application and their attitudes towards it at Al-Quds University. 

2. t-test: Used to analyze differences between the mean scores of sample members based 

on gender and faculty (scientific/humanities) in both the "Actual Blended Learning 

Application" and "Attitudes Towards Blended Learning" domains, to verify the validity 

of the null hypotheses (First, Second, Fourth, and Fifth). 

3. One-Way ANOVA: Used to test for statistically significant differences in sample 

members' responses attributable to the age variable (less than 25, 25 to 35, more than 

35), to answer the second and fourth questions and verify the third and sixth null 

hypotheses. 
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A statistical significance level of (α≤0.05) was adopted as a criterion for accepting or 

rejecting the null hypotheses. 

 

3.10 Qualitative Data Analysis Procedures 

 

In addition to the quantitative analysis conducted through SPSS, the qualitative data 

obtained from the open-ended questions and semi-structured interviews were analyzed 

using thematic analysis, following the procedures proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006). 

This method was selected for its suitability in identifying, organizing, and interpreting 

patterns of meaning within qualitative data. 

The analysis process proceeded through the following systematic stages: 

1. Data Familiarization: All participants’ responses were transcribed and carefully 

reviewed several times to ensure full immersion in the content and to gain an overall 

understanding of recurring ideas. 

2. Initial Coding: Meaningful segments of text were coded inductively to capture key ideas 

and experiences expressed by participants, focusing on both semantic (explicit) and 

latent (underlying) meanings. 

3. Theme Development: Related codes were clustered into broader themes that represented 

major conceptual categories such as overall experiences, challenges and obstacles, 

institutional support, comparison with traditional learning, and skill development. 

4. Theme Review and Refinement: Each theme was reviewed in relation to the coded data 

and the overall dataset to ensure internal consistency and clear distinction from other 

themes. 

5. Theme Definition and Reporting: Finalized themes were clearly defined and supported 

by representative participant quotations (italicized and bolded in the report) to preserve 

authenticity and illustrate major findings. 

To ensure trustworthiness and rigor, several validation strategies were applied: 

 Credibility: Achieved through data triangulation between questionnaire findings and 

interview responses. 

 Dependability: Ensured by maintaining a detailed audit trail of coding decisions and 

analytical memos. 

 Confirmability: Maintained through peer review by two academic experts who cross-

checked the emerging themes and interpretations. 

 Transferability: Supported by providing rich, contextualized descriptions that enable 

future researchers to assess applicability to other settings. 

The qualitative results were later integrated with quantitative findings in the discussion 

chapter to provide a comprehensive and multidimensional understanding of postgraduate 

students’ experiences with blended learning at Al-Quds University. 
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Chapter Four 

Results of the Study 

4. Results of the Study 

 

This chapter presents a statistical analysis of the data collected from the study to answer 

the main research question: "What is the actual use of blended learning and students' 

attitudes towards it?" To answer this question, the researcher addressed its sub-questions as 

follows: 

 

4.1. Results for Research Question One: "What are postgraduate students' 

perceptions of the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University?" 

 

To answer this question, means, standard deviations, and relative weights were calculated 

for students' responses on the items of the scale related to the actual use of blended 

learning, which is divided into four dimensions: Infrastructure, Actual Use, Technical and 

Logistical Support, and Impact of Blended Learning Use. 

Table (4.1-A): Means, Standard Deviations, and Relative Weights for All Dimensions 

of "Actual Blended Learning Use" 

Dimension and Item Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

Relative 

Weight % 
Level 

First: Infrastructure 

1. The necessary equipment is available to 

implement the blended learning model. 
3.90 0.80 78.00 High 

4. The educational system at the university is 

qualified to implement the blended learning 

model. 

3.86 0.78 77.20 High 

3. The study plans have been modified to 

become more suitable for the application of 

blended learning. 

3.85 0.85 77.00 High 

2. The curricula have been developed to suit 

the application of the blended learning 

model. 

3.70 0.95 74.00 High 
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Table (4.1-B): Means, Standard Deviations, and Relative Weights for All Dimensions 

of "Actual Blended Learning Use" 

Dimension and Item Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

Relative 

Weight % 
Level 

Overall Score for Infrastructure 3.82 0.68 76.56 High 

--- --- --- --- --- 

Second: Technical and Logistical Support 

11. Help is available from the university 

when I have a problem in using e-Learning 

system in blended Learning process. 

3.80 0.70 76.00 High 

9. Al Quds university provides 

telecommunications equipment and 

computer resources to implement the BL 

model. 

3.70 0.75 74.00 High 

10. Al Quds University support and 

encourages staff to use blended Learning 

system. 

3.55 0.88 71.00 Medium 

12. Al Quds University provides staff and 

the students with training workshops to 

enhance their knowledge and skills of 

blended Learning. 

3.55 0.90 71.00 Medium 

Overall Score for Technical and Logistical 

Support 
3.65 0.72 73.00 Medium 

--- --- --- --- --- 

Third: Impact of Blended Learning Use 

14. I expect the quality of future blended 

Learning model to be high. 
3.30 0.75 66.00 Medium 

13. The quality of the output I get from the 

blended Learning Model is high. 
3.25 0.72 65.00 Medium 

16. The results of using the blended 

Learning model are apparent to me. 
3.17 0.78 63.40 Medium 

15. I believe I can communicate with others 

easily when using the blended Learning 

model. 

3.10 0.80 62.00 Medium 

Overall Score for Impact of Blended 

Learning Use 
3.20 0.73 64.10 Medium 

--- --- --- --- --- 

Fourth: Actual Use 

5. I enjoy using the blended learning model 

for my education. 
3.20 0.70 64.00 Medium 

6. The actual process when using the BL 

model is pleasant. 
3.15 0.65 63.00 Medium 
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Table (4.1-C): Means, Standard Deviations, and Relative Weights for All Dimensions of 

"Actual Blended Learning Use" 

Dimension and Item Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

Relative 

Weight % 
Level 

7. I can get the task done as scheduled when 

implementing the blended Learning model. 
3.10 0.68 62.00 Medium 

8. The tasks do not require more effort to be 

accomplished when using a blended 

Learning model. 

3.02 0.80 60.40 Medium 

Overall Score for Actual Use 3.11 0.56 62.36 Medium 

--- --- --- --- --- 

Overall Score for All Dimensions 3.45 0.28 69.00 Medium 

As shown in the table above, the overall mean score for postgraduate students' perceptions 

of the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University was (3.45), with a 

relative weight of (69%). This score is classified as "Medium," indicating that the 

implementation of blended learning at the university is proceeding at an acceptable pace, 

yet there is room for further improvements, especially in the "Actual Use" and "Impact of 

Blended Learning Use" dimensions, which received relatively lower ratings. 

The "Infrastructure" dimension received the highest mean score (3.828) and a "High" 

rating, reflecting student satisfaction with the availability of equipment, plans, and 

curricula supporting blended learning. In contrast, the "Actual Use" dimension received the 

lowest ratings (3.118) with a "Medium" level, suggesting challenges in students' 

interaction with the model and its daily practical application. 

 

4.2. Results for Research Question Two: "Do postgraduate students' perceptions of 

the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University differ according to 

gender, faculty, or age variables?" 

 

To answer this question, the following three hypotheses were tested using SPSS software, 

relying on the T-test for dichotomous variables (gender and faculty), and One-Way 

ANOVA for the age group variable. The results were as follows: 

 

4.2.1 Null Hypothesis One: "There are no statistically significant differences at the 

significance level (α≤0.05) between the mean perceptions of postgraduate students 

regarding the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University attributable to 

the gender variable." 

Table (4.2): t-test Results for Gender Variable 

Variable Gender 
Count 

(n) 
Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

t-

value 

Significance 

Level (Sig) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Students’ 

perceptions 

of blended 

learning 

Male 142 3.47 0.48 1.172 0.242 Not Significant 

Female 136 3.43 0.52 
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Given that the significance level (Sig = 0.242) is greater than 0.05, we accept the first null 

hypothesis. This means there are no statistically significant differences between the 

perceptions of male and female students regarding the actual application of blended 

learning at Al-Quds University. 

 

4.2.2 Null Hypothesis Two: "There are no statistically significant differences at the 

significance level (α≤0.05) between the mean perceptions of postgraduate students 

regarding the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University attributable to 

the faculty variable." 

Table (4.3): t-test Results for Faculty Variable 

Variable Faculty Count (n) Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

t-

value 

Significance 

Level (Sig) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Students’ 

perceptions of 

blended 

learning 

Scientific 158 3.51 0.47 3.32 0.00 Significant 

Humanities 120 3.37 0.50 
   

Given that the significance level (Sig = 0.001) is less than 0.05, we reject the second null 

hypothesis. This indicates that there are statistically significant differences between 

students from scientific and humanities faculties in their perceptions of the actual 

application of blended learning, in favor of students from scientific faculties. 

 

4.2.3 Null Hypothesis Three: "There are no statistically significant differences at the 

significance level (α≤0.05) between the mean perceptions of postgraduate students 

regarding the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University attributable to 

the age variable." 

Table (4.4): One-Way ANOVA Test Results for Age Variable 

Age Group Count (n) Mean Standard Deviation 

Under 25 years 74 3.40 0.55  

25 to 35 years 142 3.47 0.49  

Over 35 years 62 3.46 0.51  

Total 278 3.45 0.50 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 

Degrees of 

Freedom 

(df) 

Mean 

Square 

F-

value 

Significance 

Level (Sig) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Between 

Groups 
1.28 2 0.64 2.51 0.083 

Not 

Significant 

Within 

Groups 
70.45 275 0.25 

   

Total 71.74 277 
    

Given that the significance level (Sig = 0.083) is greater than 0.05, we accept the third null 

hypothesis. This means there are no statistically significant differences between the mean 

perceptions of students regarding the actual application of blended learning attributable to 

the age variable. 
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4.3. Results for Research Question Three: "What are postgraduate students' attitudes 

towards blended learning at Al-Quds University?" 

 

To answer this question, means and standard deviations were calculated for students' 

responses on the first sub-dimension of the Attitudes towards Blended Learning domain, 

which is "Attitude Towards the Blended Learning Process," as shown in the following 

table: 

Table (4.5): Means and Standard Deviations for Postgraduate Students' Attitudes Towards 

the Blended Learning Process at Al-Quds University 

Item No. Item Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

Relative 

Weight % 
Level 

20 
Blended learning encouraged 

me to learn better. 
3.95 0.73 79.0% High 

17 

Applying blended learning 

increases opportunities for 

interaction with the instructor. 

3.91 0.81 78.2% High 

21 
I support the use of blended 

learning in courses. 
3.89 0.84 77.8% High 

23 

The application of blended 

learning was more enjoyable 

and comfortable than 

traditional methods. 

3.88 0.80 77.6% High 

18 

The application of blended 

learning helped me improve 

my reading, analysis, and 

discussion skills. 

3.87 0.76 77.4% High 

25 
Blended learning can be a 

better use of time. 
3.84 0.78 76.8% High 

19 

Blended learning enhanced 

opportunities for interaction 

with classmates. 

3.82 0.79 76.4% High 

24 
I enjoyed discussing blended 

learning with others. 
3.79 0.77 75.8% High 

22 

The course became easier with 

the application of blended 

learning. 

3.75 0.83 75.0% High 

Overall Mean 3.86 0.79 77.2% High 

The results in the table, after re-categorization, indicate that postgraduate students' attitudes 

towards the blended learning process at Al-Quds University were high, with a mean score 

of (3.86) and a relative weight of (77.2%). 
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Item (20), which states "Blended learning encouraged me to learn better," received the 

highest mean score (3.95), while item (22), "The course became easier with the application 

of blended learning," received the lowest mean score (3.75), still falling within the high 

category. 

This indicates a strong positive attitude among students towards the blended learning 

experience, particularly concerning learning motivation, enhanced interaction, and 

improved academic performance. 

 

4.4. Results for Research Question Four: "Do postgraduate students' attitudes 

towards blended learning at Al-Quds University differ according to gender, faculty, 

or age variables?" 

 

To answer this question, the following three hypotheses were tested using SPSS software, 

relying on the T-test for dichotomous variables (gender and faculty), and One-Way 

ANOVA for the age group variable. The results were as follows: 

 

4.4.1 Null Hypothesis Four: "There are no statistically significant differences at the 

significance level (α≤0.05) between the mean attitudes of postgraduate students towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University attributable to the gender variable." 

Table (4.6): t-test Results for Gender Variable 

Variable Gender Count (n) Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

t-

value 

Significance 

Level (Sig) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Overall 

perceptions of 

blended learning 

Male 142 3.81 0.51 1.436 0.152 Not Significant 

Female 136 3.78 0.52 
   

Given that the significance level (Sig = 0.152) is greater than (0.05), we accept the fourth 

null hypothesis. This means there are no statistically significant differences between the 

attitudes of male and female students towards blended learning at Al-Quds University. 

 

4.4.2 Null Hypothesis Five: "There are no statistically significant differences at the 

significance level (α≤0.05) between the mean attitudes of postgraduate students towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University attributable to the faculty variable." 

Table (4.7): t-test Results for Faculty Variable 

Variable Faculty Count (n) Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

t-

value 

Significance 

Level (Sig) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Students’ 

perceptions 

of blended 

learning 

Scientific 158 3.89 0.49 2.985 0.003 Significant 

Humanities 120 3.67 0.54 
   

Given that the significance level (Sig = 0.003) is less than (0.05), we reject the fifth null 

hypothesis. This indicates that there are statistically significant differences between 

students from scientific and humanities faculties in their attitudes towards blended 

learning, in favor of students from scientific faculties. 
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4.4.3 Null Hypothesis Six: "There are no statistically significant differences at the 

significance level (α≤0.05) between the mean attitudes of postgraduate students towards 

blended learning at Al-Quds University attributable to the age variable." 

Table (4.8): One-Way ANOVA Test Results for Age Variable 

Age Group Count (n) Mean Standard Deviation 

Under 25 years 74 3.77 0.55 

25 to 35 years 142 3.81 0.49 

Over 35 years 62 3.79 0.51 

Total 278 3.795 0.50 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 

Degrees of 

Freedom 

(df) 

Mean 

Square 

F-

value 

Significance 

Level (Sig) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Between 

Groups 
1.108 2 0.554 2.043 0.131 

Not 

Significant 

Within 

Groups 
74.53 275 0.271 

   

Total 75.64 277 
    

Given that the significance level (Sig = 0.131) is greater than (0.05), we accept the sixth 

null hypothesis. This means there are no statistically significant differences in students' 

attitudes towards blended learning attributable to the age variable. 

 

4.6 Qualitative Study Results 

 

This section presents the results extracted from the analysis of open-ended questions 

included in the study instrument, which aimed to explore students' perceptions of blended 

learning more deeply, and to identify challenges and suggestions based on their actual 

experience. 

Theme 1: Overall Experiences with Blended Learning 

The first major theme that emerged from participants’ responses was their overall 

experience with blended learning, which was characterized by a balance between perceived 

advantages—particularly flexibility and time management—and significant challenges, 

such as limited interaction and weakened motivation. 

Several participants highlighted the flexibility of time management as a clear strength of 

blended learning, particularly for students with work or family responsibilities. For 

example, one participant noted: ―Blended learning allowed me to organize my time freely 

and complete tasks with flexibility that aligned with my daily life‖ (P1). Similarly, another 

student emphasized that this model gave them the opportunity to pursue studies while 

managing professional obligations, reflecting the adaptability of blended learning to 

diverse lifestyles. 

At the same time, however, the lack of direct interaction was repeatedly identified as a 

major drawback. Students frequently expressed feelings of isolation, pointing to the limited 

opportunities for synchronous sessions or delayed responses from instructors. As one 
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participant described: ―I felt isolated, because there was little real-time interaction with 

lecturers and peers, and this made it difficult to stay motivated‖ (P2). Another student 

reinforced this by stating: ―The scarcity of live Zoom sessions and weak communication 

with professors reduced my enthusiasm and made me feel disconnected‖ (P3). 

Participants also discussed the impact on time management skills. Many reported that 

blended learning enhanced their organizational abilities, as they developed strategies such 

as weekly schedules or digital reminders. For instance, one student explained: ―I make a 

weekly schedule, allocating times for review and for personal tasks, and this helped me 

stay on track‖ (P4). Yet, others admitted that the flexibility sometimes backfired, 

encouraging procrastination: ―Sometimes I left lectures to pile up because there was no 

direct interaction pushing me to keep up‖ (P5). 

Regarding motivation, participants’ views were mixed. For some, the autonomy of blended 

learning encouraged greater self-direction: ―I became more motivated because I could 

control my own learning path‖ (P8). Conversely, others argued that the lack of immediate 

feedback and sustained engagement weakened their drive: ―The absence of quick 

responses from instructors often reduced my motivation to continue engaging with the 

course‖ (P9). 

In summary, students’ overall experiences with blended learning at Al-Quds University 

revealed a dual reality: while they appreciated the flexibility and autonomy, they also 

struggled with limited interaction and fluctuating motivation. This underscores the 

importance of enhancing academic engagement and support to maximize the benefits of 

blended learning for postgraduate students. 

 

Theme 2: Challenges and Obstacles in Blended Learning 

The second theme centers on the challenges and obstacles students faced in their blended 

learning experience. The findings reveal three recurring areas of concern: technical 

barriers, communication issues with instructors, and insufficient institutional support and 

training. 

Technical Barriers 

Many participants emphasized that technical difficulties—particularly internet connectivity 

and platform instability—were the most disruptive obstacles. For example, one participant 

reported: ―Weak internet in my area was the biggest obstacle. Sometimes I was 

disconnected from lectures and could not rejoin‖ (P1). Another echoed this by explaining: 

―I lost power during a Zoom session, and I missed important material and grades because I 

couldn’t reconnect‖ (P4). These accounts illustrate the fragility of the digital infrastructure, 

which not only hindered access but also negatively affected students’ academic outcomes. 

Communication Issues with Instructors 

In addition to technical challenges, participants consistently reported weak or delayed 

communication with faculty members. Students expressed frustration about unclear 

instructions, slow responses, and a lack of academic guidance. One student noted: ―It 

sometimes took days for my instructor to answer a simple question, and this delay created 

confusion and stress‖ (P2). Another participant reflected: ―Assignments were updated 

without clear announcements, and I ended up submitting late because I didn’t know the 
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deadline had changed‖ (P5). Such accounts reveal how weak communication structures 

intensified feelings of isolation and uncertainty among postgraduate students. 

Lack of Institutional Training and Support 

The third obstacle was the limited institutional support, particularly in the form of training 

and practical guidance for both students and instructors. Several participants stressed the 

absence of structured workshops: ―There were no real training sessions to help us 

understand the platform and interactive tools‖ (P3). Similarly, another participant stated: 

―When technical issues occurred, there was no immediate support team available to solve 

the problem‖ (P7). These deficiencies in guidance and technical support left many students 

struggling to independently troubleshoot issues, which reduced their confidence in the 

blended learning system. 

Summary 

In short, the challenges faced by postgraduate students reflect systemic gaps in both the 

technological infrastructure and the human support mechanisms underpinning blended 

learning. Connectivity problems, poor communication with instructors, and a lack of 

practical training collectively created obstacles that limited the effectiveness of the 

learning experience. Addressing these barriers requires universities to invest in robust 

digital infrastructure, clear communication protocols, and sustainable support systems that 

respond effectively to students’ academic and technical needs. 

 

Theme 3: Institutional Support and Resources 

The third theme focuses on the extent and quality of institutional support and resources 

provided to postgraduate students in the blended learning environment. While participants 

acknowledged the existence of some structural support, they overwhelmingly emphasized 

significant gaps in practical guidance, training, and direct technical assistance. 

Positive Aspects of Institutional Support 

Some participants expressed satisfaction with the availability of the university’s online 

platform, highlighting its relative ease of use and accessibility. For instance, one student 

explained: ―Moodle was simple to log into, and I could access the materials regularly 

without problems‖ (P3). Another participant added: ―I found it helpful that the lectures 

were recorded and uploaded alongside the slides, so I could review them whenever I 

needed‖ (P7). Similarly, others appreciated electronic manuals or PDF guides that offered 

basic instructions, as one noted: ―The guidance files were useful at least to know the steps 

of using the platform‖ (P5). These accounts reflect that the technical infrastructure and 

organizational framework provided a functional starting point for blended learning. 

Gaps in Training and Direct Support 

Despite these positives, participants repeatedly pointed out the absence of practical training 

workshops and lack of immediate technical support. One student clearly stated: ―There 

were no actual workshops to train us on how to use the tools properly‖ (P1). Another 

elaborated: ―When I had problems uploading assignments, there was no one available to 

help immediately, and I had to figure it out myself‖ (P9). These experiences illustrate how 

the lack of real-time human support left students vulnerable when technical or procedural 

issues arose. 
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Weak Academic and Communication Support 

In addition to technical shortcomings, students highlighted deficiencies in academic 

guidance and communication structures. Several participants mentioned a lack of 

accessible advisors or clear communication channels. For example, one participant shared: 

―There was no advisor to guide us or follow up academically, and sometimes I felt 

completely isolated‖ (P10). Another remarked: ―Messages from the instructors were 

delayed, and there wasn’t a formal channel to get immediate answers‖ (P5). Such 

experiences underscore that while the infrastructure was present, the absence of consistent 

academic and interpersonal support created a gap in students’ learning experiences. 

Summary 

Overall, the findings show that institutional support at Al-Quds University was partial and 

fragmented. While students appreciated the platform’s accessibility and recorded content, 

they identified significant shortcomings in hands-on training, immediate technical 

assistance, and academic advisory systems. The lack of human-centered support 

diminished the potential of the blended learning model, reinforcing the importance of 

establishing a multi-level support framework that integrates timely technical help, 

structured training workshops, and academic advising to foster a more supportive and 

responsive blended learning environment. 

 

Theme 4: Comparison Between Blended and Face-to-Face Learning 

This theme explores participants’ reflections on the relative strengths and weaknesses of 

blended learning versus traditional face-to-face instruction. The responses revealed a 

nuanced understanding of both modes, with preferences shaped by personal circumstances, 

learning styles, and perceived needs. 

Advantages of Face-to-Face Learning 

Within the blended learning context, several participants reflected on the perceived 

strengths of the face-to-face component when comparing it to online elements of the same 

courses. Students emphasized that in-person sessions provided greater structure, 

immediacy, and accountability, which enhanced their motivation and engagement. 

One participant explained: ―Face-to-face classes made me more committed, and the 

interaction with classmates and professors helped me understand better‖ (P2). Another 

noted: ―When I attend in person, I feel more motivated and disciplined; it is a more 

dynamic environment‖ (P9). 

These reflections indicate that the physical classroom—within a blended framework—

plays a crucial role in sustaining academic discipline, encouraging active participation, and 

reinforcing social interaction. The findings suggest that students value face-to-face 

sessions not as a replacement for online learning, but as a complementary element that 

strengthens engagement and supports deeper understanding. 

Advantages of Blended Learning 

Conversely, many participants valued the flexibility and accessibility of blended learning, 

especially those balancing professional and personal commitments. One student noted: 

―Blended learning gave me the freedom to manage my time between work, family, and 

study‖ (P6). Another emphasized the advantage of recorded content: ―I liked that I could 

re-watch the lectures at my own pace, especially before exams‖ (P7). This flexibility was 
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particularly important for students with demanding schedules, making blended learning 

more compatible with their lifestyle. 

Advantages of Blended Learning 

Conversely, many participants valued the flexibility and accessibility of blended learning, 

especially those balancing professional and personal commitments. One student noted: 

―Blended learning gave me the freedom to manage my time between work, family, and 

study‖ (P6). Another emphasized the advantage of recorded content: ―I liked that I could 

re-watch the lectures at my own pace, especially before exams‖ (P7). This flexibility was 

particularly important for students with demanding schedules, making blended learning 

more compatible with their lifestyle. 

Perceived Limitations of Blended Learning 

Despite its benefits, several participants criticized blended learning for its lack of real-

time interaction and sense of isolation. One student explained: ―Online learning 

sometimes feels lonely because there is no immediate response from instructors or 

classmates‖ (P3). Another echoed this by saying: ―There was less human connection, 

and I missed the direct communication with the professor‖ (P5). These limitations 

suggest that while blended learning supports autonomy, it risks weakening students’ sense 

of community and engagement. 

 

Preferences and Proposed Balance 

Participants’ preferences were divided into three groups: 

 A group favoring face-to-face education due to its interaction and accountability (e.g., 

P2, P9). 

 A group favoring blended learning, provided that digital tools and interactivity are 

improved (e.g., P4, P6, P10). 

 A group advocating for a balanced hybrid model combining the strengths of both (e.g., 

P1, P8). As one participant summarized: ―The best solution is to mix the two – keep the 

flexibility of online, but ensure regular in-person interaction‖ (P1). 

 

Summary 

The findings demonstrate that students value face-to-face learning for its interactive and 

motivating qualities, while appreciating blended learning for its flexibility and 

convenience. However, the lack of real-time interaction in blended learning was a 

recurring concern. These insights suggest the need for a redesigned hybrid approach that 

integrates the accountability and engagement of face-to-face education with the flexibility 

and accessibility of blended learning, thus offering a more holistic learning experience. 

 

Theme 5: Skill Development and Recommendations 

This theme highlights how students perceived the impact of blended learning on their 

academic and professional skills, as well as their recommendations for improving the 

model. The responses revealed both meaningful skill development and persisting gaps that 

call for institutional action. 
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Development of Academic and Professional Skills 

A large number of participants emphasized improvements in self-directed learning, time 

management, and digital literacy. These skills were seen as direct outcomes of the 

autonomy and responsibility required in a blended learning environment. For example, one 

participant stated: ―My time management improved, and I became confident in searching 

different sources and dealing with digital content‖ (P1). Another added: ―Blended learning 

helped me discover my ability to learn independently and balance my studies with work‖ 

(P10). These reflections underscore how blended learning can cultivate independence and 

organizational skills essential for postgraduate students. 

At the same time, some students noted gains in critical and analytical thinking. As one 

participant explained: ―I rely more on myself in research and analysis now, which 

developed my critical thinking‖ (P2). Another observed: ―I became more aware of 

information sources and improved in writing reports and research papers‖ (P3). However, 

not all participants shared this positive view. For example, one remarked: ―I didn’t feel big 

academic improvement, just learned how to upload assignments and organize files‖ (P5). 

This variation suggests that the extent of skill development depended on course design and 

lecturer engagement. 

 

Recommendations for Improvement 

Participants’ recommendations focused on four main areas: 

1. Enhancing Lecturer Engagement and Training. Many stressed the importance of active 

and responsive instructors. As one participant proposed: ―Professors should be trained 

on interactive tools like Mentimeter or Padlet to make lectures more engaging‖ (P3). 

Others emphasized timely responses, with one suggesting: ―Instructors should reply to 

questions within 24 hours‖ (P2). 

2. Improving Digital Content Design. Students called for more interactive and visually 

engaging materials instead of long PDF documents. For example: ―We need videos, 

concept maps, and practical exercises instead of only text files‖ (P5). Another added: 

―Assignments should be linked to real-life problems to enhance critical thinking‖ (P9). 

3. Strengthening Technical and Academic Support. Several participants pointed to the 

need for sustainable support systems. One suggested: ―There should be a hotline for 

technical issues during exams or submission deadlines‖ (P7). Another emphasized 

academic guidance: ―Assigning an academic advisor to follow students monthly would 

solve many problems‖ (P3). 

4. Developing Clearer Policies and Procedures. Some stressed the importance of 

transparent and flexible policies. For instance: ―Deadlines should be more flexible for 

working students and parents‖ (P4). Another suggested: ―A unified system should 

display all deadlines and updates clearly‖ (P10). 

 

Summary 

Overall, participants credited blended learning with developing essential self-management 

and digital skills, but highlighted limitations in fostering critical thinking and 

collaboration. Their recommendations consistently point to the need for greater lecturer 

involvement, more engaging digital content, stronger technical and academic support, and 
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clearer policies. These findings underline the importance of rethinking blended learning as 

an integrated system that addresses both technical and pedagogical dimensions, thereby 

ensuring a richer and more effective learning experience for postgraduate students. 

 

Summary Table of Qualitative Themes 

To complement the thematic analysis, the following table summarizes the five main 

themes extracted from participants’ responses, along with their corresponding sub-

categories, frequencies, and percentages. This quantitative presentation adds clarity to the 

extent of agreement or emphasis across the participants, and provides a structured 

overview of the most recurrent patterns in the data. 

Table (4.9): Summary of Qualitative Themes, Sub-Categories, Frequencies, and 

Percentages 

Theme Sub-Categories / Focus 
Frequency 

(n) 

Percentage 

(%) 

Overall Experiences 

Positive flexibility (time, 

balance) 
6 60% 

Negative isolation / lack of 

interaction 
4 40% 

Challenges and Obstacles 

Technical issues (internet, 

platform) 
7 70% 

Weak instructor 

communication 
6 60% 

Lack of training / workshops 5 50% 

Institutional Support and 

Resources 

Easy-to-use platform (Moodle) 4 40% 

Access to recordings / 

materials 
5 50% 

Lack of direct training/support 7 70% 

Comparison Between 

Blended and Face-to-Face 

Preference for face-to-face 

(interaction, motivation) 
4 40% 

Preference for blended 

(flexibility, access) 
4 40% 

Preference for hybrid model 2 20% 

Skill Development and 

Recommendations 

Self-directed learning & time 

management 
7 70% 

Critical/analytical thinking 4 40% 

Limited collaboration 3 30% 

Recommendations (lecturer 

training, content, support, 

policies) 

10 100% 
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Chapter Five 

Discussion of Study Results 

 

5.1 Discussion of Quantitative Study Results 

 

This chapter discusses the findings of the study in relation to its research questions and 

objectives. It interprets postgraduate students’ perceptions and attitudes toward blended 

learning at Al-Quds University, examines differences across gender, faculty, and age, and 

links the results to relevant theoretical and empirical literature. Insights from both 

quantitative and qualitative data are integrated to provide a clear understanding of the 

strengths, limitations, and practical implications of blended learning in the postgraduate 

context. 

 

5.1.1. Discussion of Research Question One Results: "What are postgraduate 

students' perceptions of the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds 

University?" 

 

The results indicate that postgraduate students hold a moderate overall perception of the 

actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University. While the university has 

established a solid technical and logistical infrastructure supporting blended learning, 

challenges remain in terms of students’ practical engagement and daily use of the model. 

These findings highlight areas for further development to enhance the effectiveness and 

impact of blended learning at the postgraduate level. 

However, the lower mean for the "Actual Use" dimension might be explained by a 

weakness in students' interaction with the model itself, either due to insufficient 

training, unclear student roles in the blended learning environment, or a lack of adaptation 

by academic staff to this type of education. 

Furthermore, the moderate ratings for technical and logistical support indicate that the 

support provided by the university was present but insufficient from the students' 

perspective, whether in terms of responsiveness to technical issues or providing effective 

training. 
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Regarding the impact of blended learning use, the mean (3.205) reflects a reserved 

evaluation from students, suggesting that they did not perceive a clear qualitative impact of 

blended learning on their academic achievement or personal skills as expected. 

The findings of this study both converge with and diverge from prior research on blended 

learning, reflecting the complex nature of its implementation across different contexts. In 

terms of agreement, the current results align with Ali (2023) in the Maldives, who reported 

that while students appreciated the accessibility and flexibility of blended learning, 

concerns persisted regarding active participation and technical support. This is consistent 

with the present study, where the infrastructure dimension scored high, but the actual use 

dimension was rated only medium. Similarly, Tabassum et al. (2024) in Pakistan found 

significant improvements in performance and satisfaction when adequate institutional 

resources were provided, echoing the positive perceptions of postgraduate students at Al-

Quds University regarding blended learning infrastructure. 

Further alignment can be seen with Lv and Li (2024) in China, who emphasized the role 

of self-efficacy and behavioral engagement in shaping blended learning outcomes. This 

resonates with the current finding that postgraduate students’ self-discipline and motivation 

were crucial for effective utilization of blended resources. Additionally, Shi and Zhu 

(2025) and Uddin (2024) demonstrated clear advantages of blended learning in enhancing 

academic performance and student engagement, which parallels the generally positive but 

moderate perceptions identified in this study. 

However, the results also diverge from other studies. For example, Tussupbekova et al. 

(2022) in Kazakhstan found that despite valuing the flexibility of blended learning, most 

students still preferred face-to-face settings due to stronger interaction and immediate 

feedback. In contrast, postgraduate students at Al-Quds University expressed relatively 

higher satisfaction with infrastructure but reported challenges in actual use, highlighting 

that interaction and engagement remain weaker dimensions. Similarly, Shahid (2024) in 

the UK identified self-regulated learning skills and task–technology fit as the strongest 

predictors of success, whereas in the present study, limitations in actual utilization suggest 

that not all students possessed such advanced self-regulation skills. This discrepancy may 

be attributed to contextual differences, as Shahid’s study focused on Master’s students in 

STEM fields in technologically advanced settings, while the current study examined 

diverse postgraduate students in a resource-constrained environment. 

Another point of difference arises when compared with Cai (2024) and Zakaria et al. 

(2024), who reported substantial performance gains in language and programming courses 

through blended models. The present study, while recognizing positive student attitudes, 

revealed only moderate perceptions of actual application. This suggests that the success of 

blended learning is discipline-sensitive and may vary according to course design and the 

extent of interactive support integrated into the model. 

Taken together, these comparisons confirm that the effectiveness of blended learning is not 

solely determined by the availability of infrastructure, as seen in the high ratings of 

equipment and resources at Al-Quds University, but also depends on the quality of 

pedagogical design, the level of interaction, and the capacity of students for self-regulated 

learning. The partial alignment and divergence with previous research highlight the need 

for institutions to adopt a more integrated approach that balances technological 
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infrastructure with enhanced interaction, continuous training, and context-specific support 

mechanisms tailored to postgraduate learners. 

5.1.2. Discussion of Research Question Two Results: "Do postgraduate students' 

perceptions of the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University differ 

according to gender, faculty, or age variables?" 

 

The study results showed statistically significant differences only in the faculty variable, 

where the perceptions of students from scientific faculties towards the actual application 

of blended learning were more positive than those of their counterparts in humanities 

faculties. No statistically significant differences were found based on gender or age 

variables, indicating that these two variables do not significantly influence students' 

evaluation of the actual application of blended learning at Al-Quds University. 

The superiority of scientific faculty students in their perceptions may be attributed to the 

applied and technical nature of their curricula, which may align more closely with the 

characteristics of blended learning models, such as the use of educational videos, digital 

laboratory activities, and electronic simulations. Furthermore, students in these faculties 

may be more familiar with technological tools and self-learning skills, which facilitates 

their positive interaction with the blended mode. 

The absence of gender-based differences can be explained by the fact that the blended 

learning experience offers equal opportunities for both genders in terms of access, 

flexibility, and content, thereby reducing the likelihood of gender-based bias. As for the 

age variable, the study results indicate a convergence in perceptions across all age groups, 

which may suggest that digital skills and adaptability to the blended mode have become 

relatively widespread among all categories. 

In terms of the gender variable, the current results are consistent with Uddin (2024) in 

India, who found no significant gender effect on learning outcomes in a blended learning 

model, and with Tabassum et al. (2024) in Pakistan, whose large-scale survey also 

reported that demographic factors such as gender did not significantly alter perceptions of 

blended learning effectiveness. Similarly, Rayyan et al. (2024) confirmed that while 

blended learning improved students’ self-efficacy and achievement, gender differences 

were not a determining factor. These converging results strengthen the conclusion that 

gender is not a critical determinant of blended learning perceptions. 

Regarding the age variable, the current study also aligns with Tussupbekova et al. (2022) 

in Kazakhstan, who emphasized that variations in perceptions of blended learning were 

not significantly influenced by students’ age or place of residence, and with Lv and Li 

(2024) in China, who demonstrated that factors such as motivation, self-efficacy, and 

behavioral intention outweighed demographic characteristics like age in predicting 

effectiveness. Similarly, Ali (2023) in the Maldives found no significant influence of 

employment status or degree level (which are closely tied to age), thereby supporting the 

current findings. 

The most notable difference in this study emerged in relation to the faculty variable, with 

scientific faculty students demonstrating more favorable perceptions than their peers in 

humanities faculties. This result is consistent with Ali (2023), who found significant 

disciplinary differences, as students in science and engineering fields expressed more 
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positive views of blended learning compared to those in business and tourism. This 

disciplinary effect also echoes the conclusions of Shahid (2024) in the UK, who 

highlighted that the effectiveness of blended learning in postgraduate Chemical 

Engineering courses depended heavily on task–technology fit and alignment with scientific 

practices, suggesting that STEM-oriented disciplines may benefit more readily from 

blended environments. Likewise, Zakaria et al. (2024) in Egypt and Yang and 

Phongsatha (2024) in Thailand demonstrated that blended learning was particularly 

effective in programming and design-related courses, reinforcing the idea that scientific 

and technical fields show stronger alignment with the blended model. 

However, the current findings diverge somewhat from Shi and Zhu (2025) in China and 

Cai (2024) in China, where blended learning was found to be equally effective in 

enhancing learning outcomes across arts management and English language studies. These 

studies suggest that when properly designed, blended learning can also be highly effective 

in non-scientific or humanities-related fields. Similarly, Voronin et al. (2020) in Russia 

showed positive outcomes for blended learning in postgraduate biology and chemistry 

teacher education, but with strong emphasis on pedagogical design and project-based 

activities that could, in principle, be transferred to humanities contexts. 

Taken together, the current results indicate broad agreement with global literature that 

demographic factors such as gender and age exert limited influence on blended learning 

perceptions, whereas disciplinary context (scientific versus humanities) plays a more 

significant role. At the same time, evidence from other contexts shows that the humanities 

can also benefit from blended learning when digital content, interactivity, and pedagogical 

design are carefully adapted. This highlights the importance of tailoring blended learning 

models to the specific needs of different faculties, ensuring that humanities programs 

receive equally robust instructional design and technological integration to match the 

effectiveness observed in scientific faculties. 

 

5.1.3. Discussion of Research Question Three Results: "What are postgraduate 

students' attitudes towards blended learning at Al-Quds University?" 

 

The results of this study revealed that postgraduate students at Al-Quds University hold 

highly positive attitudes towards blended learning, as indicated by the overall mean score 

of 3.86 (77.2%). Students particularly emphasized that blended learning encouraged them 

to learn better, reflecting appreciation for its flexibility, interactivity, and support for 

academic engagement. These findings are largely consistent with a broad body of 

international literature that highlights the positive relationship between attitudes toward 

blended learning and improved academic outcomes. 

These results reflect a strong positive attitude towards blended learning among 

postgraduate students, which can be explained by several factors. Primarily, this mode of 

learning offers flexibility in time and place, giving students greater opportunity to 

organize their academic efforts, especially those who combine study with work or have 

family responsibilities. Furthermore, the use of multimedia, interactive platforms, and 

digital assessments has contributed to improving the overall learning experience. This high 
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appreciation could also stem from the sense of self-control and academic engagement 

that the blended learning environment provides to postgraduate students. 

In agreement with the current results, Rayyan et al. (2024) demonstrated that students in 

blended learning environments developed stronger self-efficacy and achieved higher 

academic performance compared to those in traditional settings. The authors further found 

that positive attitudes were directly correlated with academic success, confirming that 

students’ perceptions significantly influence outcomes. Similarly, Tabassum et al. (2024) 

in Pakistan reported that favorable attitudes toward blended learning were accompanied 

by measurable gains in academic performance, engagement, and satisfaction, reinforcing 

the conclusion that attitudes play a pivotal role in shaping the effectiveness of blended 

learning. 

The current study also aligns with Cai (2024) in China, who showed that blended learners 

exhibited higher levels of emotional and behavioral engagement and performed better 

across cognitive and linguistic tasks. This resonates with the current finding that 

postgraduate students valued blended learning for enhancing participation and learning 

quality. Additionally, Shahid (2024) in the UK identified positive attitudes as a strong 

predictor of academic satisfaction and achievement in postgraduate programs, 

underscoring the broader importance of attitudinal factors in blended learning success. 

Moreover, Shi and Zhu (2025) in China found that students in blended management 

education expressed positive perceptions, particularly regarding accessibility and 

interaction, which translated into improved problem-solving skills and academic 

performance. Similarly, Yang and Phongsatha (2024) in Thailand reported that students 

valued the flexibility and collaboration opportunities provided by blended models, with 

positive attitudes translating into higher creativity and academic success. These findings 

collectively echo the high levels of appreciation observed among postgraduate students in 

the present study. 

At the same time, some divergence appears when comparing the current results with Ali 

(2023) in the Maldives. While Ali also reported generally positive perceptions of blended 

learning, students in certain fields such as tourism and business expressed reservations due 

to weak technical support and barriers related to cost and connectivity. This contrasts with 

the uniformly high attitudes observed in the current study, suggesting that contextual 

factors such as infrastructure quality and institutional support can moderate student 

attitudes. Similarly, Tussupbekova et al. (2022) in Kazakhstan highlighted that although 

students recognized the flexibility and benefits of blended learning, many still expressed a 

preference for face-to-face interaction to ensure timely feedback. This contrasts slightly 

with the strong overall endorsement of blended learning reported by Al-Quds University 

students, who appeared more accepting of digital modes of interaction. 

In summary, the present findings are strongly supported by recent global studies, which 

consistently confirm that positive attitudes toward blended learning are key indicators of its 

success. Where differences emerge—such as in contexts with weaker technical support or 

stronger preferences for face-to-face instruction—they underscore the importance of 

maintaining robust infrastructure, clear communication, and interactive pedagogical 

design. These conditions ensure that positive attitudes can be sustained, thereby enhancing 
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the long-term effectiveness and acceptance of blended learning among postgraduate 

students. 

 

5.1.4. Discussion of Research Question Four Results: "What are postgraduate 

students' attitudes towards blended learning content at Al-Quds University?" 

 

The results showed that postgraduate students' attitudes toward blended learning content 

were high, with an overall mean score of (3.73) and a percentage of (74.6%). This 

indicates a strong positive evaluation of the designed digital content. 

The highest-rated items were item (26) "Electronic activities are linked to course 

objectives" with a mean of (3.95), followed by item (28) "I can listen to videos more than 

once to improve pronunciation." This reflects the effectiveness of content design in 

meeting course objectives and accommodating individual learning needs. 

Conversely, the lowest-rated items were item (33) "Discussion forums are enjoyable" and 

item (31) "Discussion forums increased my analytical ability," both receiving a medium 

rating. This suggests a notable gap in the effective and enjoyable activation of these 

interactive tools, which are crucial for student engagement. 

These results can be interpreted as the design of blended learning content at Al-Quds 

University focusing on the cognitive and skill aspects through the use of explanatory 

videos and linking learning activities to instructional objectives, which enhances 

educational effectiveness for students. Repeated access to content and the availability of 

self-learning were also contributing factors to fostering positive attitudes towards the 

content. 

However, the relatively lower rating for some items indicates an urgent need to improve 

interaction in the digital environment, especially in forums and podcasts, which are 

important tools for supporting critical thinking and group communication. In the current 

context, they have not been optimally utilized, perhaps due to insufficient training for 

faculty members or a lack of incentives for effective student participation. 

These results are strongly aligned with Lin (2024), who found that the effectiveness of 

blended learning depends heavily on the quality of digital content, particularly when it is 

structured to enhance specific skills and achieve targeted course outcomes. Similar to the 

current study’s findings, Lin emphasized that students highly valued multimedia-supported 

resources, such as grammar and vocabulary activities and interactive writing modules, 

because they directly contributed to improvements in academic performance. Likewise, 

Cai (2024) confirmed that multimedia design within blended courses significantly 

improved student engagement and performance, especially in the areas of reading 

comprehension, listening, and vocabulary acquisition. The current study’s evidence that 

videos facilitated repeated access and self-paced learning resonates closely with Cai’s 

observation that flexible multimedia content plays a pivotal role in enhancing learning 

autonomy and motivation. 

Furthermore, the present findings echo the results of Shahid (2024), who stressed that 

content-task alignment is one of the strongest predictors of student satisfaction in blended 

environments. In both studies, students demonstrated positive attitudes when content was 

closely tied to course objectives and supported by well-designed digital resources. 



 

55 

Similarly, Lv and Li (2024) emphasized that the quality and attractiveness of digital 

content act as motivational drivers, reinforcing behavioral intention and self-efficacy. This 

supports the interpretation that the strong positive perceptions of Al-Quds University 

postgraduate students toward blended content stem not only from cognitive benefits but 

also from motivational dimensions rooted in content design. 

On the other hand, the moderate ratings for discussion forums and interactive features in 

this study highlight an important area of divergence from some international findings. For 

example, while Yang and Phongsatha (2024) and Zakaria et al. (2024) demonstrated 

that interactive blended components—such as discussion boards, design workshops, and 

problem-based tasks—can significantly enhance collaboration, critical thinking, and 

student engagement, the current study revealed that these tools were underutilized or 

perceived as less enjoyable. This divergence may be attributed to differences in faculty 

training, cultural attitudes toward online collaboration, or the lack of institutional 

mechanisms to incentivize student participation. 

The findings are, however, consistent with Ali (2023) in the Maldives, who reported that 

although students valued blended learning for its accessibility and flexibility, they 

expressed dissatisfaction with interactive tools due to insufficient technical and 

pedagogical support. Similarly, Tussupbekova et al. (2022) found that students in 

Kazakhstan preferred face-to-face modes for interactive engagement, as blended tools did 

not provide the same immediacy of feedback or depth of collaboration. The parallels with 

these studies underscore that the success of interactive components in blended learning 

depends not only on their availability but also on the pedagogical strategies and 

institutional support systems used to activate them effectively. 

Taken together, the current study’s results suggest both convergence and divergence with 

global literature. On the one hand, the strong positive attitudes toward the quality and 

alignment of blended content are consistent with studies that highlight the centrality of 

content design in shaping student satisfaction and performance (Lin, 2024; Cai, 2024; 

Shahid, 2024; Lv & Li, 2024). On the other hand, the weaker evaluations of discussion 

forums and similar tools reflect a challenge also observed in contexts such as the Maldives 

(Ali, 2023) and Kazakhstan (Tussupbekova et al., 2022), where interactive elements failed 

to achieve their intended impact due to institutional and instructional gaps. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that blended learning content at Al-Quds University 

succeeds in providing cognitive and skill-oriented support, but it falls short in 

fostering interactive engagement and critical discussion. This duality highlights the 

need for a more comprehensive approach that combines high-quality digital content with 

pedagogical innovations and faculty training aimed at maximizing the value of 

interactive platforms. Addressing these gaps will allow blended learning to realize its full 

potential, not only as a tool for knowledge delivery but also as a dynamic space for 

collaboration, critical thinking, and deeper academic engagement. 
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5.1.5. Discussion of Research Question Five Results: "Do postgraduate students' 

attitudes towards blended learning at Al-Quds University differ according to gender, 

faculty, or age variables?" 

 

The results of the hypothesis testing for this question showed the following: 

 Regarding the gender variable: No statistically significant differences were found 

between males and females in their attitudes towards blended learning, as the Sig value 

was (0.152), which is greater than the significance level (0.05), leading to the 

acceptance of the fourth null hypothesis. 

 Regarding the faculty variable: Statistically significant differences were found in 

favor of students from scientific faculties, as the Sig value was (0.003), which is less 

than (0.05), leading to the rejection of the fifth null hypothesis. 

 Regarding the age variable: No statistically significant differences were found among 

different age groups, as the Sig value was (0.131), leading to the acceptance of the sixth 

null hypothesis. 

These results reflect that demographic factors such as gender and age do not represent 

primary determinants in shaping attitudes towards blended learning among postgraduate 

students at Al-Quds University. This may be attributed to the general expansion of 

educational technology use in academic and professional life for both genders and across 

various age groups. 

However, the presence of differences between faculties, favoring students from scientific 

faculties, can be explained by these students being more accustomed to using digital 

platforms and closer in the nature of their specializations to technological concepts. This 

makes them more receptive to this mode of education compared to humanities students, 

whose interaction with digital learning tools might be less intensive or specialized. 

In terms of gender, the current study found no statistically significant differences between 

male and female students. This aligns directly with Uddin (2024) in India, who concluded 

that gender had no significant effect on learning outcomes or attitudes within blended 

learning contexts, suggesting that blended environments are inherently inclusive across 

genders. Similarly, Ali (2023) in the Maldives found that students’ gender did not 

influence their perceptions of blended learning, highlighting instead infrastructural and 

disciplinary variables. These findings reinforce the position that the growing integration of 

technology into everyday academic and professional contexts has neutralized gender 

differences in students’ readiness for and acceptance of blended learning. However, these 

results diverge from Shi and Zhu (2025) in China, who reported improvements across all 

outcomes in blended settings but noted slightly higher self-reported engagement among 

female students, suggesting that contextual and cultural factors may sometimes mediate 

gender differences. Likewise, Cai (2024) observed higher affective engagement among 

female English majors in blended courses, which contrasts with the present study’s 

conclusion of no gender-based differences. This indicates that while gender may not be a 

universal determinant, its effect can be contingent on subject matter, cultural context, or 

assessment tools. 

Regarding age, the absence of statistically significant differences in this study is consistent 

with Tussupbekova et al. (2022) in Kazakhstan, who found that postgraduate students’ 
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perceptions of blended learning were not significantly influenced by age or geographical 

distribution, attributing this to the adaptability and flexibility of blended modalities. 

Similarly, Lv and Li (2024), working within the UTAUT2 framework, demonstrated that 

motivational and behavioral factors—rather than demographic ones such as age—were the 

key predictors of blended learning effectiveness. These findings parallel the current study 

in underscoring that the success of blended learning depends on design features, learner 

autonomy, and engagement, rather than chronological age. In contrast, Voronin et al. 

(2020) in Russia highlighted that younger postgraduate students were more enthusiastic 

about digital tools compared to older ones, reflecting a generational familiarity gap with 

technology. This divergence suggests that while in some contexts age may no longer be a 

determining factor, in others, digital readiness may vary across age groups depending on 

exposure to technology and professional background. 

The most notable finding in this study is the significant difference by faculty, with 

scientific students displaying more favorable attitudes than their humanities counterparts. 

This is consistent with Ali (2023), who found disciplinary variation in the Maldives, with 

science and engineering students showing more positive perceptions of blended learning 

than those in tourism and business, a result directly aligned with the current study. 

Likewise, Shahid (2024) in the UK noted that task–technology fit and alignment with 

disciplinary needs were critical predictors of satisfaction and performance, explaining why 

students in scientific and technical fields may respond more positively to blended learning. 

This interpretation is further supported by Zakaria et al. (2024) in Egypt, who found that 

vocational programming students benefited substantially from blended station rotation 

models, while Yang and Phongsatha (2024) in Thailand demonstrated similar advantages 

for digital media students. These results collectively highlight that scientific and technical 

disciplines often provide greater opportunities for applying blended tools in ways directly 

connected to course outcomes, thereby enhancing student perceptions. 

At the same time, other studies highlight a contrasting trend. Lin (2024) found that English 

majors in China benefited significantly from blended writing instruction, particularly in 

terms of structural coherence and grammar accuracy, suggesting that humanities students 

can also gain considerably from blended approaches when digital tools are effectively 

designed and integrated. Similarly, Cai (2024) demonstrated that blended learning was 

highly effective for English majors, enhancing linguistic skills and overall engagement, 

which challenges the assumption that scientific disciplines are inherently more suited to 

blended models. Likewise, Dorji and Dorji (2024) in Bhutan and Abdissa et al. (2024) in 

Ethiopia demonstrated that even in history and mathematics, respectively, blended learning 

led to superior outcomes compared to traditional instruction, again suggesting that the 

divergence between faculties may be more a reflection of implementation quality than 

disciplinary limitations. 

Additional evidence from Rayyan et al. (2024) in the Middle East also complicates this 

finding, as their study showed that blended learning enhanced both self-efficacy and GPA 

across undergraduate cohorts, without highlighting faculty-based variation. Similarly, 

Tabassum et al. (2024) in Pakistan found improvements in academic performance, 

engagement, and satisfaction across diverse faculties, suggesting that blended learning can 

be equally beneficial across disciplines if properly designed. Finally, Chakawodza et al. 
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(2024) in South Africa found that blended learning significantly improved outcomes in 

Organic Chemistry, reinforcing the advantage for scientific disciplines but not explicitly 

excluding humanities contexts. 

Taken together, the results of this study both converge with and diverge from previous 

research. The agreement lies in confirming that gender and age are not primary 

determinants of blended learning attitudes, consistent with Uddin (2024), Ali (2023), 

Tussupbekova et al. (2022), and Lv and Li (2024). However, divergences emerge in 

contexts where gender or age-related differences were observed (e.g., Shi and Zhu, 2025; 

Cai, 2024; Voronin et al., 2020), indicating that demographic effects may be contextually 

contingent. With respect to faculties, the current finding of scientific superiority is in 

strong agreement with Ali (2023), Shahid (2024), Zakaria et al. (2024), and Yang and 

Phongsatha (2024), but stands in partial contrast to Lin (2024) and Cai (2024), who 

demonstrated that humanities disciplines can also thrive under well-designed blended 

models. 

Thus, the present study confirms that the success of blended learning at Al-Quds 

University is not primarily dictated by immutable demographic factors but is instead 

closely tied to disciplinary contexts, the quality of content design, and the degree of 

institutional and pedagogical support. These conclusions reinforce the need for tailored 

approaches to blended learning that account for disciplinary needs while ensuring 

inclusivity across gender and age groups. 

 

5.2 Discussion of Qualitative Study Results: 

 

In this section, we discuss the findings derived from analyzing the open-ended questions 

included in the study instrument. These questions aimed to delve deeper into students' 

perceptions of blended learning and identify challenges and suggestions based on their 

actual experiences. 

 

5.2.1. Discussion of Theme 1: "Overall Experiences with Blended Learning". 

 

The analysis of postgraduate students' overall experiences with blended learning revealed a 

critical duality, characterized by a strong appreciation for logistical advantages set 

against significant concerns regarding human interaction and support. Quantitatively, this 

finding is rooted in the tension between the High mean scores recorded for Attitude 

towards the Blended Process (3.86/5.00) and the infrastructure dimension (3.828), 

contrasted sharply with the Medium overall rating for Actual Use (3.118)—the lowest 

dimension score. This suggests the university provided the tools but struggled with the 

execution of engaging pedagogy. 

The reported advantages—primarily flexibility in time management and the ability to 

balance studies with professional or family commitments (P1, P4)—are strongly supported 

by the high positive Attitudes found in the quantitative data, particularly the high 

agreement with the items related to efficient time utilization. This outcome aligns with Ali 

(2023), who found that accessibility and learning flexibility were key drivers of positive 

student perceptions in a dual-mode context, and Lin (2024), who noted that digital 
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resources strongly motivate self-directed learning. Furthermore, participants who 

successfully managed their schedules reflected the findings of Shahid (2024), which 

established that strong self-regulated learning skills are one of the most significant 

predictors of student satisfaction and academic performance in blended postgraduate 

programs. 

However, the persistent qualitative complaints regarding isolation, the scarcity of 

synchronous sessions, and weak communication from instructors (P2, P3) fundamentally 

explain the Medium level rating for Actual Use. The quantitative data confirms this 

deficiency by revealing that the lowest-rated specific items in the entire scale were related 

to the effectiveness and enjoyment of Discussion Forums (3.45 and 3.58). This is a vital 

finding, as it implies that the technological infrastructure is not the problem; rather, the 

pedagogical design failed to activate the necessary social and collaborative components 

crucial for a successful blend. This gap in human connection and timely feedback, 

highlighted by participants, directly compromises the self-efficacy gains associated with 

blended learning, as suggested by Rayyan et al. (2024). 

This challenge aligns closely with international literature: Tussupbekova et al. (2022), in 

a study on master’s students, confirmed that an overwhelming majority (97%) still prefer 

face-to-face sessions for the sake of instantaneous feedback and human connection, and 

that the absence of prompt instructor engagement leads to a decline in perceived learning 

quality. The resultant dip in motivation reported by some students (P5, P9) can be 

theoretically justified by Lv and Li's (2024) model, which positions hedonic motivation 

(enjoyment of the process) as a strong predictor of behavioral intention; when interaction is 

poor, the learning process ceases to be enjoyable, thereby weakening the students' drive to 

engage actively. Ultimately, while students appreciate the logistical benefits associated 

with blending, the current implementation risks failing at the level of interactive 

engagement, suggesting the university must urgently shift focus from mere technological 

provision to faculty training in interactive digital pedagogy to fully realize the high 

potential reflected in students' positive attitudes. 

 

5.2.2. Discussion of Theme 2: "Challenges and Obstacles in Blended Learning" 

 

The analysis of challenges faced by postgraduate students confirmed a convergence of 

three core systemic obstacles: technical fragility, communication deficits, and 

insufficient institutional support. Quantitatively, these qualitative concerns are validated 

by the Medium overall mean score of 3.650 for the Technical and Logistical Support 

dimension, highlighting a clear gap between perceived institutional effort and student 

experience. The problems are not merely isolated incidents but reflect structural issues that 

undermine the blended model’s effectiveness. 

The most frequently reported challenge was the digital infrastructure, specifically 

unstable internet connectivity and frequent disconnections during synchronous 

activities (P1, P6). This obstacle, which often led to lost work or missed material, places 

the university's blended learning model within the context of global infrastructure 

challenges in developing regions. This finding strongly resonates with Ali (2023), who 

identified unreliable internet access and limited technical support as major barriers for 
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students, particularly those residing in less accessible areas. Similarly, the work of 

Chakawodza et al. (2024) in under-resourced schools emphasized that the gains from 

blended learning are heavily contingent upon foundational infrastructure stability. The 

recurrent nature of these technical complaints demonstrates that the high score achieved in 

the "Infrastructure" dimension (3.828) reflects the availability of the platform (Moodle, 

Zoom) rather than the stability of the external network environment required for successful 

synchronous engagement. 

Beyond technology, the human element emerged as a critical impediment. Participants 

consistently cited a lack of systematic training workshops (P3, P10) and significant 

communication delays from faculty members (P2, P8). Quantitatively, the item related to 

training workshops received one of the lowest means in the support dimension (3.55), 

confirming the institutional deficit in proactive preparation. The poor communication 

structure is pedagogically damaging, as the absence of quick responses reduces students' 

hedonic motivation and their perception of the model's benefits, as posited by Lv and Li 

(2024). Furthermore, Cai (2024) found that reduced opportunities for direct instructor 

communication lead to lower student engagement and satisfaction, directly mirroring the 

students' frustrations in this study where a lack of timely guidance created confusion and 

stress. 

Crucially, the challenges faced by students are contextualized by the quantitative results on 

faculty differences, which showed statistically significant differences in favor of 

Scientific Faculties (Mean 3.51) over Humanities Faculties (Mean 3.37) in the 

perception of actual blended learning use. This finding suggests that students in scientific 

disciplines, who often possess higher intrinsic digital literacy and are typically more 

accustomed to self-paced, content-driven digital tools (as leveraged in studies by Yang 

and Phongsatha (2024) and Dorji and Dorji (2024)), are better equipped to overcome the 

infrastructure and communication deficits independently. Conversely, Humanities students, 

whose disciplines often rely more heavily on nuanced, real-time verbal discussion and 

deep human interaction, were more adversely affected by the communication delays and 

the lack of engaging discussion forums, leading to a lower perception of the system's 

overall effectiveness. This disparity underscores that the systemic challenges 

disproportionately impact students whose disciplines are less amenable to a purely self-

directed, asynchronous model. In summary, the qualitative and quantitative data 

collectively highlight that while the university possesses the necessary digital backbone, 

the blended experience is fundamentally compromised by an incomplete human and 

pedagogical support network, requiring the adoption of comprehensive policies 

encompassing training, clear communication protocols, and continuous, responsive 

technical assistance. 

 

5.2.3. Discussion of Theme 3: Institutional Support and Resources 

 

The qualitative analysis focusing on institutional support and resources provided a crucial 

lens for dissecting the disparity between the university's technical readiness and its 

pedagogical effectiveness, a disparity previously established by the High mean score in 

Infrastructure (3.828) versus the Medium score in Actual Use (3.118). The responses 
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revealed that institutional support was partial and fragmented, with students appreciating 

the static, easy-to-access resources while sharply criticizing the absence of dynamic, 

human-centered assistance. 

The positive aspects of support centered on the structural framework, specifically the 

accessibility of the Moodle platform and the provision of recorded lectures and static 

files (P3, P7). This qualitative appreciation for accessible content directly aligns with the 

quantitatively high rating of the Infrastructure dimension. However, this infrastructural 

success was overwhelmingly overshadowed by deficiencies in proactive human 

intervention. The two most critical qualitative shortcomings reported were the absence of 

practical, hands-on training workshops for students and faculty (P1, P10) and the lack 

of immediate, real-time technical support during critical moments, such as assignment 

submissions or technical failures (P2, P9). These qualitative findings directly correlate with 

the low score assigned to the specific item on Training Workshops within the "Technical 

and Logistical Support" dimension (3.55, Medium level), confirming that the institution's 

primary focus was on tool deployment rather than skill enablement. 

This systemic gap between structural provision and human support reflects a fundamental 

challenge in blended learning implementation, focusing on the "hard" (technology) at the 

expense of the "soft" (pedagogy and assistance). The absence of practical workshops 

negatively impacts students' self-efficacy, which Lv and Li (2024) demonstrated is closely 

linked to students' perception of learning effectiveness. When students lack confidence and 

skill in using interactive tools, they default to a passive, receptive mode, leading to the low 

engagement scores observed in the quantitative data (e.g., low mean for discussion 

forums). Furthermore, the reported lack of immediate technical and academic guidance 

(P3, P10)—coupled with recurring complaints about delayed instructor responsiveness 

(P5, P9)—weakens students' trust in the system and intensifies technical anxiety, especially 

under academic pressure. This deficit in human communication and follow-up echoes the 

findings of Ali (2023), who recommended organizing training workshops and developing 

effective communication channels to mitigate reduced participation effectiveness 

stemming from limited support. 

In a broader context, the results underscore the necessity of a comprehensive, multi-level 

support framework, confirming the conclusions of Tabassum et al. (2024), who 

emphasized investment in not just infrastructure but active technical and advisory 

assistance. The qualitative feedback highlights that the university needs to move beyond 

simple provision (files, platform) to active accompaniment (workshops, academic 

advisors, technical hotlines). This need for a comprehensive environment that integrates 

guidance and educational accompaniment—not just tools—is also strongly emphasized by 

Yang & Phongsatha (2024). Therefore, the challenges identified are not flaws in the 

blend's concept, but rather deficits in the institutional commitment to human-centric 

support, which is the necessary catalyst for translating infrastructural availability into high 

Actual Use and student success. 
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5.2.4. Discussion of Theme 4: Comparison Between Blended and Face-to-Face 

Learning 

 

The qualitative analysis of student preferences regarding blended versus face-to-face 

instruction yielded a nuanced, contextualized preference, driven by an appreciation of the 

unique benefits each mode offers. Students strongly valued traditional face-to-face (F2F) 

instruction for its qualities of immediate human interaction, social accountability, and 

enhanced motivation (P2, P9). This F2F preference stemmed from the perceived dynamic 

environment that strengthens comprehension and academic engagement, directly 

highlighting the central deficit identified in the previous themes: the lack of real-time 

connection and engagement in the current blended setup (P3, P5). This finding is essential, 

as it supports the conclusion that the existing blended model, despite its high Infrastructure 

score (3.828), is struggling to replicate the social and motivational scaffolding inherent in 

traditional learning environments. 

Conversely, participants equally valued the blended model for its core strengths: 

flexibility, accessibility, and the convenience of recorded content (P6, P7). This is 

particularly critical for postgraduate students balancing demanding schedules, reinforcing 

the high quantitative score obtained for Attitude towards the Process (3.86/5.00), largely 

attributed to these logistical benefits. This dual appreciation—valuing F2F for quality of 

interaction and Blended Learning for quality of life—explains why a significant portion of 

the participants ultimately advocated for a balanced hybrid model (20%), combining the 

best of both worlds (P1, P8). 

This balanced perspective is strongly corroborated by the existing literature, which 

confirms that students seek to maximize both pedagogical engagement and personal 

flexibility. The findings align with Tussupbekova et al. (2022), who noted that while 

master’s students appreciated the flexibility of the blended pace, their overwhelming 

preference for F2F was rooted in the need for instantaneous feedback—a core element of 

engagement that the current asynchronous setup fails to provide effectively. Similarly, the 

desire for a hybrid solution is supported by studies that found blended learning enhances 

achievement (e.g., Shi and Zhu, 2025; Uddin, 2024; Zakaria et al., 2024), but its success is 

conditional on effective faculty training and interactive design (Cai, 2024). Therefore, the 

students' call for a hybrid model (P1) is not a rejection of blending, but a practical 

recommendation to re-design the blend itself to incorporate the motivational and 

interactive strengths of F2F, thereby addressing the deficiencies in Actual Use (3.118) and 

communication. The optimal solution, as proposed by the students, requires leveraging F2F 

time for high-value activities (like problem-solving workshops and real-time discussion) 

while reserving the online component primarily for content delivery and self-paced review, 

ensuring accountability is maintained, as noted by participants favoring F2F. 

 

5.2.5. Discussion of Theme 5: Skill Development and Recommendations 

 

The final qualitative theme addresses the perceived impact of blended learning on students’ 

skills and provides a consolidated set of recommendations, offering a forward-looking 

perspective on institutional improvement. On the one hand, a significant majority of 
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participants (70%) reported meaningful skill development, particularly in self-directed 

learning, time management, and digital literacy (P1, P10). These gains are a direct 

consequence of the autonomy granted by the blended model, which requires students to 

assume greater responsibility for organizing their asynchronous study time. This positive 

outcome strongly reinforces the findings of Shahid (2024), who identified self-regulated 

learning as a top predictor of satisfaction, and Shi and Zhu (2025), who linked blended 

learning to enhanced managerial competencies and problem-solving abilities. 

On the other hand, the qualitative data revealed that skill development was inconsistent, 

with some students reporting limited academic gains beyond file organization (P5). 

Furthermore, the low frequency of reports on enhanced collaboration or critical thinking 

(30-40%) highlights the precise pedagogical failure inferred from the quantitative data, 

namely the low mean scores for interactive tools like discussion forums (3.45). Blended 

learning, when properly implemented (e.g., Zakaria et al., 2024), should foster higher-order 

skills through collaborative problem-based activities. The current low rate of perceived 

improvement suggests the online component functions primarily as a content repository 

rather than a dynamic learning space. 

The students' recommendations provide a direct roadmap for bridging this gap between 

potential and reality. The suggestions concentrated on four interconnected areas: Lecturer 

Engagement/Training, Digital Content Design, Enhanced Support, and Clear Policies. 

 Lecturer Engagement and Training: Students called for more active and responsive 

instructors and training on interactive digital tools (P2, P3). This directly supports the 

need for the faculty development emphasized by Tabassum et al. (2024) and Cai (2024), 

reinforcing that the investment must be in human capital (training) to improve Actual 

Use (3.118). 

 Strengthening Support: The demand for a technical hotline during submission deadlines 

(P7) and the assignment of academic advisors (P3) confirms the conclusion of Theme 3 

that the lack of human-centric support is a critical vulnerability. This echoes the 

recommendations from Ali (2023) for comprehensive support systems. 

 Content Design: Recommendations for more interactive and visually engaging materials 

linked to real-world problems (P5, P9) align with the findings of Yang and Phongsatha 

(2024) regarding the necessity of multimedia tutorials and practical exercises to 

maximize engagement in digital learning. 

 Policy Clarity: The call for flexible deadlines for working students (P4) and unified 

update systems (P10) addresses procedural ambiguities, reflecting the underlying 

tension between the blended model's theoretical flexibility and the practical rigidity of 

its administrative application. 

In conclusion, the qualitative findings on skill development confirm the dual reality of the 

blended model: it successfully cultivates self-management skills due to its structure, but 

fails to fully develop collaborative and critical thinking skills due to systemic weaknesses 

in interactive pedagogical design and human support. The students' recommendations offer 

a practical, evidence-based strategy for institutional action, urging the university to 

transform the current passive asynchronous model into a truly integrated hybrid system 

that balances technical excellence with profound human engagement. 
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Overall Synthesis and Conclusion of Findings 

The integration of quantitative and qualitative results reveals a critical dissonance in the 

implementation of blended learning at the university level: students hold a high positive 

attitude toward the concept of blended learning, driven by its logistical benefits, yet report 

only a medium level of actual effective use due to profound pedagogical and human 

support deficiencies. 

1. The Blended Paradox: Attitude vs. Reality 

The study’s central finding is the gap between the high quantitative score for Attitude 

(3.86/5.00) and Infrastructure (3.828)—reflecting appreciation for flexibility, recorded 

content, and platform accessibility—and the lowest score for Actual Use (3.118). 

Qualitatively, this gap is explained by the pervasive challenge of isolation (Theme 1) and 

the low engagement scores for discussion forums (Quantitative data). This confirms that 

the university has successfully provided the technological possibility but has failed to 

activate the pedagogical necessity of the model. This challenge is further exacerbated by 

the statistically significant differences favoring Scientific Faculties, suggesting that 

Humanities students, who rely more heavily on nuanced interaction, are disproportionately 

affected by the communication deficits (Theme 2). 

2. Failure of the Human-Centric Component 

The qualitative data provided overwhelming evidence that the system’s failure is not 

technical, but human and systemic. Students appreciated the structural support (Moodle 

platform, access to files) but consistently highlighted the absence of dynamic, proactive 

accompaniment (Theme 3). The core deficits—lack of hands-on training workshops 

(low quantitative mean of 3.55) and delayed instructor responsiveness—are systemic 

weaknesses. This supports the literature (e.g., Lv & Li, 2024; Tussupbekova et al., 2022) 

which confirms that when the Interaction Equivalency Theorem is violated—specifically 

the student-instructor interaction—students’ self-efficacy declines, and the logistical 

benefits of the blend cannot compensate for the feeling of detachment. 

3. The Call for a Redesigned Hybrid Model 

The comparative analysis (Theme 4) confirms that students are not rejecting the blend, but 

are advocating for its reconfiguration. By valuing traditional F2F instruction for 

accountability and immediate interaction, and blended learning for flexibility and self-

management (Theme 5), participants propose an integrated hybrid solution. This solution 

must leverage F2F time for high-value collaborative activities (problem-solving, 

discussion) while improving the asynchronous component through engaging multimedia 

content and mandated timely faculty response protocols. The students' collective 

recommendations—focusing on academic advising, instructor training on interactive tools, 

and clear communication policies—represent an evidence-based roadmap for transforming 

the current passive, content-driven model into a truly interactive, human-centered 
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hybrid experience capable of fulfilling the promise reflected in the students' initial 

positive attitudes. 

Study Recommendations: 

Based on the study findings, which revealed a critical gap between high technical readiness 

and deficient human-centered pedagogical practice, the following key recommendations 

are presented to ensure the effectiveness and success of the blended learning model for 

postgraduate students: 

1. Mandate Redesign of the Hybrid Model for Active Interaction 

The University must restructure its blended learning pedagogical framework to 

mandate that face-to-face (F2F) or synchronous sessions are utilized exclusively for high-

value interactive activities, thereby addressing the deficit in Actual Use (3.118). 

 F2F/Synchronous Component: Must be reserved for activities demanding immediate 

feedback, such as critical debates, problem-solving workshops, case study analyses, and 

live project feedback. 

 Asynchronous Component: Should shift from being a file repository to a dynamic 

learning space by prioritizing interactive multimedia content, simulations, and virtual 

collaboration tools over static text files (e.g., long PDFs). 

2. Implement a Comprehensive and Mandatory Faculty Training Program 

The University should establish a compulsory, continuous training program for all 

faculty members that moves beyond basic technical skills to focus on interactive digital 

pedagogy and communication protocols. 

 Pedagogical Focus: Training must emphasize methods for enhancing Hedonic 

Motivation (enjoyment and engagement) and facilitating online collaboration using 

interactive tools (e.g., Padlet, Mentimeter, virtual whiteboards). 

 Communication Policy: Institute a clear, mandatory protocol for student response 

times (e.g., responding to all student inquiries within 24 working hours) to restore trust 

and close the communication deficit identified in the study. 

3. Establish a Unified, Multi-Tiered Student Support Center 

The institutional support system must be transformed from passive content delivery into an 

active support network to reduce technical anxiety and the feeling of isolation (P2, P9). 

 Immediate Technical Hotline: Create a dedicated, fast-response channel (e.g., a 

technical support hotline or automated ticketing system) specifically operational during 

peak academic times (e.g., assignment deadlines and examination periods) for urgent 

technical troubleshooting. 
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 Academic Advisory: Assign dedicated academic advisors to postgraduate students to 

provide systematic follow-up, especially during the initial weeks of the semester, 

thereby enhancing the students' sense of academic belonging. 

4. Require Proactive Self-Regulation and Digital Readiness Training for Students 

While students demonstrated some gains in self-management (Theme 5), the University 

should formalize and enhance these skills to mitigate the risk of procrastination and 

underperformance. 

 Mandatory Orientation Workshops: Offer compulsory, practical introductory 

workshops for all new postgraduate students, focusing explicitly on strategies for 

managing time in a blended environment, effective use of digital organization tools, and 

techniques for overcoming procrastination. 

5. Develop Flexible and Transparent Institutional Policies 

The administration must review and update its policies to reflect the realities and demands 

of the postgraduate blended learning experience, many of whom are working professionals. 

 Deadline Flexibility: Review assignment and submission policies to allow for 

reasonable flexible deadlines without compromising academic integrity, recognizing 

the scheduling conflicts faced by working students and parents (P4). 

 Unified Procedures: Implement a single, unified system for clearly and proactively 

communicating all academic deadlines, grading policies, and course updates to ensure 

transparency and consistency across all faculties. 
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Appendices                                                                                                                                                       
 

Appendix A: Quantitative Research Instrument (Questionnaire) 

Al-Quds University 

 

The researcher is conducting a study titled " Actual blended learning among graduate 

students at Al-Quds University and their attitude towards it ". Your insights into the 

blended learning Perspectives are crucial to facilitate this study. A self-completed 

questionnaire has been enclosed to capture students Perspectives on blended learning of 

graduate students at Al-Quds University.  

Please fill in the blanks with the appropriate information or tick (√) the appropriate box: 

Your response will be treated with utmost confidentiality. The information received from 

this questionnaire will be used for research purpose only. If you need further information 

about the study, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher.  

Thank you for your help and time.  

The Researcher: Leena Deeb Abu Zahra  

  

Section I: General Information:  

1. Gender          Male     Female     

2. faculty        Scientific     Humanities   

3. Age:       less than 25   25- 35 years  more than 35  

 

Section II: Questionnaire Items  

Please put () in the suitable choice   

No Item 
Strongly 

agree 
Agree neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

A)  Actual use of blended learning    

A)-1 Infrastructure (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

1.  

The necessary equipment is 

available to implement the 

blended learning model. 

     

2.  

The curricula have been 

developed to suit the 

application of the blended 

learning model. 

     

3.  

The study plans have been 

modified to become more 

suitable for the application of 

blended learning. 

     

4.  

The educational system at 

the university is qualified to 

implement the blended 

learning model. 
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A)-2 Using (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

5.  

I enjoy using the blended 

learning model for my 

education 

     

6.  

The actual process when 

using the BL model is 

pleasant. 

     

7.  

I can get the task done as 

scheduled when 

implementing the blended 

Learning model. 

     

8.  

The tasks do not require 

more effort to be 

accomplished when using a 

blended Learning model. 

     

A)-3 
Technical and logistical 

support 
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

9.  

Al Quds university provides 

telecommunications 

equipment and computer 

resources to implement the 

BL model. 

     

10.  

Al Quds University support 

and encourages staff to use 

blended Learning system 

     

11.  

Help is available from the 

university when I have a 

problem in using e-Learning 

system in blended Learning 

process 

     

12.  

Al Quds University provides 

staff and the students with 

training workshops to 

enhance their  knowledge 

and skills of blended  

Learning. 

     

A)-4 Impact of using BL (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

13.  

The quality of the output I 

get from the blended 

Learning Model is high. 

     

14.  

I expect the quality of future 

blended Learning model to 

be high. 
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15.  

I believe I can communicate 

with others easily when 

using the blended Learning 

model. 

     

16.  

The results of using the 

blended Learning model are 

apparent to me. 

     

B)   attitude    

B)-1 
attitudes towards the 

blended learning process 
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

17.  

The implementation of 

blended learning in courses 

increase opportunities of 

interaction with the teacher. 

     

18.  

Applying Blended learning 

to teach the course helped 

me improve all my skills 

(Reading from external 

sources, discussion, 

analysis, and reflection). 

     

19.  

The implementation of 

Blended learning for courses 

enhanced the chance to 

interact with my classmates. 

     

20.  

The technique of Blended 

learning model encouraged 

me to learn better. 

     

21.  
I am in favor of using 

Blended learning in courses. 
     

22.  

I found the course easier 

when applying Blended 

learning in teaching. 

     

23.  

Applying Blended learning 

for courses was more 

delightful and relaxing than 

traditional methods. 

     

24.  
I enjoyed talking with others 

about Blended learning. 
     

25.  
Blended learning could have 

been a better use of time. 
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B)-2 

Students'  Attitudes 

 toward  Blended 

 Learning Content 

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 

26.  

The online activities are 

related to the course 

objectives. 

     

27.  
The online activities were 

concise and comprehensive. 
     

28.  

With blended learning, I can 

listen to videos more than 

once to improve my 

pronunciation. 

     

29.  

Blended learning enables me 

to listen and learn 

effectively. 

     

30.  

The online videos enables 

me us to listen to native 

speakers. 

     

31.  

The discussion forums 

increased my analysis 

abilities. 

     

32.  

Using visual aids with 

Blended learning made 

teaching interesting. 

     

33.  
The discussion forums are 

interesting. 
     

34.  
I can listen and comment on 

podcasts. 
     

35.  

Watching videos gets me 

engaged in discussion 

forums. 

     

  

Thank you!  
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Appendix B: Qualitative Open-Ended Questions 

 

Deanship of Graduate Studies Al-Quds University 

 

Qualitative Section of the Questionnaire 

The researcher is conducting a study titled "Actual Blended Learning Among Graduate 

Students at Al-Quds University and Their Attitude Towards It". Your insights into the 

practical realities and challenges of the blended learning system are crucial to the success 

of this study. This qualitative section aims to capture in-depth perspectives, providing 

context to the quantitative findings. 

Please answer the following questions comprehensively in the space provided. Your 

responses will be treated with utmost confidentiality and used strictly for research 

purposes. 

Thank you for your valuable time and cooperation. 

 

The Researcher: Leena Deeb Abu Zahra 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

78 

Appendix C : Qualitative Research Questions 

 

These open-ended questions are designed to gather in-depth qualitative data covering the 

five core analytical themes that emerged from the study's framework. 

Theme Question Asked to Participant 

1. Overall Experiences 

and Attitudes 

How would you describe your overall experience with blended 

learning in your postgraduate studies? Please highlight the 

most prominent positive and negative moments, and the impact 

of this mode on your time management and motivation. 

2. Challenges and 

Obstacles 

What were the main challenges or obstacles you faced while 

using the blended learning system? (e.g., technical problems, 

difficulties communicating with instructors/peers, or limited 

infrastructure). 

3. Institutional Support 

and Resources 

What types of support or resources did the university provide 

effectively, and where did you feel support was most lacking? 

(e.g., workshops, technical assistance, training materials, or 

academic advising). 

4. Comparison and 

Preference 

Compared to traditional instruction, what are the strengths you 

found in blended learning and the strengths you prefer in face-

to-face learning? Based on your experience, which model do 

you recommend? 

5. Skill Development 

and Recommendations 

What academic or professional skills do you believe blended 

learning helped you to develop? What are your most important 

and specific recommendations for improving and developing 

the blended learning model at the University? 
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Appendix D : List of Questionnaire Reviewers" 

 

Email or Phone 

Number 
University Specialization Reviewer Name 

 
i***@pmu.edu.sa 

 

King Saud 

University 

(KSA) 

Educational Psychology 
Dr. Issa Al-

Ansari 

Dr-Sami mohaned  

facebook 

University of 

Jordan (Jordan) 
Counseling Psychology 

Dr. Sami 

Mohamed 

Yousef 

Dr-Ali wafi 

Facebook 

Ain Shams 

University 

(Egypt) 

Educational 

Measurement & 

Evaluation 

Dr. Ali Wafi 

Dr-mahmoud Itmeizeh 

facebook 

Palestine Ahliya 

University 

English and educational 

Technology 

Dr-Mahmoud 

Itmeizeh 

 
University of 

Mosul (Iraq) 

Developmental 

Psychology 

Dr. Abdul Ghani 

Abdul Ghani 

0599431611 
Palestine Ahliya 

university 

Dean of the Faculty of 

Educational Sciences 

 

Dr.Myasar abu 

Elglasy 

0595520666 Hebron 
English and educational 

technology 
Dr.hazem Bader 

Areeje@hebron.edu Hebron  Teaching method  Dr areej Salah 

fadela@hebron.edu Hebron Teaching method  
Mr Fadel 

Abuaqil 

r.khan@umme.edu.my 

University of 

Malaya  

Malaysia 

Educatiomal psychology 
Prof. Drr, 

Rahila khan 
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Appendix E : Research Facilitation Letter 
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Appendix F : Research Ethics Committee (REC) Decision Letter 
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Appendix G : Certificate of Ethics Training: Informed Consent 
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