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Abstract The level of learner satisfaction, according to

Chen and Yao (J Educ Res 4(7):1667-1671, 2016), has a

main role in measuring the effectiveness of blended

learning, which is influenced by various factors. The pur-

pose of this study was thus twofold: (a) to explore graduate

students’ attitudes, interaction patterns, and satisfaction

with blended learning technology and (b) to investigate the

extent to which attitude, interaction, and quality of teaching

contributed to satisfaction. The participants of this study

were 140 graduate students of TEFL at the e-learning

campus of Iran University of Science and Technology. The

instruments were four types of questionnaire on learner

satisfaction, attitude, interaction types, and quality of

teaching. The results of quantitative and qualitative anal-

ysis revealed learners’ positive attitudes towards blended

learning technology. The instructor was also successful in

teaching theoretical and practical concepts of TEFL,

guiding online discussion through giving constructive

feedback, and motivating learners to do more online

learning. Learner–-instructor interaction was also found to

be the most frequent type of interaction. The results of

multiple regression analysis also revealed that contribution

of quality of teaching to satisfaction was higher than that of

interaction and attitude, implying the significance of

training online teachers to enhance their knowledge, skills,

and strategies required for online teaching.
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Introduction

Blended learning, according to Kvavik (2005), is an

innovative method for learners, making learning and

teaching process more comfortable and attractive and is in

accordance with learners’ needs for the 21st century.

Blended learning is referred to as a combination of online

and face-to-face instruction (Graham 2006), and it is

argued that learners can learn easily through this method

(Teclehaimanot and Lamb 2005; Wetzel et al. 2014),

because this method is supported by the theory of experi-

ential learning (Seaman et al. 2017). Sharma (2010) asserts

that blended learning attempts to generate a harmonious

balance between face-to-face interaction and online access

to knowledge by considering teachers’ and learners’ atti-

tudes and aptitudes.

Willging and Johnson (2009) note that the main factor

influencing online courses is learner satisfaction, which is

the amount of learner’s attitude and feelings about all

advantages of blended learning classrooms (Wu et al.

2010). According to Chang and Fisher (2003), learner

satisfaction is the main factor that can influence the success

and failure of using new methods of teaching and learning

and is an essential factor for implementing the program of

blended learning. Learner satisfaction is found to motivate,

engage, and influence the learning, efficiency, and the

achievement of learners (Wickersham and McGee 2008).

Bollinger and Martindale (2004) state that learner satis-

faction with blended learning technology depends on
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various factors, including instruction, interaction, instruc-

tor, technology, and course management issues.

Selim (2007) asserts that one of the main factors to

measure learner satisfaction and success is optimistic atti-

tudes to blended learning. According to Zhu et al. (2013),

learner’s attitude deals with learner’s readiness for using

blended learning, and learners with positive attitudes can

have higher level of motivation for online learning. In

addition, different types of interaction can play a signifi-

cant role in online learning community; for instance,

learner–learner interaction is found to be a principal factor

for satisfaction (Sher 2009). Learner–instructor interaction

is also one of the most important factors, which predicts

satisfaction with online courses (Thurmond 2003; Bolliger

and Martindale 2004; Battalio 2007). Anderson et al.

(2001) state that teachers have a main role in creating and

retaining teaching presence.

Nowadays, e-learning campuses in which students also

have some face-to-face sessions and have been established

at the well-known universities in Iran, including Iran

University of Science and Technology (IUST); hence, the

most important issues that come into vogue are the learner

satisfaction and how it would be possible to boost learner

satisfaction level in terms of learners’ attitude, interaction,

and quality of teaching. The relationship between online

satisfaction and attitude (Unsal 2007; Acar 2013; Kintu and

Zhu 2016), satisfaction and quality of teaching (Alebaikan

and Troudi 2010), and satisfaction and interaction (Ek-

wunife-Orakwue and Teng 2014; Kassandrinouet et al.

2014) have been investigated; however, it seems the dis-

cipline still lacks in-depth studies on learner satisfaction

with blended learning technology, specifically it appears

there is no study investigating the contribution of attitude,

interaction, and quality of teaching to satisfaction of

graduate students of TEFL with blended learning class-

rooms. Therefore, the main objective of this study was to

explore TEFL graduate students’ attitudes, interaction

patterns, and their satisfaction with blended learning. This

study also aimed at determining the extent to which atti-

tude, interaction, and quality of teaching contributed to

learners’ satisfaction with blended learning. Accordingly,

the following research questions were addressed in this

study:

RQ1: What are graduate students’ attitudes towards

blended learning?

RQ2: What interaction types are used by graduate

students of TEFL in blended learning classrooms?

RQ3: What factors can affect the quality of teaching in

blended learning?

RQ4: What are graduate students’ perceptions of satis-

faction with blended learning technology?

RQ5: To what extent do attitude, interaction, and quality

of teaching contribute to graduate students’ satisfaction

with blended learning?

Review of the Related Literature

Blended learning, according to Graham (2013), is a com-

bination of face-to-face and learning by the use of tech-

nology, which can enhance student-centered form of

learning, help learners interact more freely, and increase

time management (Poon 2013). Osguthorpe and Graham

(2003) note that blended learning focuses on students’

needs, improving flexibility, satisfaction, and critical

thinking skills. Given the impact of blended learning on

academic performance, it is found that students gained

higher proficiency (Ladyshewsky 2004; Owstton et al.

2013), while learners who failed to engage in online tasks

or perform the online activities and assignments tended to

show lower academic performance (Pérez and Riveros

2014; Chen and DeBoer 2015). According to Park and

Choi (2009), the disability of students in using blended

learning technology has been due to some factors, includ-

ing high workload, little timfe for study, and lack of family

support.

One of the main factors to measure learner satisfaction

and success is considered as optimistic attitudes to blended

learning (Selim 2007; Kintu et al. 2017). Due to ease of use

and the process of learning, learners are found to have

positive attitudes to blended learning (Adas and Wafa

2011). Adas and Wafa also note that Internet accessibility

and learners’ IT skills can influence their attitude to blen-

ded learning. Language instructors also prefer to use

blended learning in English classes due to its instructional

improvement, its ease of data use, social interaction, per-

sonal activity, and easy correction (Osguthorpe and Gra-

ham 2003).

According to Ibrahim Abbas (2017), learners interact

with the contents of the online courses and peers to avoid

isolation. It is also argued that interaction helps learners

link or integrate their traditional knowledge with their new

information to make new concepts (Juwah 2006). The

cooperative online learning, little friction, and the effi-

ciency of online learning are considered as significant

contributors to effective interaction (Juwah 2006; Lee

2012; Nandi et al. 2012). Jain (2011) notes that using

technology based on appropriate pedagogy in online

learning can also increase the effect of interactive process

among learners and teachers.

Lack of learner–learner interaction, according to Lewis

(2011), can have negative effect on online learning process.

Ekwunife-Orakwue and Teng (2014) also argue that
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student–student interaction can influence student satisfac-

tion, but it could not influence their grades. It is argued that

the most essential type of interaction in online learning is

learner–instructor interaction (Battalio 2007), as it can

predict satisfaction with online course (Swan 2001; Thur-

mond 2003; Bolliger and Martindale 2004). Likewise, as

stated by Thurmond (2003), the performance, participation,

and satisfaction of graduate and undergraduate students in

online courses are influenced by learner–instructor

interaction.

According to Ibrahim Abbas, the instructors have sig-

nificant role in online classes, as they can provide

instructional contents and prepare learning environment for

learners in blended courses. To simplify learning process,

online instructors can use some methods, such as reviewing

learners’ posts, completing the course activities, and giving

reflective feedback (Garrison et al. 2010). Other methods

which can lead to effective instruction are continuously

assessing learners’ performance and providing learners

with timely educational feedback (Arbaugh et al. 2008). It

is argued that for teaching in blended learning environ-

ment, knowing different instructional approaches, methods,

activities, and theories is more essential than face-to-face

teaching environment (Dereshiwsky 2013; Sadera et al.

2014).

Ekwunife-Orakwue and Teng (2014) investigated satis-

faction and learning outcomes in blended learning. The

results revealed that learner–content interaction influenced

learner satisfaction more than the other types of interaction.

Fullwood (2015) investigated perceptions of online learn-

ers and their satisfaction with online communication. The

results indicated that using online communication plat-

forms could decrease lack of real interaction and increase

student satisfaction with online and technological tools.

Results also showed that using this method could influence

interaction between instructor and learners and could

decrease negative attitude towards the use of blended

learning. Kintu and Zhu (2016) investigated self-organi-

zation, computer skills, satisfaction, and attitudes towards

the use of blended learning in Ugandan University. They

investigated other important factors (i.e., motivation,

required information, and performance) for learning out-

comes and blended learning design characteristics, such as

quality of technology, interactions of learner and techno-

logical tools, and Moodle. The results showed that learn-

ers’ attitudes towards blended learning were important

influencing their motivation and satisfaction. Learner

interaction was also found as an important factor among

the design characteristics of blended learning.

Method

Participants

This study was conducted with 140 Iranian MA students

who were passing TEFL at the e-learning campus of IUST,

which was offering blended learning courses to graduate

students. In other words, apart from online courses, learn-

ers were offered at least two sessions of face-to-face

classes, which could be increased as further needs arose.

The participants were female (f = 118, % = 84.3%) and

male (f = 22, % = 15.7%) students, ranging in age from 23

to 51. Some of whom were student teachers with no

teaching experience, while some had teaching experience

ranged from 1 to 23 years and were teaching English

Language in different schools and institutes in Iran. The

participants were asked to convey their opinions about the

teaching English language courses (i.e., Teaching

Methodology, Teaching English Language Skills, and

Teaching English for Academic Purposes) offered by a

PhD holder in TEFL who was a young professor with

10 years of teaching experience at university level and

express the level of their satisfaction with her methods of

teaching in blended learning classrooms.

Instruments

Four questionnaires on learner satisfaction, attitude, inter-

action, and quality of teaching along with a semi-structured

interview with eight questions were the instruments of this

study. The satisfaction questionnaire was classified into

five parts: interaction (9 items), instruction (12 items),

instructor (5 items), technology (6 items), and course

management (3 items) and was developed by Naaj et al.

(2012). This questionnaire with 35 items was a five-point

Likert scale, which ranged from (5 = strongly agree,

4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly

disagree). The attitude questionnaire was developed by

Dwaik et al. (2016) and included 15 items with five options

(5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 2 = disagree,

and 1 = strongly disagree).

The questionnaire on interaction developed by Kuo et al.

(2014) aimed to determine learners’ interaction types in

blended learning classrooms. This questionnaire with 18

items consisted of three parts of learner–learner interaction

(items 1–8), learner–instructor interaction (items 9–14),

and learner–content interaction (items 15–18), which

appeared in five options (5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree,

3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree). To

evaluate the instructors’ performance, the quality of

teaching questionnaire with seven items developed by

Ginns and Ellis (2007) was also used in this study. It was a
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five-point Likert-type scale in which the respondents

specified their level of agreement to each item in five

points: (5) strongly agree, (4) agree, (3) neutral, (2) dis-

agree, and (1) strongly disagree. A semi-structured inter-

view with eight questions was also conducted with 30

students. The purpose of interview was to explore their

viewpoints about the significance of attitude, quality of

teaching, and patterns of interaction for their satisfaction

with blended learning technology.

Procedure

This study was conducted in the first semester of the aca-

demic year 2019. The translated versions of the question-

naires on learner satisfaction, attitudes, interaction, and

quality of teaching were administered to the participants of

the research, but before that, the instruments were piloted

with 20 online graduate students, and the necessary chan-

ges were made based on the students’ responses. Cron-

bach’s alpha was performed to estimate the consistency of

the participants’ responses to the items of the question-

naires. The reliability coefficients were estimated as fol-

lows: satisfaction (r = 0.898), attitude (r = 0.919),

interaction (0.907), and quality of teaching (r = 0.909). A

semi-structured interview was also conducted with 30

online students.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics for items and categories of the ques-

tionnaires were conducted to investigate graduate students’

viewpoints about satisfaction, attitude, interactional pat-

terns, and quality of teaching in a blended learning envi-

ronment. Moreover, multiple regression analysis was used

to determine the contribution of the three independent

variables of attitude, interaction, and quality of teaching to

students’ satisfaction with blended learning. Finally, con-

tent analysis was done to determine learners’ frequent

responses to the interview questions, and then the fre-

quency of each pattern in their responses was computed.

Results

Learners’ Attitudes to Blended Learning

The highest amount of positive replies to items of the

attitude questionnaire was related to the following items,

respectively: ‘Technology offers learners and teachers

different options in learning and teaching’ (100%);

‘Technology must be used in TEFL classes’ (97.2%);

‘Technology facilitates the teaching/learning process’

(97.2%); ‘Computers are effective tools in language

instruction’ (97.1%); ‘Blended learning can be used

effectively in TEFL classes’ (90%); ‘Using blended

learning in English classes can offer comfortable teaching

learning environment’ (85.7%); ‘Blended learning pro-

motes the learners’ motivation’ (84.3%); ‘Blended learning

facilitates learning the theoretical aspects of TEFL’

(84.3%); and ‘Blended learning promotes the learners’

achievement’ (84.2%).

The first interview question, What is your opinion about

the use of computer and technology in TEFL classes? Do

you think it can help improve your knowledge?, was

administered to highlight more insight into the use of

technologies in online TEFL classes, and the learners’

responses are hierarchically presented as follows: ‘In dig-

ital era, using technological tools is very useful’ (f = 29,

% = 96.6); ‘Accessibility and variety of materials make the

online environments more attractive than face-to-face

classes’ (f = 25, % = 83.3); ‘Students can listen to files of

online classes several times, reviewing materials to

understand better’ (f = 24, % = 80); ‘Online learning can

promote students’ self-confidence’ (f = 25, % = 83.3); ‘In

blended learning, learners are able to solve their instruc-

tional problems in face-to-face meetings’ (f = 24, % = 80);

‘Using blended learning technology is more useful for

employed and married students, as it can save their time,

energy, and money, allowing them to connect to online

classes from different cities’ (f = 23, % = 76.6); ‘Con-

centration on learning is increased due to the omission of

some factors, including stress and traffic’ (f = 20,

% = 66.6); ‘It can improve the motivation and interest of

learners because of ease of use and the accessibility of

course contents’ (f = 20, % = 66.6); ‘Learners can com-

municate with other specialists in their field through using

Internet, email, or other technological tools’ (f = 19,

% = 63.3); ‘Blended learning can help students promote

their knowledge about TEFL’ (f = 18, % = 60); ‘Using

blended learning can considerably develop listening and

writing skills’ (f = 15, % = 50); ‘Blended learning can

motivate students to study more’ (f = 8, % = 26.6); and ‘It

can decrease the amount of stress, especially for introverted

students who lack self-confidence’ (f = 5, % = 16.6).

However, some of the learners had negative attitude, stat-

ing that ‘using new technological tools is somewhat diffi-

cult for older students’ (f = 2, % = 6.6); and ‘learning in

face-to-face classes is better than online ones due to the

more interaction between students and teacher’ (f = 1,

% = 3.4).

Learners’ Interaction in Blended Learning

Classrooms

In order to determine the learners’ interaction types in

blended learning classrooms, the percentage of learners’
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agreement and disagreement about each item in the ques-

tionnaire is provided in Table 1. It is important to highlight

the fact that in this part the combined results for ‘agree’

and ‘strongly agree’ categories are considered as the pos-

itive responses, while the combined results for the cate-

gories of ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ are considered

as the negative responses.

As shown in Table 1, The highest amount of positive

responses to items of the interaction questionnaire was as

follows: ‘It is easy for me to access the online course

materials’ (92.9%); ‘I receive enough feedback from my

instructor when I need it’ (90%); ‘The instructor regularly

posts some questions for students to discuss on the dis-

cussion board’ ’(84.3%); ‘The instructor replies my ques-

tions in a timely fashion’ (84.3%); ‘I reply to messages

from the instructor’ (82.9%); ‘I answer questions of my

classmates through different electronic means, such as

email, discussion board, and instant messaging tools’

(78.6%); ‘Online course materials stimulate my interest for

this course’ (78.6%); and ‘Online course materials help me

to understand better the class content’ (77.2%). On the

contrary, the highest amount of disagreement was obtained

by the following statements, respectively: ‘I comment on

other students’ thoughts and ideas’ (34.3%); ‘I get lots of

feedback from my classmates’ (30%); ‘Overall, I have

numerous interactions related to the course content with

fellow students’ (28.5%); ‘Group activities during class

give me chances to interact with my classmates’ (21.4%);

and ‘I share my thoughts or ideas about the lectures and its

application with other students during this class’ (15.8%).

As indicated in Table 2, the highest amount of mean

(M = 4.06) was related to ‘learner-instructor interactions’

(M = 4.06) whereas the lowest amount of mean belonged

to ‘learner-learner interactions’ (M = 3.41). Table 2 also

shows that the responses to the items related to learner–

content category were the most homogeneous (SD = 0.63),

whereas those belonging to learner-learner interaction were

the most heterogeneous (SD = 0.74). To determine the

relationship among categories of interaction types in

blended learning, Pearson product moment correlation was

conducted. As shown in Table 2, the correlation between

learner–learner and learner–instructor interactions was

Table 1 Percentages of interaction patterns in blended learning classroom

Statements Strongly

disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly

agree

Learner-learner interactions

1. Overall, I have numerous interactions related to the course content with fellow students 1.4 27.1 25.7 35.7 10.0

2. I get lots of feedback from my classmates 1.4 28.6 28.6 35.7 5.7

3. I communicate with my classmates about the course content through different electronic

means, such as email, discussion boards, and instant messaging tools

1.4 12.9 14.3 50.0 21.4

4. I answer questions of my classmates through different electronic means, such as email,

discussion board, and instant messaging tools

1.4 8.6 11.4 54.3 24.3

5. I share my thoughts or ideas about the lectures and its application with other students

during this class

2.9 12.9 24.3 47.1 12.9

6. I comment on other students’ thoughts and ideas 2.9 31.4 30.0 27.1 8.6

7. Group activities during class give me chances to interact with my classmates 1.4 20.0 28.6 42.9 7.1

8. Class projects lead to interactions with my classmates. 1.4 28.6 21.4 38.6 10.0

Learner-instructor interactions

9. I have numerous interactions with the instructor during the class. 4.3 11.4 21.4 41.4 21.4

10. I ask the instructor my questions through different electronic means, such as email,

discussion board, and instant messaging tools.

– 8.6 20.0 37.1 34.3

11. The instructor regularly posts some questions for students to discuss on the discussion

board.

– 7.1 8.6 45.7 38.6

12. The instructor replies my questions in a timely fashion. – 2.9 12.9 44.3 40.0

13. I reply to messages from the instructor – 1.4 15.7 48.6 34.3

14. I receive enough feedback from my instructor when I need it – 4.3 5.7 52.9 37.1

Learner–content interactions

15. Online course materials help me to understand better the class content. – 7.1 15.7 48.6 28.6

16. Online course materials stimulate my interest for this course 1.4 7.1 12.9 58.6 20.0

17. Online course materials help relate my personal experience to new concepts or new

knowledge

– 5.7 21.4 55.7 17.1

18. It is easy for me to access the online course materials. – 2.9 4.3 64.3 28.6
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0.344, indicating a moderate, positive correlation. In con-

trast, there was a high, positive correlation between the

learner–learner and learner–content interactions

(r = 0.501) and the learner–content and learner-–instructor

interactions (r = 0.580).

The learners’ response to the question, How do you

communicate with your classmates in blended learning

classrooms, can be summarized as follows: ‘Learners

communicate with their classmates through social net-

works, such as Telegram and WhatsApp to solve their

educational problems and share useful materials’ (f = 26,

% = 86.6). Learners were also asked whether they had

successful interaction with other learners. Their responses

were ‘depending on their personality type, as some of the

learners are active in groups, while others are passive’

(f = 26, % = 86.6); ‘Some have cooperative attitude,

improving the learning quality in online classes; for

instance, they share their summaries and explanations with

other members of the group’ (f = 15, % = 43.3); and ’due

to lack of time, some do their assignments individually and

have low interaction with their classmates’ (f = 10,

% = 33.3).

Quality of Teaching in Blended Learning Classroom

Descriptive statistics were used to explore graduate stu-

dents’ perceptions of the quality of teaching in blended

learning classrooms. The results for the ‘agree’ and

‘strongly agree’ options for each item of the questionnaire

were considered as the positive responses, while the com-

bination of the two other options (i.e., disagree and strongly

disagree) for each item was considered as the negative

replies. Results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 indicates that most positive replies were related

to the following items, respectively: ‘The teacher’s inter-

action with me online encourages me to get the most out of

my learning’ (78.6%); ‘The teacher’s responses online

motivate me to learn more deeply’ (77.2%); ‘The teacher

helps to focus online discussions between students’

(77.2%); ‘The teacher helps to guide online discussions

between students’ (77.1%); and ‘I receive too much feed-

back online from my teacher’ (70%). However, the highest

amount of disagreement was obtained by ‘The teacher’s

online responses motivate me to do more online learning

than I would have done otherwise’ (17.2%).

Learners’ responses to the interview question, Does the

teacher help to guide online discussions among students to

increase their motivation for learning?, were as follows:

‘The instructor gives prompt feedback, enhancing learners’

motivation for learning’ (f = 27, % = 90); ‘The instructor

answers all questions and gives feedback to students’ all

comments’ (f = 27, % = 96.6); ‘Instructor gives hints to

help students find correct answers’ (f = 27, % = 90); ‘In-

structor’s feedback can help learners get familiar with their

learning strengths and weaknesses’ (f = 25, % = 90); ‘In-

structor’s greetings motivate us to participate actively in

the class’ (f = 25, % = 83.3); ‘The instructor explains the

theories by giving examples from real world’ (f = 23,

% = 76.6); ‘Learners are allowed to share their teaching

concerns with the instructor’ (f = 23, % = 76.6); ‘The

instructor guides class discussion and creates a link

between learners’ prior and new information, helping

learners to understand better’ (f = 22, % = 73.3); ‘The

positive personality of the instructor is one of the main

factors, which fosters motivation’ (f = 21, % = 70); ‘The

instructor asks learners to send their teaching practice via

WhatsApp and gives them feedback to improve their

teaching skills’ (f = 18, % = 60); ‘The instructor is con-

nected to the class from the e-learning campus of IUST, so

her voice quality was very high’ (f = 28, % = 93.3); ‘In-

structor is able to work with essential technologies and

tools’ (f = 26, % = 86.6); and ‘At the beginning of the

semester, the instructor informed us of the course syllabus,

assignments, and term projects with their deadlines’

(f = 25, % = 83.3).

Learner Satisfaction with Blended Learning

With regard to learner satisfaction, the most positive

replies were obtained by the following items, respectively:

‘I enjoy working on assignments by myself’ (92.8%);

‘Course content displayed on the smart board is clear’

(91.4%); ‘The use of blended learning technology in this

course encourages me to learn independently’ (88.6%);

‘The instructor makes me feel that I am a true member of

the class’ (87.1%); ‘The lecturer/supervisor always takes

attendance’ (87.1%); ‘The instructor uses blended learning

technology appropriately’ (85.7%); ‘Discipline is highly

observed when the lecturer is on the other side of the

blended learning classroom’ (84.3%); ‘Class assignments

Table 2 Correlation analysis and descriptive statistics of the types of interaction in blended learning (N = 140; **= p\ .05)

Categories 1 2 3 M SD

1. Learner–learner – .344** .501** 3.41 .74

2. Learner–instructor – .580** 4.06 .67

3. Learner–content – 3.97 .63
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are clearly communicated to me’ (78.6%); ‘I am satisfied

enough with this course to recommend it to others’

(77.2%); ‘I am satisfied with my participation in the class’

(75.7%); ‘Interaction is adequately maintained with the

lecturer when he/she is on the other side of the blended

learning classroom’ (74.2%); ‘The video image is clear and

comprehensive when the lecturer is on the other side of the

blended learning classroom’ (71.4%); and ‘My under-

standing is improved compared to similar courses I studied

before’ (70%). On the contrary, the highest amount of

disagreement was obtained by the following statements,

respectively. ‘I cannot interrupt the lecturer to ask a

question when he/she is on the other side of the blended

learning classroom’ (48.6%); ‘Compared to face-to-face

course settings, I am less satisfied with this learning

experience’(48.6%); and ‘I attend online classes the same

way I attend face-to-face classes’ (25.7%).

As shown in Table 4, the highest mean was obtained by

‘satisfaction with instructor’ (M = 4.09), while the lowest

mean belonged to ‘satisfaction with interaction’

(M = 3.45). Table 4 also indicates that the responses to the

items of ‘satisfaction with instruction’ were the most

homogeneous (SD = 0.40), while those to the items of the

‘satisfaction with technology’ were the most heterogeneous

(SD = 0.83).

The last interview question, Are you satisfied with

blended learning classrooms?, was asked from the learners

and their responses are as follows, respectively: ‘Most

learners are employed and married with children, so

learning through this method is very suitable for them’

(f = 27, % = 90); ‘Learning in blended classes is more than

face-to-face ones’ (f = 25, % = 83.3); ‘Factors such as

stress, physical presence, and wasting time are removed in

this method’ (f = 24, % = 80); and ‘Learners learn many

theoretical and practical aspects of TEFL through blended

learning technology’ (f = 23, % = 76.6). However, some

learners are dissatisfied, stating that ‘blended learning

technology is unknown in Iran, and many people have

negative attitudes to its quality’ (f = 4, % = 13.3), and

‘there is no training and awareness about the advantages of

using this technology’ (f = 2, % = 6.7).

Contribution of Attitude, Interaction, and Quality

of Teaching to Satisfaction

Multiple regression was run to determine the extent to

which interaction, attitude, and quality of teaching pre-

dicted satisfaction with blended learning technology. Pre-

liminary analyses were determined to ensure that there was

no violation of the assumptions of normality, linearity,

homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity. The results are

provided in Table 5.

As indicated in Table 5, quality of teaching, learners’

attitude, and interaction could explain 79 percent of the

Table 3 Percentages of learners’ perceptions of the quality of teaching in blended learning classroom

Statements Strongly

disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly

agree

Quality of teaching

1. I receive too much feedback online from my teacher – 11.4 18.6 47.1 22.9

2. The teacher’s responses online motivate me to learn more deeply – 5.7 17.1 48.6 28.6

3. The teacher helps to guide online discussions between students 1.4 1.4 20.0 41.4 35.7

4. The teacher’s interaction with me online encourages me to get the most out of my

learning

– 2.9 18.6 48.6 30.0

5. The teacher’s online responses motivate me to do more online learning than I would

have done otherwise

2.9 14.3 24.3 28.6 30.0

6. I receive enough helpful online feedback from my teacher. – 10.0 20.0 42.9 27.1

7. The teacher helps to focus online discussions between students – 1.4 21.4 42.9 34.3

Table 4 Comparing the categories of satisfaction with blended learning technology (N = 140)

Categories of satisfaction Min Max Mean SD

Technology 1.67 5.00 3.80 .83

Course Management 2.00 5.00 4.05 .75

Instruction 2.67 4.67 3.58 .40

Instructor 2.40 5.00 4.09 .68

Interaction 2.33 5.00 3.45 .42
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variance in students’ satisfaction with blended learning. To

determine the statistical significance of these results, an

ANOVA was administered. The result is presented in

Table 6.

As shown in Table 6, the contribution of predictors (i.e.,

quality of teaching, attitude, and interaction) was statisti-

cally significant, producing R2 = 0 0.790,

F(3.136) = 170.412, p = 0.000. To determine the relative

contribution of each of the predictors to learner satisfac-

tion, the coefficient for each variable was calculated, and

the result indicated that the most contribution to satisfac-

tion was obtained by quality of teaching (47%), while the

least contribution was related to learners’ attitude to

blended learning (14%). The contribution of all indicators

was also statistically significant: the quality of teaching

(beta = 0.57, p = 0.000), interaction (beta = 0.34,

p = 0.000), and attitude (beta = 0.16, p = 0.000).

Discussion

Given learners’ attitudes to blended learning, the findings

of this study showed that most students had positive atti-

tude to blended learning technology, which could be rela-

ted to factors such as providing different learning options

through accessible and various materials, promoting

motivation and self-confidence, enhancing their achieve-

ment and satisfaction, and saving their time and energy.

These findings are in line with those of Kintu and Zhu

(2016) and Kintu et al. (2017) who found that learners’

positive attitudes to blended learning could create a high

level of satisfaction with online courses. However, the

findings are in contrast with those of Ja’ashan (2015),

showing that attitudes of students’ negative attitudes to

blended learning were due to slow speed of Internet, lack

of instructors’ feedback to students’ emails, and lack of

face-to-face interaction.

The findings of this study also revealed that interaction

between learners and instructor was the most frequent

pattern of interaction in blended learning classrooms,

which might be due to the fact that the instructor answered

all students’ online questions and concerns, gave prompt

and effective feedback to all their comments, and inter-

acted with them about course content through emails,

social networks, and face-to-face sessions. Students also

showed good interaction with online contents due to its

accessibility, novelty, and relevance to their practice,

which could also promote their interest for more academic

endeavor. However, learner–learner interaction was the

least frequent pattern of interaction since most students

were busy and did not have enough time to participate

actively in class or social network discussions. The findings

of this study are supported by those of Hirumi (2002),

indicating the role of instructor in designing learner–in-

structor interaction, suitable activities, assignments, and

online materials to avoid learner dissatisfaction. The results

of the study by Chejlyk (2006), Keeler (2006), and Moore

and Kearsley (1996) also indicated that the highest level of

student satisfaction belonged to learner–content interac-

tion, which is in contrast with the finding of this study.

Given the results on the quality of teaching, the students

noted that the instructor motivated them to participate in

class discussion and activated their background knowledge

about theoretical concepts of TEFL. Instructor could also

manage the class discussion through giving constructive

hints and feedback and could motivate them to ask and

answer their questions to make the learning process easier.

The findings of this study indicated that most learners were

Table 5 Summary of multiple regression analysis

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 SE of the estimate

1 .889 .790 .785 .21758

aDependent variable: satisfaction
bPredictors: quality of teaching, attitude, interaction

Table 6 ANOVA Results

Model Sum of

squares

df Mean

square

F p

1 Regression 24.202 3 8.067 170.412 .000

Residual 6.438 136 .047

Total 30.640 139

Dependent variable: satisfaction

Predictors: quality of teaching, attitude, interaction
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satisfied with blended learning classrooms of TEFL as

different activities and assignments could help them

improve interaction with instructors, content, and their

classmates in this environment. The findings of this study

are in line with those of Aliweh (2011), Adas and Wafa

(2011), Bendania (2011), and Akkoyunlu and Soylu

(2006), indicating learners’ satisfaction with blended

leaning technology. The finding also revealed that quality

of teaching showed the greatest contribution to online

satisfaction, which might be related to instructor’s use of

appropriate online materials, her punctuality and atten-

dance, her successful interaction with students, and the

quality of technological tools and good competence in

using them, which promoted their achievement and interest

for the course.

Conclusions

This study explored viewpoints of graduate students of

TEFL about their attitudes, interaction patterns, quality of

teaching, and the factors contributing to their satisfaction.

The findings revealed that most learners had positive atti-

tudes to blended learning technology and argued that

learning in blended classes happens better than face-to-face

ones as blended learning facilitates the teaching and

learning process, enhances theoretical and practical

knowledge, and promotes their self-confidence and moti-

vation. In this study, the most frequent patterns of inter-

action was found between learners and instructor, which

helped learners get familiar with their strengths and

weaknesses and motivated them for further study.

Quality of teaching was found to be the most contributor

to online satisfaction, indicating the importance of teacher

educators’ roles in improving instructor’s knowledge and

ability to teach online courses. In other words, training

teachers about strategies and how to teach in blended

learning environment is a pre-requisite for establishing

blended learning in universities. In addition, course

designers and materials developers need to design appro-

priate educational websites and online courses to promote

online students’ satisfaction, motivation, and interest in

online courses. Policy-makers can also provide suit-

able training facilities for instructors to improve their

knowledge about blended learning as instructors’ role is

very important for acceptance and implementation of this

type of learning. Interaction with instructors, classmates,

and contents are influential for satisfaction with blended

learning; hence, instructors should try to consider these

aspects in their teaching and try to acknowledge students’

contribution and give constructive feedback to their com-

ments. Teachers are also suggested to avoid teacher-cen-

tered classes, leading learners to be at the center of learning

process; for example, they can give students group activi-

ties about course content to enhance their interaction with

their classmates. Online instructors should be aware of

learners’ needs and abilities to choose the suitable contents

and should increase the sense of group community among

learners.

Future researchers can investigate the contribution of

other variables, such as self-regulation, self-efficacy,

autonomy, motivation, and barriers to satisfaction with

blended learning. Further research can explore the rela-

tionship between satisfaction and learners’ age, gender,

online experience, and background knowledge about online

education. Future researchers can conduct interview with

online instructors to explore their viewpoints about factors

contributing to online students’ satisfaction. Another study

can examine the impact of different interaction types on

learner satisfaction with blended learning. Further study

can be carried out investigating the factors which promote

the quality of teaching and the skills and strategies required

to improve instructors’ knowledge and competence in

blended learning classrooms.
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