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INTRODUCTION
With the emergence of new technology almost all systems transformed dramatically. It is the same as for the higher education schemes all over the world hence it moves from some traditional education to virtual or robotic education. Basically, Blended Learning (BL) or Hybrid Learning (HL) means the combination of both Faces to Face (F2F) learning and Online Learning (OL) or Open Distance Learning (ODL) concurrently (Graham, 2006). F2F learning has been committed in several years hence it becomes a traditional university education all over the world specially in Sri Lanka too. Blended learning is not limited to undergraduates but can also be practiced for farmer education as well (Vidanapathirana et al., 2012). In the year 2003, there was a mission called; Distance Education Modernization Project (DEMP) which was aided by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and it was responsible for the momentous enhancement of modern technology resources needed for Online Learning (Liyanagunawardena et al., 2014). With the emergence of this Blended Learning system instructor can provide new activities for learners. However, for the efficiency of the program the instructor should know the response of their work, whether the learners are achieving the course objectives. Therefore, the objectives of the study are to find out learners’ perceptions and practices towards blended learning and to identify learners’ perceptions towards the blended learning environment.
Research hypothesis
No significant difference from blended learning; HO; [image: image3.jpg]


/null hypothesis (No difference between the sample mean and population means). There is a significant difference from the blended learning; H1; [image: image2.png]u+X



/alternative hypothesis (Have difference between the sample mean and population mean).
METHODOLOGY
This survey was completed at the University of Colombo Institute for Agro-Technology and Rural Sciences, Weligatta, Hambantota, Sri Lanka. Under participants and sampling techniques there were 106 learners (72 female and 34 male) as full-time undergraduates form the first year was taken for the sampling (simple random) and they were taken into the review as the learners. These beginners are practicing this blended mode for all over their degree program. They have followed f2f learning as well as online learning as a combined practice to complete the blended learning system. All learners were taken to data collection hence there are 106 respondents through-out the population.
Primary data and already published literature concerning the blended learning system were collected to complete the study. Primary data were collected via a pre-tested google form as a questionnaire mode to the learning management system (LMS). Secondary data were collected by already published literature regarding the blended learning system. Responses from the google form were collected and arranged a tabulation sheet using Microsoft Excel office application and collected data were analyzed by using the SPSS statistical software package.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Learners’ perception and practice towards BL
Learners were answered in several ways to complete the objective, which is to realise the learner’s perception and practice towards the blended learning environment. Conferring to table 01, most of the learners (50.9%) specified that they prefer blended learning (BL) next to the selection of online learning (OL) system (32.1%). Out of all learners, the smallest number of learners (17%) selected face to face learning (F2F). Moving from a monotonous traditional learning system to a blended learning system results in the highest amount of learner’s percentage to BL. From the Chi-square test, it was significantly different about the learning systems which is favoured by the learners (p value<0.005).
Table 01: Learners perception and practice towards BL
Level
The
most
favourite
learning system

Number of working hours per week
	Variable
	Face to Face learning(F2F)
	Online learning (OL)
	Blended learning (BL)
	Not working
	1-9
hours
	10-19
hours
	20-29
hours
	30
hours
<

	Observed
-N
	18
	34
	54
	11
	44
	34
	15
	01

	Expected
-N
	35.3
	35.3
	35.3
	21.0
	21.0
	21.0
	21.0
	21.0

	Observed
-%
	17.0%
	32.1%
	50.9%
	10.5%
	41.9%
	32.4%
	14.3%
	1.0%


From table 01, most learners (42.3%) operated around 1 to 9 hours per week, and the second most is the workaround 10 to 19 hours per week (32.7%). Least numbers of learners are accounted for working around more than 30 hours per week (1%). Here also Chi-square test gets meaningfully different for the number of working hours per week (p value<0.005).
Learners’ perception for BL environment
Some queries were asked from the learners which are concerning the blended learning system in the institute and they have provided an answer with diverse scales (Likert scale). Likert scale was compromised with, strongly disagree- 1, Disagree- 2, Neutral- 3, Agree- 4, and Strongly agree-5.
Table 02: Results from the one-sample t-test of learner’s perception towards to the Blended Learning (BL) environment.
Test Value = 3
	Questions
t
	df
	Sig. (2-
tailed)
	Mean
	Mean Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Course
covers
the
6.192 objectives
	105
	.000
	3.613
	.61321
	.4169
	.8096

	Easiness   of   understanding  3.505 the subject
	105
	.001
	3.367
	.36792
	.1598
	.5761

	The online and face-to-face  4.175 course  components  of  this
course enhanced each other
	105
	.000
	3.377
	.37736
	.1982
	.5566

	The  course  Moodle  site  is  5.984 well organized and easy to navigate
	105
	.000
	3.669
	.66981
	.4479
	.8918

	Due
to
the
online
8.784 activities,
I’m

more engaged in this course
	105
	.000
	3.896
	.89623
	.6939
	1.0985

	This course required more
6.001 time and effort
	105
	.000
	3.584
	.58491
	.3916
	.7782

	Cooperation
of
the  14.924 instructor for the course is
good
	105
	.000
	4.217
	1.21698
	1.0553
	1.3787


According to table 02, learners overwhelmingly stated that course objectives were covered (p value=0.000). At that time, they also agreed significantly for a more relaxed understanding of the subject matters (p value=0.001) by involving blended learning system. Learners significantly believed (p value=0.000) that practicing F2F association with blended learning system has enhanced each other. The course Moodle site is well organized and easy navigation was supported significantly (p value=0.000) by the learners. Learners agreed significantly that they have engaged more from online activities (p value=0.000). Respondents were accepted significantly (p value=0.000) that they need additional time and effort for this system. In this system mainly two clusters are collaborating, first is the learner and, second is the facilitator/instructor. So, understanding the facilitator is also very significant for the efficiency of the blended learning system. Learners were significantly approved (p value=0.000) that cooperation of the instructor for the course was adequate. The findings were proved by Lu et al. (2012) who found that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use influence significantly with scholars’ satisfaction when compared to other factors.
In sum, we rejected the null hypothesis (Ho; μ=X) for the above queries due to significant values hence we have accepted the alternative hypothesis (H1; μ≠X) which indicated that there is a significant difference that moves to agreed command.
CONCLUSIONS / RECOMMENDATIONS
In every aspect’s learners have an actual positive encouraging perception and practice towards the blended learning which is presently provided by the institute. With references to the factors accountable for the student’s perception, the mainstream of the learners (50.9%) are willing to continue the studies in blended learning environment, next to online learning (32.1%). Further, the learners are keen to do studies around 1-9 hours per week (41.9%) as the majority.
From the pre-tested questionnaire, learners significant agreed (p value<0.005) with the blended education environment. It was proved by the questions like Course covers the objectives, Ease of understanding the subject, online and face-to-face course components of this course enhanced each other. The course Moodle site is well organized and easy to navigate.
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