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Abstract:

Many individuals and institutions have sought totdspecific criteria to judge the quality of e-cees that are
still absent from many faculty members, althougbytimeed to use these e-courses in their curricullime.
current research aim to explore the knowledge obwses quality standards among faculty membetheat
University of Najran. The researcher used desegptiethod. The research sample is 70 faculty mesrfo@m
various faculties of Najran University. The reséarcrelied on the use of a questionnaire as a adkection
tool based on Quality Matters standards that ctetsisf 8 main standards and (43) sub-standards-émurses.
The research findings that the faculty membersatUniversity of Najran has high level of knowledgfee-
courses quality standards.
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Introduction:

Everyone seeks to improve personal and institutipagormance, due to verifying the best resultd an
achieving the desired goals by adopting a setasfdstrds and procedures that are regular and sytstémarder
to be judged through performance indicators andicslio verification of standards that adoption dpecific
entities.

The quality of education aims to improve the ediocat services offered to students to upgrade the
characteristics of educational tools, products aadiices to meet the needs of students and achiwie
aspirations and achieve a high degree of satisfaetith students on the educational tools providdt: quality
of education means the provision of educationalises of a high level of quality and specificatiatghe local
and global levels according to the standards thatb@sed on their implementation within the edoceti
institution where all elements of educational psscare taken into consideration such as educatioméént and
environment, teachers, students, parents and gociet

With the increasing interest in the use of e-laagribols in higher education, which has becomeaine
the most important technological innovations whesearning systems have become an essential panyof
higher education system at present, that adoptio@-courses mainly in university teaching and apthrough
a wide range through technical expertise and qibesonal judgments, but not based on specificriitarough
which to judge the quality of the e-course anddhailability of educational and technical aspentshie design
and production and employment in the classroorhraugh distance education.

Therefore, many individuals and institutions hawveght to adopt specific criteria to judge the gwali
of e-courses that are still absent from many fgculembers, although they need to use these e-coursheir
curriculum.

At the local level, the National Center for e-Ldaghand Distance Education (2012, 2) pointed to the
need to apply the quality standards in any educatisystem, especially in the case of using theaesing
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system, which must be based on the adoption ofriat®nal quality standards to maximize the beseditthe
possibilities offered by its applications and tealogies for the educational process and ensureithéuction
and employment of e-learning courses on a fixeishiasachieve the best results of learning outcomes

While Ossiannilsson (2009, 132-140) recommendetl éHaarning be subject to a set of criteria that
achieve the quality and attractiveness of the mileg environment, which should cover the elemeanfte-
learning, including e-courses, e-learning environimeirtual classes, interaction within the coursesl within
the management system Learning.

According to (Kurilovas, 2009; Stracke, 2009) theality elements of e-course design are course
reference, general information about the coursetettt design, multimedia design, objectivity andsistency,
accessibility, aides and guidance, interactive edutational control, precision and safety, modgrauitd cost.

Several studies have addressed the quality of esesuincluding More and Pinhey (2006), which
designed a quality tool consisting of eighteen naigas for assessing the quality of e-learningsesurThese
areas were (previous requirements, technologiogliirements, objectives and outcomes, the activitied
support the learning process, the assessment aitubé&on, the diversification of interaction anchuounication
aids, the identification of the course content,pgurfing means for learners, learners feedback oonéinuous
and timely basis, appropriate presentation or Bogl expectations of learners' participation thgbuthe
discussion or conversation tool, and to providenees with degrees that reflect their progresseiftisarning,
presentation of course content, and the abilitydod navigate the course, optimal use of multimeztieduling
office hours to online meeting learners or to depahe course, and the possibility of reusing ttegmam).

While the Khalil (2008) study aimed to determine tbpecifications of the e-course in the light of
quality standards. The researcher used the desergghproach in determining the e-course qualaypgards and
used the semi-experimental method to measure teetigEness of e-course in educational technolagy t
develop the cognitive and performance aspectseottiiege of education students. The sample ceubkist 40
students at Mansoura University, Egypt. The stuagifigs were the list of quality standards of e+rses, which
were (15) standards. The study findings also thenee statistically significant differences at tegdl of (0.01)
between the mean scores of the experimental grmgiersts and the control group in the post-appbcatf the
achievement test in favor of the experimental group

Al Saidi (2010) study aims to build a list of edticaal design quality standards and indicatorsefor
courses design, and to explore the extent to witietquality of e-courses instructional design isieeed. The
study followed the descriptive method and its s&mphs formed from 151 students in the distanceniegr
program for the academic year 1430/1431AH. The tipregaire was used as a data collection tool. Thdys
findings were: develop a list of e-course instroeéil design quality standards and its indicatorg imain
domains with 20 standards and 163 sub- indicafdrshese standards were achieved in e-course stdredards
of e-course has a comprehensive and clear descripéfore it begins, and the objectivity of thendi@ads were
achieved with a high degree, while the other 18ddads have achieved with a medium degree. Iniaddit
there are 8 indicators haven't been achieved.

The study of Assaf (2014) aimed to assess thetgualie-courses in the light of the teaching design
standards according to ADDIE model from the perspe®f the faculty members of the University ofdan by
preparing a list of teaching design standardsedl&n the quality of e-courses offered throughlttiernet, and
explore to what extend these standards are achiavbé e-courses offered at the university. Thielused the
descriptive approach. The sample consisted of (Z88)lty members from King Abdullah Il College of
Information Technology, Faculty of Engineering amdchnology, and Foreign Languages College at the
University of Jordan for the 2013-2014 academiay&he questionnaire was prepared as a tool to unedke
degree of quality of e-courses, it consisted of) @atements divided into five main areas. Thesfiirttings:
revealed that the degree of achievement of theueses quality in according with teaching desigmd#ads
totally score was medium, where the domain of 'glegihase" ranked first, while the area of "impletagan
phase" in the fifth and final. The study found thia¢re were statistically significant differencesedto the
influence of gender in the design and the impleat@n phases and the total score. The differencas
favor of females, while no differences were foundhe other fields.

Al-Qahtani and others (2015) study aim to develdjsteof quality standards to control e-coursed tha

are published on the portal of the University ofifia, where it was proposed a list of quality stdd and
reviewed to a sample of faculty members of the ensity with expertise in developing e-courses teuea the
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relevance of the proposed standards were unanifacusty members on the importance of all the pregos
standards, which numbered 7 main standards incl@8eslib-standards or performance indicators. Relsear
then reviewed and examined (60) e-courses that haem published on the portal of Najran University
throughout the second semester of the 1433/1434AH .study findings: the majority of the proposeahsiards
were not available in all courses that have beam@xed, underscoring the importance of designiogugses in
the light of a set of standards to ensure the tyuafithose courses.

The European Foundation for Distance Teaching @& Eoropean Union (EADTU, 2009, 1-34) has
identified a number of standards that dealt with dliesign and teaching of courses, the design ofisses and
the modes of support provided to learners and tlds tgiven to the teacher to manage e-learningsdhe
standards are recognized by all institutions ohbrgeducation in Europe and are applied to e-legroourses
and blended learning courses. They include six emeas: strategic management; curriculum desigarseo
design; course delivery; student support; and stgsport through 33 sub-standards.

One of the most important international organizaiohat have set standards for e-courses is Quality
Matters, the world's leading provider of qualitysasance tools and processes of e-courses. QM stndee
based on best practices and research results angpdated periodically. The subscription includesé¢ basic
services: The QM scale is fully utilized for theatjty of e-courses; the review is carried out tlglothe global
review of courses and the preparation of internditars; and finally the professional developmevttjch aims
at the professional development of the faculty membThis organization is the world's first spéstain the
quality of e-courses specifically, not e-learninggeneral, like the rest of the institutions. Islestablished the
following eight general standards: 1. Overview dnttoduction, 2. Learning Objectives, 3. Assessnemd
Measurement, 5. Learner interaction and particypati6. Course technology, 7. Learner support, 8.
Accessibility, which included 43 sub-standards é&learning courses, which will be the focus of entr
research. The Instructional Design Standards (Qimils @0 create a good instructional design to ensoae
students are adequately supported in learning gfrescourses (Quality Matters, 2014).

E-learning and e-courses are still a path of dodédvate and comparison to their effectivenessaioef
to-face learning in traditional classrooms (Bidw@013; Jaschik & Lederman, 2014). Many studieschtinat
concerned with e-learning and face-to-face trad@ioeducation confirmed that there weren't sigaific
differences between learning patterns which sugpamnt encourages the use of e-learning (Jaggarail@yB
2010; Means et al.,, 2010). Several studies have beelertaken, leading to a new approach that ¢atls
improving the traditional face-to-face learning eamment and e-learning, rather than comparisoas didn't
found new, inconclusive decisions to favor eitlearhing model.

The researcher believes that the adoption of dpestéindards for the production and employment-of e
courses is supportive of faculty members wheresthadards are used as reference sources refex teslign,
production and employment of e-courses, and if wwatwhe quality of the course and its ability thiage the
best learning outcomes, there must be standats jiedged and also ensures the quality of e-couespgcially
since e-courses have become a fundamental padadfihg in higher education, which requires thedntee

maintain the quality of these courses through stedided international standards and not indiviceali
standard tests.

Resear ch goals:

The aim of this research is to explore the knowdedf e-courses quality standards among faculty
members at the University of Najran.

M ethodology:

Resear ch population:

The current research population is all faculty mematat Najran University in southern Saudi Arabia.
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The participants:

The research population was selected to be thelsarfithe current research. The researcher comtacte
the faculty members and sent the electronic quastioe (the current research tool). The questiornaias
answered by 70 faculty members from various faeslltdf Najran University. The sample of the study is
described according to the demographic data tadgetéhe present study:

Table (1) Description of the research sample bylgen

Gender Frequency Ratio
Male 53 75.71%
Female 17 24.29%
Total 70 100.00%

Itis clear from table (1) that the sample partitipg in the research was distributed accordingetader
to males (53) faculty members represent (75.71%h@®fsample participating, where females were {adjity
members represent (10.71%) of the sample partingpat the research.

The sample according to college type is shownafatlowing table:

Table (2) Description of the research sample biegeltype

college Frequency Ratio

Theoretical 55 78.57%

Practical 15 21.43%
Total 70 100.00%

It is clear from table (2) that the sample partitipg in the research was distributed according to
college type to participants from theoretical ogdle (55) faculty members represent (78.57%) ofstmaple
participating. Theoracticalcolleges were (15) faculty members represent 84)%f the sample participating in
the research.

The sample according to degree is shown in thewviatig table:

Table (3) Description of the research sample bydggree

Degree Frequency Ratio
Assistant Professor 59 84.29%
Associate Professor 5 7.14%

Professor 6 8.57%
Total 70 100.00%

It is clear from table (3) that the sample partitipg in the research was distributed in termsegfrde
to the participants of Assistant Professor (59)tgomembers represent (84.29%) of the sampleqgipating, as
associate professor, there were (5) faculty memimpeesent (7.14%) of the sample, and professoe (&r
faculty members represent (8.57%) of the sampliécgzating in the research.

The sample according to the possession of one is€at least as shown in the following table:

Table (4) Description of the research sample bg@ssion one e-course at least

You have at least a course you :
. } Frequency Ratio
teach electronically:
Yes 62 88.57%
No 8 11.43%
Total 70 100.00%
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It is clear from table (4) that the sample parttipg in the research who have at least one e-eours
were (62) faculty members represent (88.57%) ofddmaple participating, where the faculty member® wh
haven't at least one course are (8) represent3%d).df the sample participating in the research.

The sample according to training courses obtainethé faculty member in e-learning shown in thdofeing
table:

Table (5) Description of the research sample hyaofiing courses obtained by the faculty membex-iearning

Training courses in e-learning: Frequency Ratio
Didn't get training 10 14.29%
Less than three courses 36 51.43%
From 3 to 5 courses 15 21.43%
More than 5 courses 9 12.86%
Total 70 100.00%

It is clear from table (5) that the sample partitipg in the research in terms of training courses
obtained by the faculty member in e-learning, ttleise who "did not receive training" were (10) fagcu
members by represent (14,29%) of the sample paaticg, where who haviess than three courses" we¢B6)
members represent (51.43%) of the sample partingpaand who have trainindg-fom 3 to 5 courseswere (15)
members represent (21.43%) of the sample partingpafinally those who received training "more than
courses" were (9) members represent (12.86%) ofahple participating.

The sample according to type of training coursean(choose more than one option), shown in thewatg
table:

Table (6) Description of the research sample bg yfotraining courses

Training courses type Frequency Ratio
Workshops 39 46.99%
practical training 33 39.76%
Educational seminars 11 13.25%
Total 83 100.00%

Table (6) shows that the sample participating m rssearch in terms of the type of training courses
(Participants can choose more than one option)icRemnts that those who got "workshops" were (@@mbers
represent (46,99% ) of the sample participatingenehithose who gotptactical training were (33) members
represent (39.76%) of the sample participating,revieose who gotEducational seminatsvere (11) members
represent (13.25%) of the sample participating.

The sample according to the degree of utilizatimmf training courses in the development of e-cajrskown
in the following table:

Table (7) Description of the research sample bydéwgree of utilization of training courses in trevelopment
of e-courses

The degree of utilization from
training courses in the developmgnt Frequency Ratio
of e-courses:
Less than 30% 12 20.00%
From 30 - 70% 31 51.67%
More than 70% 17 28.33%
Total 60 100.00%

Table (7) shows that the sample participating & rbsearch in terms of the degree of utilizati@mfr
the training courses in the development of e-cayrteat those who benefited by "less than 30%" W&
members represent (20%) of the sample participatdrere who benefited by From 30 - 70% were (31)
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members represent (51.67%) of the sample partingpafinally, those who benefited by "more than 708ere
(17) members represent (28.33%) of the samplecijzating.

The sample according to degree of satisfaction thightechnical support provided by the collegewsho the
following table:

Table (8) Description of the research sample byd#gree of satisfaction with the technical suppostiided by

the college
Degree of satisfaction with the
technical support provided by| Frequency Ratio
the college
Less than 30% 24 34.29%
From 30 - 70% 33 47.14%
More than 70% 13 18.57%
Total 70 100.00%

Table (8) shows that the sample participating enrdsearch in terms of degree of satisfaction thi¢h
technical support provided by the college, theipipdnts with degree of satisfaction by "less ti3886" were
(24) members represent (34.29%) of the samplecjjzating, and those who have a degree of satisfatty "30
- 70%" were (33) member represent (47.14%) of tampde participating. Those who have a degree of
satisfaction by "more than 70%" number (13) membiethe faculty members by (18.57%) of the sample
participating.

In terms of degree of satisfaction with the techhgupport provided by the Deanship of e-learnghgwn in the
following table:

Table (9) Description of the research sample byd#gree of satisfaction with the technical suppootiided by
the Deanship of e-learning

Degree of satisfaction with the technidal
support provided by the Deanship of - Frequency Ratio
learning
Less than 30% 23 32.86%
From 30 - 70% 37 52.86%
More than 70% 10 14.29%
Total 70 100.00%

Table (9) shows that the sample of the study ppding in the research in terms of degree of
satisfaction with the technical support providedths Deanship of e-learning, that the participavita degree
of satisfaction by "less than 30%" were (23) merslvepresent (32.86%) of sample participating, aodeé who
have a degree of satisfaction by "30 - 70%" wei® (Bembers represent (52.86%) of the sample paatioig,
and those who have a degree of satisfaction byénimn 70%" were (10) members represent (14,29%jeof
sample participating.

Resear ch Tool:

In this research, the researcher relied on theofisequestionnaire as a data collection tool, whsch
designed to answer the research questions andvachg objectives. The researcher reviewed the ipuev
studies in the field of quality standards of e+téag courses, to identify their objectives and goes, and use it
to link with the axes of the questionnaire, in @egion for submission to a number of reviewerpdt their
opinions on the questionnaire and its validity, mhehe questionnaire was divided into two parte th
demographic data and the second: the areas ofidstignnaire as the following:
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1. Demographic data

The researcher has identified the demographic @mader - type of college - degree - the member's
possession of one e-course at least - the tragongses obtained by the faculty member in e-legrnithe type
of training courses - the degree of utilizationnfréraining courses in the development of e-courdesgree of
satisfaction with the technical support providedtoy college - Degree of satisfaction with the techl support
provided by the Deanship of e-learning).

2. Axis of the questionnaire:

The researcher adopted in developing the questi@naoa Quality Matters standards that has the eight
main standards: 1. Overview and introduction, 2arhing objectives, 3. Assessment and measurement, 4
Learning materials, 5. Learner interaction and ipigstion, 6. Course technology, 8. Learner Supp8rt
Accessibility, which included (43) standards focasrses.

Tool Validation:

The tool was presented to a group of reviewers isting of (4) faculty members in the field of
instructional technology. The researcher resportdethe opinions of the reviewers and made the redui
changes which were written changes and some litigaisd spelling errors, the questionnaire in ficahsisting
of 8 axes and 43 statements representing sub-stinda addition to demographic data.

Tool Reliability:

The researcher used the Cronbach's alpha metHodltthe coefficient of reliability questionnairec
its axes on the basis of the calculation of thenBagh's alpha coefficients for each of the axesthadverall
grade. The total coefficient of reliability of tlgestionnaire was (0.943), which is a high valuscating that
the questionnaire has a high degree of relialtitiag assures the researcher of its applicatiohasample of the
study.

Results:
The current research aims at explore the knowlaafge-courses quality standards among faculty
members at the University of Najran, therefore, rdmearcher analyzed the responses of the partisijpa the

study on the questionnaire axes as shown in thafivlg tables:

Table (10) General design of the course is shovthdstudent from the beginning of the course

N Sub-standards Mean Star.‘d‘."“d
deviation
1 Having clear instructions on how to start therseu 3.63 .935
The existence of a summary to provide the studdiat the course
2 . . ! 3.79 .946
aims and its various components
3 Communication policies (forums, e-mail, etc.) public and clear 3.59 .955
4 The course instructor prowde himself in a cleatesnent (available on 361 1081
the site of the course)
5 The instructor ask learner to identify himself te bolleagues in the 3.07 1171
course
6 Clarification of prior knowledge requirements B.4 .928
Explain the minimum technical skills expected tonhastered by the
7 X 3.61 .873
student to advance the course easily
Standardsl: the general design of the course isrstmthe student from the
9 3.54 734
beginning of the course

Table (10) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of
the general design standard of the course is showre student at the beginning of the course,ingnigetween
(3.07 - 3.79), and the mean of this axis is (3.B4¢rording to the scale, this degree is high.
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As for the 2° standard: Learning outcomes are clearly stateceaphhined is shown in the following tables:

Table (11) The learning outcomes are clearly statetexplained

N Sub-standard Mealr Staﬂd‘?"d
deviation

1 Course objectives describe measurable learnitcpmes 3.80 .844
Unit-level objectives describe measurable learoagomes that are

2 ; . L 3.84 .879

consistent with course objectives
3 All goals are clearly articulated and tailoredhe students' level 3.864 .856
4 There is clear instruction for students on howdbi@ve learning 3.46 1017
outcomes

5 Objectives are tailored to program outputs 3.fj4 958.

Standard 2: learning outcomes are clearly statdceaplained 3.74 .718

Table (11) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of
the learning outcomes standard are clearly statdceaplained, ranging from (3.46 - 3.86), and treamof this
axis is (3.74). According to the scale, this degsedgh.

As for the ¥ standard: evaluation strategies use standardaxad to measure the effectiveness of learning,
assess students' progress in relation to statedingagoals, and are designed to be an integrdl gfathe
learning process, as shown in the following table:

Table (12) Evaluation strategies

standard

N Sub-standard Mean e
deviation

All selected assessment tools (homework, testistiessk, etc.)
1 measure learning outcomes that are announced aiséstamt with 3.89 .986
the materials and activities in the course

Policy marks (method of split and addressing sQaes clearly

2 4.11 877
stated
3 The existence of criteria and methods for assesbmgvork and 3.83 992
participation of students are well defined and aid ' '
The selected assessment tools are suitable foemnaried, and
4 : 3.83 .884
sequentially structured
Provides self-assessment tests and practical dutigsfeedback to
5 - i 3.73 1.048
students at a convenient time
Standards 3: evaluation strategies 3.88 .809

Table (12) shows that the arithmetic mean of ttspwoases of the research sample on the knowledgeeof
evaluation strategies ranged between (3.73 - 4dliij,the mean of this axis is (3.88). Accordingh® scale,
this degree is high.

As for the &' standard: the teaching materials are compreheesivagh to achieve the stated objectives of the
course and the learning outcomes, shown in thevidlig table:
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Table (13) The teaching materials are compreheresiogigh to achieve the stated objectives of thesecand

learning outcomes

N Sub-standard Mean Staf?d?"d
deviation
1 Educational materials contribute to the achieverméfgarning 3.89 790
outcomes declared at the level of the course atiteainit level ' '
The relationship between learning materials andhlag activities is
2 , 3.64 743
clearly explained to the student
Educational materials are characterized by diweesid richness, the
3 level of details is appropriate, they representidibest scientific 3.54 .896
developments in the field
All materials and resources in the course are deoted (references
4 3.99 .925
and sources used)
Standard 4: Teaching materials are comprehensivegénto meet the stated
o ) 3.76 .690
objectives of the course and learning outcomes.

Table (13) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of

the teaching materials are comprehensive enougimedet the stated objectives of the course and legrni
outcomes, ranging from (3.54 - 3.99), and the nefahis axis is (3.76). According to the scalesttiegree is

high.

As for the §' standard: employment a meaningful interaction ketwthe learner and the instructor, the learner
and the learner, and between the learner and tirsematerials. shown in the following table:

Table (14) employment a meaningful interaction lestawthe learner and the instructor, the learnetttzand

learner, and between the learner and the courseriaiat

N Sub-standard Mean stapdgrd
deviation
1 Learning activities stimulate learning objectives 3.69 .733
Learning activities promote interaction betweemstits, and 3.69 843
between students and instructor, students and €ooaterials ' '
Clear criteria and information are available ondkailability of the
course instructor and the time required to resgorsdudents (eg, the
) . ) : : 3.86 .785
maximum time required to respond to e-mail by tieriictor, and
the time required to announce grades)
Requirements for student interaction are detaiteticear (eg
number of posts required in a given forum, size ttmthg of 3.49 1.073
participation)
Standard 5: employment meaningful interaction betwlearner and
instructor, learner and learner, learner and comaterials, to motivate 3.68 .647
learners, enhance academic commitment and perdemalopment

Table (14) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of

employment a meaningful real interaction betweemrler and instructor, learner and learner, and dustvihe
learner and the course materials, ranged from (33186), and the mean of this axis is (3.68). Adew to the
scale, this degree is high.

As for the &' standard: the use of navigation mechanism in these and the techniques used to enhance the
interaction of students and the emphasis on adoessources and teaching materials, shown indhewfing

table:
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Table (15) The use of the navigation mechanisrhéncburse and the techniques used to enhance studen
interaction and the emphasis on access to resoanceteaching materials

standard

N Sub-standard Mean .
deviation

The tools and media used support learning objextwel are carefully

selected to deliver course content 3.71 -801

The tools and media used support the studentisaatien and linked ta

the course and lead to be an active learner 3.66 -883

Navigation (move between sections) it is logicahsistent, and
effective for students to have access to all thbrtigjues needed by the
3 course (such as Java, certain file presentatids sawh as PDF, MP3, 3.31 971
etc.), with clear instructions on how to access aswlthese technique

and tools

7]

Course components are compatible with modern stdadar
4 information delivery modes (virtual classes - videmferences - 3.53 1.003
forums - blogs - YouTube - social networking)

Provide sufficient and easy information on how¢oess course
5 resources. (Eg, books, CDs, if any, and subscriptio specialized 3.57 910
sites such as libraries and periodicals)

The course design utilizes the tools and medidaai as much as

6 possible (such as compressing files instead ofagiphg them in their

original format, and using modern and commonly ddedormats
such as MP3, MP4)

3.39 1.026

Standard 6: The use of the navigation mechanisimeitourse and the
techniques used to enhance student interactiothenegimphasis on access o 3.53 737
resources and teaching materials

Table (15) shows that the arithmetic mean of tlspaases of the research sample on the knowledtie afse
of the navigation mechanism in the course and ¢whrtiques used to enhance student interaction fand t
emphasis on access to resources and teaching amtamged from (3.31 - 3.71), and the mean ofdkis is
(3.53). According to the scale, this degree is high

As for the 7' standard: the course facilitates the student aceshe services of the institution necessary for
success, is illustrated in the following table:

Table (16) The course facilitates the student actethe services of the institution necessargimcess

N Sub-standard Mean Standard
deviation
Course instructions indicate the student's techsigaport and how
1 to obtain it, either directly or through a linkttais information and 3.43 926

instructions (list of support services, technicagéstions and answers
support telephone numbers, etc.)

Course instructions articulate or link to an expléom of how the
2 institution’s academic support services and resmioan help 3.66 .883
learners succeed in the course and how learnershtaim them
Standard7: The course facilitates the student adoetbe services of the
institution necessary for success

3.54 q74

Table (16) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of
the course facilitates the student access to thwices of the institution necessary for successged between
(3.43 - 3.66), and the mean of this axis is (3.B4¢rording to the scale, this degree is high.

As for the & standard: all students can access the compongifiis course, shown in the following table:
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Table (17) All students can access the course coeris

N Sub-standard Mean Staf?d?"d
deviation
The course takes into consideration the critenigpémple with special
1 needs and complies with the institution's poliayameling access to 3.16 1.044
blended courses and full e-courses
5 Course pages and materials contain alternativaadmvisual content 351 913
(examples: alternative text for each image, texduafio lectures) ' '
The links in the course must be described well ghpso that the
3 student knows what he will find in the sites befolieking on the links 3.30 1.040
and the student suffering from the vision proble@us understand the ' '
links by the screen reader
The course provides easy reading of informatiomftbe screen and
4 | thus enables the ability to run screen readerstafédy for students whg 3.87 .760
need them (examples: font size, font color, whiteces and formatting).
Standard 8: all students can access course comsonen 3.45 .718

Table (17) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of
related to a standard of all students can accagse@omponents, ranging from (3.16 - 3.87), aedntiean of
this axis is (3.45). According to the scale, thégicte is high.

As for the knowledge of e-courses quality standami®ng faculty members at the University of Najman
general is illustrated in the following table:

Table (18) the knowledge of e-courses quality stiaaslamong faculty members at the University of&iagj

N Standard Mean Staf.‘d?“d
deviation
1 the general design of t_he course is shown to thdest from the 3.54 734
beginning of the course
2 learning outcomes are clearly stated and expdaine 3.74 718
3 evaluation strategies 3.88 .809
4 Teaching materials are comprehensive enough to theestated 3.76 690

objectives of the course and learning outcomes
employment meaningful interaction between learmefriastructor,
5 learner and learner, learner and course matetiaiaptivate learners,| 3.68 .647
enhance academic commitment and personal develdpmen
The use of the navigation mechanism in the coungetfze techniques
6 used to enhance student interaction and the engppbasiccess to 3.53 737
resources and teaching materials
The course facilitates the student access to tivices of the

R 3.54 q74
institution necessary for success
8 all students can access course components 345 18 7
Mean 3.65 .589

Table (18) shows that the arithmetic mean of tispoases of the research sample on the knowledge of
e-courses quality standards among faculty membettsealUniversity of Najran, ranged between (3.4588),
and that the mathematical mean of the total stalsdiar (3.65). According to the scale, the facultgnmbers at
the University of Najran has high level of knowledaf e-courses quality standards.

Discussion:

Najran University is located in the Kingdom of SaAdabia in the border area with the State of Yemen
and in the last three years increased the milibgrations in the region, which called on the adstiators of
the university to make e-learning as one of théchastions for learning at the university and easra preferred
choice and strengthened the ability of faculty membto use and employ E-learning in teaching ceufse
students.
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E-courses didn't necessarily mean it's useful wdwanpare with traditional classroom learning, and th
is confirmed by Pinto and Anderson (2013) theyesthat students' perceptions show that they ar&aldo
their expectations for traditional courses and erses, Electronic courses may be effective and modybe in
other courses where cannot recommend using e-coatsdl.

The results of the study showed that only 28.33%hefparticipants benefited from e-learning courses
by more than 70%, as these courses were generalaamdlated to the production and design of e-sesirThis
is in line with McQuiggan (2007) who refer to fagumembers training of the design and employmeng-of
courses is a challenge facing educational insbitigti especially since the majority of faculty mensbare not
specialists in instructional technology and may ehdittle knowledge of the techniques of producingd a
designing e-courses.

However, 51.67% of the sample of the study sawttiey benefited from 30-70% of the training. This
is consistent with many studies that emphasizedeffectiveness of professional development programs
improving the ability of faculty members to desigmd use e-courses. (Shea et al. 2005; Kim and Efig)

As for the first standard related to the generaigte which confirmed that the research sampleahas
high degree of knowledge of this standard, it mayblecause this standard is general information tatheu
course. The training can easily contribute to iasheg the awareness and skill of the faculty member
designing the course including introduce studeatthé learning requirements in the course throighstub-
standards related to the course instructions, sugnafagyoals and communication policies between estisl and
faculty members.

With regard to the second standard, learning outsorare declared and explained clearly and

thoroughly. This is an educational basis for adisth who are interested in teaching. The clarithefgoals leads

to the achievement of learning outcomes accuraetl/in a short time and thus become measurabléiatés
and suitable for the learner. Where (Ralston-Be@f.4; You et al., 2014) confirmed that faculty memsh
always set measurable learning goals that areteaaysess and accurately deliver learning outcofrtess, the
evaluation process is subject to specific and eedliftrategies that the faculty member wishes twance to
students from the beginning of the teaching ofdhkne course (Batchelder, 2009; Bean, 2009). iks made
the faculty members have knowledge of the evalonattmategies standard and this is also relateletgality of
teaching which is keen to at the University of ajrwhich seeks to obtain academic accreditatiahtha
application of quality standards of the Nationaj@nization for Measurement and Evaluation.

The course may be designed electronically, bus itelatively boring, so the training programs were
designed to prepare faculty members to provide gmhatational materials designed to conform to ¢laening
outcomes, and that these educational materials &atimentic resources specific references and ctesized by
diversity and this would bring the pleasure of héag to students. The educational materials arective
curriculum, for these educational materials depemdthe quality of the effectiveness of the e-ceutisectly, so
the main interest of the faculty member is to inmgrehe quality of the e-course through the improeetof
educational materials provided by it. (Saidi, 2011)

The fifth standard is to employ a meaningful int¢i@n between the learner and the teacher, thaedear
and the learner, and between the learner and theseanaterials, which the study sample confirmed mgh
degree. This may be due to the fact that the eseoincludes many tools such as e-mail, forums, sokd
discussion board that increase the students intenain the course, which is confirmed by Abu khat(2011)
on the need to include a good e-course activatiegtdols of interaction between the teacher andestuand
between students and each other and between Swatehthe same course materials.

The sixth, seventh and eighth standards relatedatagation, interaction and accessibility, which
received a high degree of knowledge among facultynbers, because the Blackboard program providey man
tools that facilitate navigation, interaction aricedt and indirect access between students andtfamembers
to achieve a high degree of activity for the learfamoud (2012) emphasized that e-courses ar@iaeghand
well-designed to meet students' needs through etyaof tools that facilitate interaction among riheand
facilitate access to available educational materidl also provides technical support and easy sacte the
services provided by technical officials for e-ld@ag at the university.
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Recommendations and proposals:

1.
2.

3.

Training the faculty members on the standardsérmpiiesent study to design high quality e-courses.
Integrating the quality Matters standards of e-sesrwithin the total quality standards at Najran
University.

Measure the effectiveness of meeting the qualititdds standards in the design of e-courses to @ehie
learning outcomes.

Conducting comparative studies between the e-ceuasethe University of Najran and e-courses
produced by Quality Matters to identify the diffeces and use them in improving the design of e-
courses at Najran University.

Conduct a study to identify the training needs afulty members regarding the e-courses quality
standards approved by Quality Matters in actualgthesf e-courses.
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