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Abstract

Background: Evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of virtual education is essential today.

Objectives: This study examines the satisfaction of professors and students with the learning management system and the
quality of virtual education in a military university.

Methods: This descriptive-correlational study was conducted between 2021 and 2022. The sample included 44 professors and
167 students from the Faculty of Nursing, Medicine, and Pharmacy at a university. Data were collected using a demographic form
and three standardized questionnaires that assessed satisfaction with the quality of virtual education, system interface,
evaluation of professors' performance, and professors' opinions about virtual teaching. The data were analyzed using SPSS
software version 22, employing correlation tests, one-way analysis of variance, independent t-tests, and multivariate analysis.
Results: The students' average age was 21.23 £ 2.78 years, and 81.8% of them were male. The overall satisfaction of students with
the learning management system (LMS) had an average score of 497.21+109.68. The professors' performance, as perceived by the
students, had an average score of 43.18 + 9.98. The quality of online education was rated at 58.81 + 12.51, with 68% of students
reporting a moderate level of satisfaction. Among the professors, 29.5% expressed dissatisfaction with the LMS system interface,
while 81.8% were moderately satisfied with the virtual education approach.

Conclusions: Given the significance of virtual education, it is imperative to devise solutions that enhance professor
satisfaction, improve content quality, and optimize performance. These measures will contribute to the overall success and
effectiveness of virtual education, benefiting both professors and students alike.
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1. Background "anywhere and anytime" (4). Additionally, the various
features of LMS can assist in managing and presenting
Technological advancements have transformed content, facilitating collaboration, and enhancing

industries, particularly education. The rapid global shift
has led to an increased adoption of online learning,
with e-learning experiencing significant growth,
especially due to the coronavirus pandemic. This shift

communication among teachers, between teachers and
learners, and among learners themselves (5).

Some studies have criticized LMS for changing
learning methods (6), its designed structure (7),

has raised concerns about the quality of online
education (1, 2).

Learning management systems (LMS) are also
referred to as "learning platforms," "distributed learning
systems," '"course management systems," "content
management systems," and "portals" (3). Since LMS is
web-based, it supports education, learning,
management, and development processes (1). The
primary goal of every LMS is to provide a learning
environment for students based on the concept of

usability and reliability (4, 8), limited interaction, and
its teacher-centered approach (7), as well as the design
characteristics in terms of support for all users of the
system (9) have criticized education and training (7, 10).
Others have pointed out that LMS can limit
opportunities for social and informal learning and
reduce the potential for enhancing teaching and
learning (11, 12). Numerous studies indicate that simply
combining new software and technology with basic
elements, without understanding their environment,
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fails to achieve quality education (13). Students'
experiences and preferences greatly influence the
success of virtual education through the learning
management system. Similarly, professors' proficiency
and willingness to use the Learning management
system affect students' satisfaction and engagement
with online learning (9).

Numerous studies have examined various factors
affecting students' satisfaction with LMS systems, and
the results have shown that the level of learners,
instructors, training courses, technology, system design,
learning environment, social factors (such as supportive
factors, inclusive perspective, and instructor's attitude),
and technical aspects of the system (including system,
information, and service quality) all influence
satisfaction levels (1, 14, 15).

The next generation of LMS is expected to be more
personalized, social, flexible, and supportive of learning
analytics to maximize platform benefits and enhance
learning (1, 2).

Given the importance of e-learning in education and
its potential to improve performance, enhancing virtual
education is essential. Professional guidelines
emphasize the need for quality in educational
institutions. Despite the increase in virtual education,
some institutions continue to rely on existing platforms
for training due to their specific missions and security
requirements, making the evaluation of these platforms
crucial.

2. Objectives

This study aims to assess the satisfaction of
professors and students with the learning management
system and the quality of virtual education at a
university during the COVID-19 pandemic, focusing on
their experiences and preferences for effective
implementation.

3.Methods

This descriptive study was conducted from March
2021 to June 2022. The inclusion criteria encompassed
all professors and students actively participating in the
virtual education process, which involved attending
university classes as students and teaching in virtual
classes as professors. According to the Morgan Table,
and allowing for a 10% drop rate, 66 questionnaires were
distributed to professors and 216 to students using a
convenience sampling method. Out of the distributed
questionnaires, 44 completed ones from professors and
167 from students were included in the analysis, which
was conducted using SPSS version 22 software.

To assess the research objectives and evaluate
professors' satisfaction with virtual teaching and the
user interface, a demographic profile and three
questionnaires were used to gather student opinions on
the quality of virtual education. The professors' surveys
included demographic information and user interface
satisfaction. The demographic form collected data on
age, gender, teaching experience, faculty, academic
degree, content preparation method, LMS experience,
and content delivery method. The survey on professors'
virtual teaching included 20 items rated on a 5-point
Likert scale (from 1, completely disagree, to 5,
completely agree). Items 7 and 14 were scored inversely.
To determine the level of satisfaction with virtual
teaching, the scale was defined as follows: 30% to 33%
indicated dissatisfaction, 34 to 67% indicated average
satisfaction, and above 68% indicated desirable
satisfaction.

To assess user satisfaction (professors and students)
with the learning management system interface, the 77-
question QUIS questionnaire was utilized. This
questionnaire covers four areas: Screen (24 items), terms
and information of the system (13 items), learning (28
items), and general perceptions (10 items), all rated on a
9-point Likert scale. The total score obtainable from the
questionnaire was 693. Based on the scale, scores
between 1 and 231 indicate user dissatisfaction with the
system, 232 to 462 indicate satisfaction, and above 463
are considered in the desirable range. This
questionnaire has been used in various studies in Iran
and is recognized for its good validity and reliability
(16).

To assess the demographic characteristics of the
students, information was collected on age, gender,
faculty, field of study, level of education, and mode of
class participation. The questionnaire for evaluating
professors' performance in virtual teaching from the
students' perspective consisted of 12 items with 5
options (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely agree).
According to the 33% rule, scores between 1 and 20
indicate poor performance, scores from 21 to 40 indicate
average performance, and scores from 41 to 60 indicate
desired performance. The reliability of this
questionnaire has been reported as 0.89 (17).

The questionnaire on the quality of the virtual
education course included 16 items with 5 options (1 =
completely agree, 5 = completely disagree). Items 10 and
12 on this questionnaire have reverse scoring. Based on
the 33% rule, a score of 1 to 26 indicates poor quality of
education, while scores from 27 to 53 indicate average or
higher quality. The reliability of these questionnaires
has been reported as 0.88 and 0.91, respectively (18).
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To explore the relationship between age and
professors' virtual teaching performance, Pearson's
correlation coefficient was wused along with
independent t-tests and ANOVA. Additionally, a
multivariate analysis investigated how age, gender,
faculty type, and tools used by students correlate with
professors' quality scores, virtual education quality, and
four dimensions of student satisfaction. Pillai's Trace
statistic was employed in the multivariate analyses due
to its robustness. Approval from the ethics committee
with code IR.BMSU.REC.1399.480 was obtained before
the study, and all participants provided informed
consent.

4. Results

The average age of the students was 21.23 £ 2.78 years,
with 81.8% (135) being male. Of the students, 40% (66)
were from nursing, 40.6% (67) from medicine, and 19.4%
(32) from pharmacy. Participation in virtual classes
included 53.9% (89) via mobile, 29.7% (49) via laptop, and
16.4% (27) using both devices. Student satisfaction with
the learning management system averaged 497.21 +
109.68; 57% reported optimal satisfaction, and 40.6%
reported average satisfaction. The average score for
professors' performance was 43.18 + 9.98, while the
quality of virtual education was rated at 58.81 + 12.51,
with 68% of students reflecting an average quality.
Satisfaction with the system interface was segmented
into the screen (58.2%), system terms (56.4%), learning
(49.7%), and overall perceptions (50.3%). Tukey's test
showed that pharmacy professors scored lower than
medical (P = 0.04) and nursing professors (P < 0.001),
while nursing professors outperformed both medical (P
< 0.006) and pharmacy professors (P < 0.001). No
significant differences were found in the quality of
virtual education between medicine and pharmacy (P =
0.9), but nursing scores were higher than those for
medicine (P < 0.001) and pharmacy (P = 0.004). Scores
for teaching performance, education quality, and
satisfaction did not differ significantly by gender (Table
1), nor did age correlate with these performance metrics
(r = 0.01, P = 0.86). However, students using mobile
devices scored higher than those using both devices (P <
0.001). The box test suggested that multivariate
normality and equality of variance-covariance were not
upheld (P < 0.001), but equal variances for performance
quality (P = 0.11) and education quality (P = 0.42) were
maintained, along with user satisfaction across four
dimensions: Screen (P = 0.40), terms (P = 0.36), learning
(P=0.70), and general perception (P = 0.30).

The analysis found no significant relationship
between gender (P = 0.35) or age (P = 0.92) and students'
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perceptions of virtual teaching quality. However, class
participation tools showed significant differences across
faculties (P < 0.001; Pillai's Trace = 0.11; eta squared =
0.06), with Bonferroni correction indicating differences
in professors' performance (P < 0.001) and virtual
education quality (P = 0.005). Multivariate analysis
revealed no significant links between gender (P = 0.69),
age (P = 0.40), faculty type (P = 0.20), or tool used (P =
0.76) and user satisfaction with the LMS. Among the 18
assistant professors, 61% were male, and 41% used
PowerPoint only. Most (93.2%) had experience with
virtual education. Satisfaction with the LMS interface
showed that 29.5% were dissatisfied, while 70.5% were
moderately satisfied. No significant relationships were
found between LMS dimensions and gender or
satisfaction, but satisfaction was correlated with the
screen (P = 0.012) and system information (P = 0.042),
influenced by experience and discipline, with age also
correlating with screen satisfaction (P = 0.028).

5. Discussion

The results indicated that over half of the students
were satisfied with the learning management system
interface. The performance of professors in virtual
education was generally rated as average, with the
nursing faculty receiving notably higher satisfaction
ratings. Overall, student satisfaction with virtual
education was also rated as average. Satisfaction with
the LMS interface was evaluated in four areas: Screen,
terms, system information, and general impressions,
with half of the students achieving the desired
satisfaction level. University professors reported similar
average satisfaction levels with both the LMS and virtual
education. However, about one-third were dissatisfied
with the LMS interface, and their overall satisfaction
with virtual teaching was also average.

In one study, medical students expressed high
satisfaction with the LMS system's clarity, ease of use,
and training (19). Another study found that LMS
satisfaction depended on IT quality, service quality, ease
of use, and usefulness (20). One study reported that over
half of the students were dissatisfied with LMS training
due to a lack of animation, multimedia, slow internet,
and content-sharing issues (21). Satisfaction with e-
learning is heavily influenced by the quality of LMS
information, which should be relevant, clear, and up-to-
date. This quality is primarily determined by the course
designer. Additionally, students' readiness for online
learning, assessed through their basic computer and
internet skills, also significantly impacts their
satisfaction (22). These findings from previous research
suggest that the ability to use LMS and the availability of


https://ethics.research.ac.ir/ProposalCertificateEn.php?id=167436

NehrirBet al.

Table 1. The Average Performance Scores of Professors in Virtual Teaching, the Quality of Virtual Education and the Dimensions of the Learning Management System

Variables Sati§faction \A{ith Satis.faction with Satisfaction with Ter{ns Satisfied with .The Quality qf Pgll-lﬁa)lrig:;cper?;e\/siﬁ?;l
Public Perceptions  Learning the System and System Information theScreen  Virtual Education Teaching
Gender
Female 59.93+£19.62 183.80 £50.14 91.53£22.34 153.63 £37.42 56.30 +13.49 46.03+8.07
Male 62.16 £19.44 190.65 +42.34 91.08 £20.61 155.15+£33.23 56.93+12.33 42.82+10.87
P-value 0.57 0.43 0.82 0.80 0.13
College
Medicine 59.07£19.62 183.11+£50.19 88.46 +22.20 151.16 +30.32 54.08 £14.17 42.26+10.87
Nursing 64.74 £19.09 198.45 £38.77 95.78 £20.55 162.53+30.01 61.45+10.03 47.60+7.59
Pharmacology 61.21+19.47 183.93 £36.50 87.31%+17.07 146.87+29.14 52.96 +£10.59 37.15+11.27
P-value 0.24 0.09 0.06 0.05 <0.001 <0.001
Class participation
tool
Mobile 61.61+20.62 187.29 £46.39 91.56 £21.04 156.24 £33.30 58.56 +11.68 46.10 £8.42
Laptop 62.06£16.98 192.06 +41.71 90.91+19.85 153.36 £33.77 55.85+14.02 41.89 £12.47
Both 61.66 £20.27 191.59 +39.47 90.33+22.77 153.11£37.19 52.81£11.54 37.29+9.84
P-value 0.99 0.79 0.96 0.85 0.09 <0.001

2 Values are expressed as mean + SD.

technical assistance are strongly related to students’
satisfaction (13).

A survey revealed that students rated the technical
quality of the LMS positively, particularly noting the fast
uploading of files and online tests. However, this study
found dissatisfaction due to a lack of support for
different file types and the Persian language (23).
Another study identified insufficient learning resources,
ambiguous materials, and poor LMS learning as
problems in distance education (13). One study showed
that continuous use and the initial decision to use LMS
depend on personal perceptions about technology and
mental norms (24).

The research results showed that attitudes toward
LMS acceptance and students' characteristics positively
affect the intention to adopt LMS and effective LMS
learning during the COVID-19 period. Additionally,
certain management strategies can be employed to
further increase students' intention to adopt LMS (24-
27).

Students reported higher satisfaction with virtual
classes accessed via mobile devices on the learning
management system. This aligns with other studies that
highlight mobile use for its flexibility and cost-
effectiveness (28, 29). Important influencing factors
include self-efficacy, innovation, perceived ease of use,
perceived usefulness of the mobile LMS, and external
factors such as social norms (30).

The results indicated no significant relationship
between students' demographic characteristics (such as

gender and age) and their satisfaction with the learning
management system. Satisfaction levels were similar for
both male and female students. However, different age
groups showed varying levels of satisfaction with the
system's quality features. The importance placed on
these features also varied based on the length of Moodle
usage. Notably, female students prioritized aspects like
average response time, feedback quality, content
accuracy and clarity, website user-friendliness,
collaboration diversity, and the quantity of material (31).
The study found no correlation between system
satisfaction and educational methods or content type
(32).

The study indicated moderate overall satisfaction
with the quality of teaching and virtual LMS education.
It was found that professors' age significantly affected
their satisfaction with screen use, while another study
reported no such correlation between age and
satisfaction with educational technologies (9). In one
study, educational experts assessed the educational
management system and rated the quality of content,
classes, interaction, and technical aspects as higher than
50% (13). Experts suggest that education can continue
without physical presence and emphasize the need for
the rapid development of electronic infrastructures.
University authorities should facilitate the adaptation
process for both faculty and students (33).

This study was conducted at a university center with
a limited pool of students and professors, which reduces
its generalizability to other institutions. Sampling was
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convenient due to the absence of students during the
coronavirus pandemic. A strength of the study was the
use of a valid and comprehensive questionnaire to
assess the user interface, providing valuable insights for
the center's managers. To enhance system success and
user satisfaction, it is essential to implement
comprehensive measures addressing content features,
system-user interaction, and related interventions.

5.1. Conclusions

To improve virtual education, it is crucial to enhance
the LMS system, refine content preparation, and adopt
engaging teaching methods that motivate students.
Focusing on these areas can significantly improve the
quality of virtual learning.

Acknowledgements

We thank all professors and students for their
contributions to this study and appreciate the guidance

from the “Clinical Research Development Unit of
Baqgiyatallah Hospital.”
Footnotes

Authors' Contribution: M. M. and B. N. conceived,
designed the work, and conducted the Data gathering.
M. M,, M. R. performed the analysis of data and feedback
on the other interpretation in the expert panel. M. M., B.
N, and M. R. wrote the first draft of the manuscript,
critically reviewed for important intellectual content by
J. M. and all of the authors. All authors reviewed the
draft and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Conflict of Interests Statement: The authors declare
that the research was conducted in the absence of any
commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Data Availability: The dataset presented in the study is
available on request from the corresponding author
during submission or after publication.

Ethical Approval: IR.BMSU.REC.1399.480 .
Funding/Support: The authors declared no funding.

Informed Consent: All participants provided informed
consent.

References

1. Si]. Critical e-learning quality factors affecting student satisfaction
in a Korean medical school. Korean | Med Educ. 2022;34(2):107-19.

Ann Mil Health Sci Res. 2024; 22(3): e145982.

10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

17.

18.

[PubMed ID: 35676878]. [PubMed Central
https://doi.org[10.3946/kjme.2022.223.

ID: PMC9178259].

Yawson DE, Yamoah FA. Understanding satisfaction essentials of E-
learning in higher education: A multi-generational cohort
perspective. Heliyon. 2020;6(11). e05519. [PubMed ID: 33251368].
[PubMed Central ID: PMC7680767].
https://doi.org/10.1016j.heliyon.2020.e05519.

Ahmed K, Mesonovich M. Learning management systems and
student performance. Int | Sustain Energy. 2019;7(1):582-91.
https://doi.org[10.20533/ijels.2046.4568.2019.0073.

Andrade MS, Miller RM, Davis S. Online learning in schools of
business: Deans' perspectives on faculty issues. CSEDU (1). 2019. p.
344-51.

Broadbent ]. Academic success is about self-efficacy rather than
frequency of use of the learning management system. Australasian |
Educ Technol. 2016;32(4). https://doi.org[10.14742/ajet.2634.

Turnbull D, Chugh R, Luck J. An overview of the common elements of
learning management system policies in higher education
institutions. TechTrends. 2022;66(5):855-67. [PubMed ID: 35813034].
[PubMed Central ID: PMC9255472]. https:|/doi.org/10.1007/s11528-022-
00752-7.

Alhazmi AK, Imtiaz A, Al-Hammadi F, Kaed E. Success and failure
aspects of LMS in e-learning systems. Inter ] Interactive Mobile Technol.
2021;15(11). https://doi.org[10.3991/ijim.v15i11.20805.

Powell ST, Leary H. Measuring learner-content interaction in
digitally augmented learning experiences. Distance Edu.
2021;42(4):520-46. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2021.1986369.

Alhazmi AK, Imtiaz A, Al-Hammadi F, Kaed E. Success and failure
aspects of LMS in E-learning systems. Inter ] Interactive Mobile Technol.
2021;15(11). https://doi.org[10.3991/ijim.v15i11.20805.

Cigdem H, Topcu A. Predictors of instructors’ behavioral intention to
use learning management system: A Turkish vocational college
example. Computers  In Human Behav. 2015;52:22-8.
https://doi.org[10.1016[j.chb.2015.05.049.

Apandi AM RAFasioblahelJol. Technology, Social Sciences. 2020;1(1):13-
23.

Chen B, Bryer T. Investigating instructional strategies for using social
media in formal and informal learning. Inter Rev Res Open Distributed
Learn. 2012;13(1):87-104. https:|/doi.org[10.19173/irrodl.v13i1.1027.

Hu X, Lei LCU, Li ], Iseli-Chan N, Siu FL, Chu SKW. Access moodle using
mobile phones: Student usage and perceptions. Mobile Learning
Design: Theories and Application. 2016:155-71.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0027-0_10.

Costley ], Southam A, Bailey D, Haji SA. How use of learning
management system mediates the relationships between learner
interactions and learner outcomes. Interactive Technol Smart Edu.
2022;19(2):184-201. https:/[doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-12-2020-0236.

Cidral WA, Oliveira T, Di Felice M, Aparicio M. E-learning success
determinants: Brazilian empirical study. Computers & Education.
2018;122:273-90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.12.001.

Eom SB, Ashill NJ. A system's view of e-learning success model.
Decision Sci J Innovative Edu. 2018;16(1):42-76.
https://doi.org[10.1111/dsji.12144.

Mousavi SM, Karimi A, Zakeriyan SA, Mehravar M. Producing and
introducing a computer software for evaluating performance of
permit to work system in the process industries. J Health Safety at
Work. 2022;12(1):82-5.

Yazdanparast A, Rahimi R, Khoshkholgh R, Marvi N. Evaluation of
professors' performance in online teaching during COVID-19
pandemic from the perspective of medical students of Bushehr
University of medical sciences, Iran. Med Edu Bulletin. 2021;2(1):125-32.
https://doi.org[10.22034/MEB.2021.289691.1000.


https://ethics.research.ac.ir/ProposalCertificateEn.php?id=167436
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35676878
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/PMC9178259
https://doi.org/10.3946/kjme.2022.223
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35676878
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/PMC9178259
https://doi.org/10.3946/kjme.2022.223
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33251368
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/PMC7680767
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e05519
https://doi.org/10.20533/ijels.2046.4568.2019.0073
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.2634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35813034
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/PMC9255472
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-022-00752-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-022-00752-7
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v15i11.20805
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2021.1986369
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v15i11.20805
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.05.049
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v13i1.1027
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0027-0_10
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-12-2020-0236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/dsji.12144
https://doi.org/10.22034/MEB.2021.289691.1000

NehrirBetal.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Masoumipour M, Amini M, Sohrab Pour A, Ebrahimpour F, Shah
Kerami F, Sharifian G. [Designing and psychometric evaluation tools
for the quality of virtual education of Tehran University of Medical
Sciences from the perspective of students and professors]. Growth
Med Sci Edu. 2021;13(20):41-8. Persian.

Back DA, Behringer F, Haberstroh N, Ehlers ]P, Sostmann K, Peters H.
Learning management system and e-learning tools: An experience of
medical students' usage and expectations. Int ] Med Educ. 2016;7:267-
73. [PubMed ID: 27544782]. [PubMed Central ID: PMC5018353].
https://doi.org/10.5116/ijme.57a5.f0f5.

Ohliati ], Abbas BS. Measuring students satisfaction in using learning
management system. Inter | Emerging Technol Learn (Online).
2019;14(4):180. https://doi.org[10.3991/ijet.v14i04.9427.

Nazari M, Sajadi FA, Sajadi HS. [Assessment of the students
satisfaction of the provided E-learning by Isfahan University’s
Learning Management System (LMS) during COVID-19]. Higher
Education Letter. 2021;14(56):76-98. Persian.

Eom SB. Understanding e-learners’ satisfaction with learning
management systems. Bulletin of the IEEE Technical Committee on Learn
Technol. 2014;16(2):3.

Green LS, Inan FA, Denton B. Examination of factors impacting
student satisfaction with a new learning management system.
Turkish Online | Distance Edu. 2012;13(3):189-97.

Ngafeeson MN, Gautam Y. Learning management system adoption: A
theory of planned behavior approach. Inter | Web-Based Learning
Teach Technol (JWLTT). 2021;16(1):27-42.
https://doi.org/10.4018/I]]WLTT.2021010104.

Simanullang NHS, Rajagukguk ]. Learning management system
(LMS) based on Moodle to improve students learning activity. | Phys
Conference Series. 2020;1462(1):12067. https://doi.org[10.1088[1742-
6596(1462/1/012067.

27.

28.

20.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

Khoa BT, Kien DT, Oanh LTK. Students' learning management system
adoption intention in COVID-19: An Integration of TPB and TTF
Model. 2021 7th International Conference on Education and Technology
(ICET). IEEE; 2021. p. 187-93.

Rotas E, Cahapay M. Difficulties in remote learning: Voices of
Philippine university students in the wake of COVID-19 crisis. Asian |
Distance Edu. 2020;15(2):147-58.
https://doi.org[10.5281/zenod0.4299835.

Shin WS, Kang M. The use of a mobile learning management system
at an online university and its effect on learning satisfaction and
achievement. Inter Rev Res Open Distributed Learn. 2015;16(3):110-30.
https://doi.org[10.19173[irrodl.v16i3.1984.

Hamidi H, Chavoshi A. Analysis of the essential factors for the
adoption of mobile learning in higher education: A case study of
students of the University of Technology. Telematics and Informatics.
2018;35(4):1053-70. https://doi.org/10.1016(j.tele.2017.09.016.

Han I, Shin WS. The use of a mobile learning management system
and academic achievement of online students. Computers &
Education. 2016;102:79-89.
https://doi.org[10.1016/j.compedu.2016.07.003.

Horvat A, Dobrota M, Krsmanovic M, Cudanov M. Student perception
of Moodle learning management system: A satisfaction and
significance analysis. Interactive Learn Enviro. 2015;23(4):515-27.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2013.788033.

Gholipour Mofrad Dashtaki D, Mohammadi A, Zolfaghari M, Imani S,
Tahmasebian S. The relationship of satisfaction and usage of virtual
learning facilities with learning style in medical, health, and
operating room students. Strides Develop Med Edu. 2020;17(1):1-6.
https:[/doi.org[10.22062/sdme.2020.91007.

Ebadi A, Heidaranlu E. Virtual learning: A new experience in the
shadow of coronavirus disease. Shiraz E Med ]. 2020;21(12):1-2.
https://doi.org/10.5812[semj.106712.

Ann Mil Health Sci Res. 2024; 22(3): e145982.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27544782
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/PMC5018353
https://doi.org/10.5116/ijme.57a5.f0f5
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v14i04.9427
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJWLTT.2021010104
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1462/1/012067
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1462/1/012067
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4299835
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v16i3.1984
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2017.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2013.788033
https://doi.org/10.22062/sdme.2020.91007
https://doi.org/10.5812/semj.106712

