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Islamic Education Teachers' Perceptions of Electronic Learning:
A Qualitative Study

Mohammad A. Tawalbeh and Majdi S. Masha’lleh*

ABSTRACT

This study aimed at exploring Islamic Education teachers' perceptions of electronic learning. In order to
achieve this objective, data were gathered by conducting semi-structured interviews with 22 Islamic
Education Teachers. After data analysis, teachers' responses were grouped into five main categories with
some subcategories derived from each. Each category entails certain perceptions centered around e-learning
concerning its importance to both teachers and student, obstacles of employing e-learning, suitability of
training programs, and appropriateness of this type of learning for Islamic Education curriculum. In the light
of these findings, some recommendations were presented such as developing particular e-learning training

sessions for Islamic Education teachers.
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