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Abstract
Blended learning combines face-to-face instruction and online learning experiences. 
It capitalizes on online learning management systems, one of which is Google Class-
room (GC). Nevertheless, empirical investigations have mirrored literature gaps in 
understanding how the GC platform affects students’ behavioral intention to harness 
it for web-based learning. Therefore, this case study applied a modified version of 
the extended unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT2) as a 
theoretical underpinning to examine factors influencing graduate students’ behav-
ioral intention to utilize the GC platform. Employing mixed methods explanatory 
sequential design, the study first analyzed survey data from 23 EFL graduate stu-
dents implementing partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). 
Subsequently, it conducted a qualitative stage carrying out semi-structured inter-
views for data collection and thematic analysis for its evaluation. The study through 
PLS-SEM results revealed that the most crucial determinant of students’ behavio-
ral intention toward the GC platform was habit, which hung on facilitating condi-
tions and hedonic motivation. Besides, it evinced facilitating conditions as the most 
important performing interaction factor in determining graduate students’ behavioral 
intention. Nonetheless, it indicated that performance expectancy, effort expectancy, 
social influence, facilitating conditions, and hedonic motivation had no direct effect 
on behavioral intention. The follow-up qualitative findings explained that since the 
students mainly used the GC platform off-campus, the GC App on their smartphones 
and the interesting content on the GC platform sustained their habitual tendencies 
toward employing the GC platform. Accordingly, the study explicates implications 
and recommendations for theory, policy, and practice.
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1 Introduction

Information and communication technology (ICT) has significantly affected vari-
ous walks of life, including economics, politics, culture, arts, and education. In 
the latter, ICT has compensated for the deficits of traditional books and learn-
ing systems, requiring users to be technically and digitally literate. To that end, 
Learning Management Systems (LMSs) can come in handy. LMSs are web-based 
learning systems that allow educators to create, manage, and deliver course con-
tent (Dobre, 2015; Turnbull et al., 2019). LMSs can play a critical role in improv-
ing and supporting teaching and learning in today’s pervasive digital environment 
(Bereczki & Kárpáti, 2021; Müller & Mildenberger, 2021; Turnbull et al., 2020). 
For instance, in blended learning, which incorporates face-to-face and technol-
ogy-assisted learning (Oliver & Trigwell, 2005; Sharma & Barrett, 2007), LMSs 
can render interactive tools, such as blogs, wikis, chat rooms, and discussion plat-
forms, thereby enabling blended learning to foster constructivist approaches to 
learning.

Google Classroom (GC) is a free blended-learning LMS and one of the most 
widely used LMSs in tertiary education (Bahri et  al., 2021). It allows teachers 
to focus on building meaningful pedagogical activities while offering instruc-
tions and electronic resources in a collaborative setting to improve and augment 
student learning (Kumar et al., 2020; Shana et al., 2021; Sujannah et al., 2020). 
Because of its simplicity and functionality, GC can be valuable in the learning 
process. For example, it enables more efficient communication and workflow. It 
also furnishes possibilities to establish paperless learning. Therefore, students 
may better organize their information and consume less paper in their education 
(Kumar et al., 2020). In this regard, relevant research has suggested that the GC 
platform can aid the teaching and learning process (Albashtawi & Al Bataineh, 
2020; Dash, 2019; Heggart & Yoo, 2018; Sujannah et  al., 2020). Furthermore, 
it is easy to use whenever needed (Oktaria & Rahmayadevi, 2021; Ruqia et al., 
2021). It is also cost-effective and user-friendly (Kumar et al., 2020).

In Yemen, COVID-19 has pushed universities to adopt Google Suite, includ-
ing the GC platform, as a cheaper LMS to facilitate the possibility of off-campus 
learning during the pandemic and to foster blended learning afterward. How-
ever, it is unclear how tertiary instructors and students, who have received no 
proper formal training, employ the GC platform. Furthermore, besides the under-
investigation of e-learning in the Yemeni context (Alotumi, 2020; Shormani & 
AlSohbani, 2018), only a few studies have examined users’ perceptions of LMS 
incorporation (e.g., Aldowah et  al., 2019; Aqlan et  al., 2021; Ghazal et  al., 
2018). Moreover, no study has looked into user adoption of the GC platform in 
the Yemeni English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) setting—as to the researcher’s 
best knowledge. In addition, integrating LMS in any educational context does not 
ensure its successful implementation. Accordingly, vetting users’ acceptance of 
the LMS in a given educational environment is critical for its effective application 
(Amadin et al., 2018; Kumar et al., 2020; Le et al., 2021; Rahmad et al., 2019; 
Salloum & Shaalan, 2019).
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Therefore, applying a modified version of the extended unified theory of accept-
ance and use of technology (UTAUT2), this case study-mixed methods research 
addresses such a gap in the relevant literature by identifying factors that could facili-
tate the GC adoption in the EFL college graduate programs at Sana’a University. 
More specifically, the study attempts to answer the following questions:

1. Which factors determine Yemeni EFL college graduate students’ behavioral inten-
tion to use Google Classroom (GC) as part of their blended learning?

2. What are the important and performing factors in determining Yemeni EFL col-
lege graduate students’ behavioral intention to use the GC platform as part of their 
blended learning?

2  Literature review

2.1  Theoretical framework

The relevant research on technology user adoption in higher education has uti-
lized the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) to predict 
students’ technology acceptance successfully (Al-Maroof et  al., 2021; Anthony 
et  al., 2020). UTAUT was developed by Venkatesh and Davis (2003) based on a 
thorough examination of the most common technology adoption models. It seeks to 
elucidate user intentions to accept technology and resulting usage behavior. Accord-
ing to Venkatesh and Davis (2003), there are six primary constructs in the original 
UTAUT model: Performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, facili-
tating conditions, behavioral intention, and use behavior. However, with UTAUT’s 
extensive knowledge expansion, new constructs, namely, hedonic motivation, price 
value, and habit, were included in this model, reintroduced as UTAUT2 (Venkatesh 
et al., 2012) (see Fig. 1). UTAUT2 was found to explain 74% of behavioral intention 

Fig. 1  UTAUT2 Key Variables. Note. Key variables are visualized according to Venkatesh et al. (2012)
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(Venkatesh et al., 2016) and a robust model that accounts for behavioral intention 
and actual technology implementation (Abbad, 2021; Tamilmani et al., 2021).

Performance expectancy (PE) refers to the extent to which a person believes that 
utilizing a system would increase their work performance (Venkatesh and Davis, 
2003). According to UTAUT2, PE directly affects an individual’s behavioral inten-
tion (Venkatesh et al., 2012). Recent relevant research has established that PE can be 
a significant predictor of college students’ sustained intention to use technology in 
blended learning, which is a recent phenomenon in tertiary education (Abbad, 2021; 
Chen et al., 2021; Kumar & Bervell, 2019; Salloum & Shaalan, 2019; Yunus et al., 
2021). In this study, PE refers to EFL college graduate students’ self-reported expec-
tations for utilizing the GC platform to enhance their learning performance, increase 
their knowledge and skills, and fulfill their individual learning needs. Determined by 
their preconceptions, students’ benchmarks for assessing the utility of the LMS plat-
form are that it will improve their results and help them achieve their goals. There-
fore, this study examines graduate students’ continuous intention to employ the GC 
platform as per their perceived PE.

Effort expectancy (EE) refers to the degree to which an individual believes the 
system is easy or difficult to use (Venkatesh and Davis, 2003). The UTAUT2 model 
includes the concept of effort expectancy, which is a critical predictor of technol-
ogy acceptance (Venkatesh et  al., 2012). EE can directly impact college students’ 
behavioral intention to continue using LMS (Abbad, 2021; Chen et al., 2021; Kumar 
& Bervell, 2019; Yunus et al., 2021). This study defines EE as EFL college graduate 
students’ self-reported degree to which they believe the GC platform will be easy to 
employ in their blended learning. Students’ perceptions that the LMS platform will 
be easy to apply in their blended learning determine their continued usage; hence, 
this study looks into graduate students’ sustained intentions to harness the GC plat-
form based on their perceived EE.

Social influence (SI) is the level to which a person believes their important others 
(e.g., family and friends) think they should utilize the new system (Venkatesh and 
Davis, 2003). It can be conceived as the extent to which social circle influences LMS 
use, either positively or adversely (Bervell et  al., 2021). This study defines SI as 
EFL college graduate students’ self-reported perceptions of the extent to which they 
are encouraged by teachers, classmates, family, and friends to use the GC platform. 
SI can affect users’ behavioral intention in various contexts (Kim & Lee, 2020; Lu 
et al., 2005; Salloum & Shaalan, 2019; Yunus et al., 2021). Consequently, this study 
investigates graduate students’ perceptions of SI and its connection to their ongoing 
intentions to use the GC platform in their blended learning.

Facilitating conditions (FC) denote the extent to which a person feels that a 
technological and organizational infrastructure exists to enable the utilization of 
the system (Venkatesh and Davis, 2003). Compared to the system’s usefulness, 
FC can significantly predict user behavioral intention (Liu et al., 2018; Salloum 
& Shaalan, 2019). According to (Khechine et  al., 2020), empowering condi-
tions are critical in reinforcing online learning engagement. The current research 
defines FC as EFL college graduate students’ self-reported perceptions of the 
degree to which they think they have the aiding means (e.g., resources, skills, and 
support) to employ the GC platform in their blended learning. Furthermore, FC 
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can crucially predict use behavior when considering technological affordance in 
underdeveloped nations (Huang et  al., 2020). Accordingly, this study examines 
students’ perceptions of FC and its relation to their continuing intentions to uti-
lize the GC platform.

Hedonic motivation (HM) refers to the enjoyment or pleasure gained from using 
the system (Venkatesh et  al., 2012). Recent relevant research germane to tertiary 
education (e.g., Arain et  al., 2019; Moorthy et  al., 2019; Sitar-Taut, 2021) dem-
onstrated that HM could be a significant predictor of behavioral intention when it 
comes to technology implementation in higher education. This study characterizes 
HM as EFL college graduate students’ self-reported perceptions of the degree to 
which they believe they enjoy applying the GC platform in their blended learn-
ing. HM can also be a significant predictor of GC use within the context of col-
lege blended learning. (Amadin et al., 2018; Bervell et al., 2021; Kumar & Bervell, 
2019). Consequently, the current research investigates graduate students’ percep-
tions of HM and its link to their persisting intentions to employ GC in their blended 
learning.

Price value (PV) is an individual’s cognitive trade-off between the perceived ben-
efits from using the system and its monetary cost (Venkatesh et al., 2012). Accord-
ing to The UTAUT2 model, PV directly influences BI in utilizing technology (Ven-
katesh et al., 2012). Furthermore, PV can significantly predict college students’ BI 
to utilize technology (Moorthy et al., 2019). Since GC is a free LMS platform for 
student use, this study did not include it.

Habit (HA) is the degree to which an individual tends to perform behaviors using 
the system (Venkatesh et  al., 2012). HA is a significant predictor of technology 
users’ behavioral intention in the UTAUT2 model (Venkatesh et al., 2012). In ter-
tiary education, it can forecast students’ behavioral intention of technology utiliza-
tion (Arain et al., 2019; Moorthy et al., 2019). Since HA can also directly impact 
college students’ behavioral intention of using GC (Bervell et al., 2021; Kumar & 
Bervell, 2019), this study looks into graduate students’ perceived HA and its con-
nection to their sustained intentions to apply GC in their blended learning.

Behavioral intention (BI) refers to the willingness of users to try new technol-
ogies (Venkatesh and Davis, 2003). According to the UTAUT2 model, BI can be 
directly influenced by performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, 
facilitating conditions, hedonic motivation, price value, and habit (Venkatesh et al., 
2012). Recent empirical research has substantiated UTAUT2 factors’ predictability 
of college students’ BI of LMS (Abbad, 2021; Chen et al., 2021; Kumar & Bervell, 
2019; Yunus et al., 2021). This study defines BI as EFL college graduate students’ 
self-reported perceptions of the degree of their willingness in attempting to utilize 
the GC platform in their blended learning. Since BI can be critical in predicting use 
behavior (Venkatesh and Davis, 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2012), this study looks into 
students’ BI and its connection to their ongoing intentions to use the GC platform.

According to Venkatesh et al. (2016), UTAUT2 should be used as an underpin-
ning model to hypothesize the relationships among proposed variables on technol-
ogy user adoption. Moreover, as Dwivedi et  al. (2019) pointed out, most related 
research employed only a subset of the UTAUT model and often dropped modera-
tors. Therefore, this study adapted and applied a modified version of the UTAUT2 
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model put forth by Kumar and Bervell (2019). Figure 2 presents the hypothesized 
model, and Table 1 displays the suggested hypotheses.

2.2  Google classroom adoption

Google Classroom (GC) is a free web-based LMS from Google. It is popular among 
teachers (Moorhouse & Wong, 2022) because it comes complimentary as part of a 

Fig. 2  Hypothesized Model of the Study. Note.  Adapted from Venkatesh et al. (2012) and Kumar and 
Bervell (2019)

Table 1  The Hypotheses Proposed in the Study

Hypothesis Statement

H1 PE has a positive relationship with BI to use GC platform
H2 EE has a positive relationship with BI to use GC platform
H3 SI has a positive relationship with BI to use GC platform
H4 FC has a positive relationship with BI to use GC platform
H5 HM has a positive relationship with BI to use GC platform
H6 HA has a positive relationship with BI to use GC platform
H7 HM has a positive relationship with PE toward BI of GC platform
H8 HM has a positive relationship with EE toward BI of GC platform
H9 HM has a positive relationship with SI toward BI of GC platform
H10 HM has a positive relationship with HA toward BI of GC platform
H11 HA has a positive relationship with PE toward BI of GC platform
H12 HA has a positive relationship with EE toward BI of GC platform
H13 HA has a positive relationship with SI toward BI of GC platform
H14 FC has a positive relationship with HA toward BI of GC platform
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Google account (Saidu & Al Mamun, 2022). It can also be simple to use for both 
teachers and students. Furthermore, since it combines Google Docs, Sheets, Slides, 
Calendar, and Gmail into a single platform, it can ease communication and collabo-
ration (Delos Reyes et al., 2022; Kumar & Pande, 2021), boosting student engage-
ment and facilitating collaborative work (Beaumont, 2018). When properly har-
nessed, the GC platform can help higher education institutions implement flexible 
learning, particularly in hard times such as COVID-19 (Zuniga-Tonio, 2021).

Nonetheless, few studies have investigated the adoption of the GC platform in 
various tertiary contexts utilizing the UTAUT2 model. For instance, Jakkaew and 
Hemrungrote (2017) applied UTAUT2 to examine factors shaping college students’ 
use of the GC platform as part of an introductory course at a Thai University. Having 
surveyed 3,315 college students with a 5-point Likert scale and conducted multiple 
Pearson’s correlations, they found that performance expectancy, effort expectancy, 
social influence, facilitating conditions, hedonic motivation, and habit significantly 
influenced students’ behavioral intention. They also reported that facilitating condi-
tions and behavioral intention affected students’ GC use. Besides, they indicated that 
despite students acknowledging the GC platform was a useful and simple tool, they 
did not fully harness its features.

To assess university students’ behavioral intention of the GC platform for mobile 
learning, Kumar and Bervell (2019) employed a modified UTAUT2 that included six 
non-linear relationships as a theoretical underpinning. They used a purposive sam-
pling technique and a 5-point Likert scale to gather data from 163 college students. 
Having applied Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), 
they found that hedonic motivation and habit had substantial non-linear correlations 
with the other components of the UTAUT2 model. In addition, they showed that 
habit, hedonic motivation, and performance expectancy played a significant role in 
students’ behavioral intention to accept Google Classroom. They also demonstrated 
that habit and hedonic motivation had positive and significant non-linear relation-
ships with performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and Social Influence toward 
students’ behavioral intention of the GC use. Further, they revealed that habit was 
the strongest predictor of students’ behavioral intention.

Bervell et al. (2021) developed a model founded on UTAUT2 to investigate the 
link between facilitating conditions and latent variables toward students’ behav-
ioral intention to use the GC platform. They applied mixed methods explanatory 
sequential design. Their quantitative phase scrutinized survey data from 163 college 
students with PLS-SEM. Afterward, they utilized open-ended questions to collect 
qualitative data, which was examined employing thematic analysis. Their PLS-SEM 
outcomes substantiated the hypothesized model confirming the significant predictive 
association of facilitating conditions with effort expectancy, hedonic motivation, 
habit, and social influence; however, it had an insignificant relationship with behav-
ioral intention. Having masked the role of facilitating conditions, they found hedonic 
motivation and habit critical predictors of behavioral intention. Further, their quali-
tative results unveiled that habit and perceived control of GC use affected hedonic 
motivation.

Farah et  al. (2021) employed the UTAUT2 model to examine factors affecting 
university students’ utilization of the GC platform in their learning process. They 
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used an online survey to collect data from 261 college students in Indonesia. In their 
analysis of the data, they applied PLS-SEM. They found that effort expectancy, per-
formance expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions, trust of government 
(TG), and trust of the Internet (TI) significantly influenced students’ behavioral 
intention to harness the GC platform. Further, they reported that TG and TI affected 
students’ performance expectancy.

3  Methodology

3.1  Research design

This research is a case study in nature. According to Blatter and Haverland (2012) 
and Yin (2018), a case study can be about an individual, organization, or activity 
determined by boundaries. Specifically, the investigation is an LMS case study since 
it focuses on Google Classroom (GC) as a platform for content delivery, sharing, and 
interaction as part of blended learning. A case study in LMS is research into single 
or numerous instances of complex observable phenomena with well-defined limits 
(Turnbull et al., 2021). It adopted a case study-explanatory sequential mixed meth-
ods design. Guetterman and Fetters (2018) explained that a case study-mixed meth-
ods research is a parent case study encompassing nested mixed methods for data 
collection and analysis. Within this design, the study applied explanatory sequential 
mixed methods (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) to address the inquiry questions on 
the case of the GC platform.

Accordingly, quantitative data was gathered and analyzed first, followed by quali-
tative data collection and analysis. That is, to explore EFL college graduate students’ 
perceptions on the factors that determine their behavioral intentions (BI) to use the 
GC platform, data were first collected through an online self-reported questionnaire 
and evaluated statistically. Then, to qualitatively explain and refine the outcomes in 
the quantitative phase of the research, individual semi-structured phone interviews 
were conducted and afterward dissected applying thematic analysis.

3.2  Participants and setting

This study encompassed an intact group of 23 graduate students (8 males; 15 
females) purposely selected based on GC integration. They were enrolled in the 
research methods course of the MA-in-English program hosted by the English 
Department of the Faculty of Languages, Sana’a University, Yemen, and they were 
in the first semester of the academic year 2021–2022. Most participants were 29 or 
fewer years old. The research methods course lasted for 16 weeks. It employed the 
GC as an online platform to support the blended learning for the graduate students, 
who were given a short orientation about its features at the beginning of the course.
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3.3  Instruments

3.3.1  GC platform

In this study, the course teacher set up the GC platform and then added their stu-
dents using their Gmail addresses. The GC platform was employed as a tool for 
blended learning in the MA course of research methods. It was mainly used out-
side the classroom to share materials, communicate queries and feedback, and 
submit assignments.

3.3.2  Survey

Using Google Forms, an online questionnaire survey aimed at data collection 
was delivered to all enrolled graduate students at the end of their first semester 
of the academic year 2021–2022. The survey comprised two parts. The first part 
collected students’ demographic information on gender, age, and online learning 
experience with the GC platform (three items).

The second part was devoted to gathering data on the modified UTAUT2 fac-
tors, which were performance expectancy (PE), effort expectancy (EE), social 
influence (SI), facilitating conditions (FC), hedonic motivation (HM), habit (HA), 
and behavioral intention (HI). It had 21 items adapted based on Jakkaew and 
Hemrungrote (2017) and Kumar and Bervell (2019) (see Appendix A). The items 
were on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree. Items 1–3 measured students’ perceived PE. Items 4–6 appraised their per-
ceived EE. About their perceived SI, it was estimated using items 7–9. Concern-
ing items 10–12, they were structured to assess students’ perceived FC, while 
items 13–15 evaluated their perceived HM. Concerning items 16–18, they quan-
tified students’ perceived HA. Finally, items 19–21 gauged students’ perceived 
BI. Besides, the survey ended with a yes/no question about willingness for inter-
view participation and a short-answer statement for a contact number. All items 
were mandatory except for the last one about rendering a phone number if a stu-
dent agrees to an interview. A panel of experts validated the survey before its 
administration, and the reliability of its seven subdomains was high (Cronbach’s 
α > 0.80).

3.3.3  Open‑ended questions for interview

The purpose of the interview was to clarify and refine the statistical results 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). After collecting and analyzing students’ 
responses to the online survey, the researcher purposely selected participants 
from the willing respondents and conducted one-on-one, phone, semi-structured 
interviews as dictated by the survey findings. The guiding open-ended questions 
were focused on participants’ explanations of the different UTAUT2 factors. All 
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interviewees expressed their thoughts in English and answered the questions hon-
estly (see Appendix B for the semi-structured interview form).

3.4  Data collection and analysis procedures

This was done in two stages, following the procedures recommended by (Creswell 
& Plano Clark, 2018) (see Fig. 3). First, the quantitative data prioritized in this 
study were obtained and then analyzed. Second, the qualitative data were col-
lected and dissected to explain the quantitative findings. The two stages were 
independent. According to Huang et al. (2020), combining quantitative and quali-
tative analyses can give a holistic perspective on technology-adoption factors.

3.4.1  Quantitative stage procedures

In the first stage, after following all necessary relevant ethics by getting insti-
tutional permission, teacher’s cooperation, and students’ consent to take part in 
the study, a Google Forms link to the online survey was sent to the graduate stu-
dents’ representatives through Telegram, with a response window of a week. The 
online Google Forms survey started with a section that informs the respondents 
about the purpose of the investigation and how the data would be utilized before 
initiating their responses. It also notified them that their replies were kept anony-
mous and confidential. Indeed, 23 participants answered the survey with a 100% 
response rate. The data was collected electronically using Google Drive. Later, it 
was downloaded as a comma-separated values file (CSV).

The study applied Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-
SEM) to evaluate the research model. It met the minimum sample size recommen-
dation (i.e., 21 participants) with a statistical power of 80% (minimum R2 = 0.50, 
p = 0.05) to run PLS-SEM on six independent variables (Hair et al., 2017). Unlike 
other methods, PLS-SEM can handle small sample sizes and complex models 
effectively, and it is nonparametric, i.e., it makes no distributional assumptions 
(Cassel et al., 1999; Hair et al., 2017). Besides, with small sample sizes, it usually 
obtains high levels of statistical power (Hair et al., 2017, 2019). To that end, the 
analysis employed SmartPLS 3 with bootstrapping at 5000 resamples to predict 
the relationships posed in the hypothetical model of the study.

Fig. 3  Explanatory Sequential Design of the Study (QUAN qual). Note.  Adapted from Creswell and 
Plano Clark (2018)
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3.4.2  Qualitative stage procedures

The follow-up qualitative stage aimed to furnish an in-depth explanation of the quan-
titative findings (i.e., PLS-SEM results) (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). According 
to Huang et al. (2020), such an approach is necessary to gain a holistic perspective 
and assess how the selected factors influence students’ adoption of the GC platform. 
A week after collecting and analyzing the survey data, the researcher communicated 
with the student representatives to contact the purposely chosen willing participants 
for interviews. Based on the saturation principle, the point at which no new themes 
are observed in the data (Ando et al., 2014; Guest et al., 2016, 2020; Saunders et al., 
2018), and using a semi-structured interview form, eight interviews were recorded 
and transcribed. Each interview was on the phone and lasted for 10 min. In its eval-
uation of the qualitative data, this research implemented thematic analysis proce-
dures proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006), whereby themes emerged from collated 
codes. In addition, it applied the comparative method for themes saturation recom-
mended by Constantinou et  al. (2017). This qualitative analysis employed MAX-
QDA 20.2 following the procedures suggested by Kuckartz and Rädiker (2021).

4  Findings

4.1  Demographics

This case study collected and analyzed data from 23 EFL college graduate students. 
As showcased in Table  2, most participants were 25–29  years old, revealing they 
were younger adults. Most of them were females, pointing to the dominance of 
female students in the graduate program. Besides, the majority of the respondents 
had an online learning experience with the GC platform, indicating that most par-
ticipants had experienced the GC platform before joining the MA program. Table 2 
displays the number of students by age, gender, and online learning experience, as 
well as their percentages.

Table 2  Demographic Aspects 
of the Study Participants 
(N = 23) 

n %

Age
 29 or fewer years 18 78.3
30 or more years 5 21.7
Gender
Male 8 34.8
Female 15 65.2
Online learning experience using Google Classroom
Had experience 19 82.6
Did not have experience 04 17.4
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4.2  Quantitative findings

4.2.1  Measurement model assessment

Before carrying out the structural-model path analysis, the reflective measurement 
model was assessed based on convergent validity, composite reliability, and aver-
age variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et  al., 2017). In this regard, the results of an 
initial PLS algorithm for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) estimated the validity 
and reliability of the model. As Table 3 displays, all CFA outer loadings using PLS 
Algorithm were greater than the suggested value of 0.708. (Hair et al., 2017, 2019). 
Besides, every composite reliability rating exceeded 0.80, indicating that the items 

Table 3  Internal Consistency Measures

Construct Outer loadings rho_A Composite 
reliability

Average variance 
extracted (AVE)

Behavioral intention (BI) .89 .92 .80
BI1 .93
BI2 .89
BI3 .87
Effort expectancy (EE) .86 .91 .77
EE1 .88
EE2 .92
EE3 .84
Facilitating conditions (FC) .86 .91 .77
FC1 .86
FC2 .89
FC3 .89
Habit (HA) .84 .90 .76
HA1 .93
HA2 .84
HA3 .84
Hedonic motivation (HM) .89 .91 .78
HM1 .89
HM2 .93
HM3 .83
Performance expectancy (PE) .85 .90 .75
PE1 .93
PE2 .74
PE3 .91
Social influence (SI) .76 .86 .67
SI1 .83
SI2 .84
SI3 .79
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employed to test each construct were internally reliable. The obtained AVE values 
ranged from 0.67 to 0.80, all of which were greater than the required threshold value 
of 0.5 (Hair et  al., 2017, 2019). As shown in Table 3 and reflected in Fig.  4, the 
values for the measurement model indices suggest that the measurement model has 
attained internal consistency.

4.2.2  Discriminate validity

Discriminant validity assesses how each construct inside the model differs from 
other variables in terms of what it measures (Hair et al., 2017). Using a strict Heter-
otrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) criterion, this study verified each construct’s distinc-
tiveness in the model. As shown in Table 4, all HTMT values within the analyzed 
model were less than 0.90, as proposed by Henseler et al. (2015). An HTMT value 
greater than 0.90 indicates a lack of discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2017, 2019).

Fig. 4  PLS Algorithm for CFA

Table 4  HTMT Criterion 
Values

BI EE FC HA HM PE SI

BI
EE .45
FC .69 .64
HA .85 .68 .75
HM .62 .24 .68 .79
PE .40 .66 .53 .66 .54
SI .33 .55 .71 .84 .53 .72
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4.2.3  Multicollinearity

Diagnosing collinearity for a reflective model is vital in shunning type 1 and type 
2 errors while assessing path significance (Hair et al., 2017). Therefore, this study 
adopted the criterion of variance inflation factor (VIF), proposed by Kock (2015), 
to evaluate multicollinearity in the measurement model. According to Hair et  al. 
(2017), a VIF value should not be higher than 5. As presented in Table 5, all VIF 
values were below Kock’s (2015) strict criterion of 3.3, except for habit, which had a 
VIF value little above 3.3, signifying no critical collinearity levels (Hair et al., 2017, 
2019). However, it was retained since its outer weight was significant, as recom-
mended by Hair et al. (2017). This result indicates the absence of multicollinearity 
issues in the model.

4.2.4  Structural model

Hair et al. (2017) and Hair et al. (2019) recommended analyzing structural model 
relationships, Coefficients of determination (R2), confidence intervals, effect size (f 
2), and model predictive relevance (Q2) for evaluating the structural model.

4.2.5  Path analysis

Table 6 shows the paths’ significant results and verified indicators based on boot-
strapping of 5000 samples (Hair et  al., 2017), while Fig.  5 shows the bootstrap 
image results.

As shown in Table 6, the determinant of students’ behavioral intention of Google 
Classroom (GC) use is habit (β = 0.99, p < 0.05). The f2 effect size further supports 
this finding. Habit on behavioral intention (f2 = 0.89) has the largest effect size. 
On the other hand, performance expectancy (β = 0.08, p > 0.05), effort expectancy 
(β =—0.20, p > 0.05), social influence (β =—0.56, p > 0.05), facilitating conditions 
(β = 0.46, p > 0.05), and hedonic motivation (β =—0.15, p > 0.05) were insignifi-
cant in determining students’ behavioral intention to use the GC platform. How-
ever, hedonic motivation (β = 0.48, p < 0.001) and facilitating conditions (β = 0.36, 
p < 0.05) were found to determine habit which determined performance expectancy 

Table 5  VIF Values for 
Multicollinearity Diagnosis

BI EE FC HA HM PE SI

BI
EE 2.31
FC 2.34 1.49
HA 3.81 1.90 1.90 1.90
HM 2.65 1.90 1.49 1.90 1.90
PE 1.95
SI 2.30
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Table 6  Model Path Results

* p < .05; **p < .001
BI = behavioral intention, EE = effort expectancy, FC = facilitating 
conditions, HA = Habit, HM = hedonic motivation, PE = perfor-
mance expectancy, SI = social influence

Relationship Coeffi-
cients Beta 
(β)

SD t p f2 Confidence 
interval

5% 95%

EE—> BI - .20 0.34 0.59 .56 .06 -0.29 1.32
FC—> BI .46 0.29 1.60 .11 .32 -0.71 0.66
FC—> HA .36 0.16 2.20* .03 .20 -0.84 0.34
HA—> BI .99 0.38 2.59* .01 .89 -0.18 1.44
HA—> EE .81 0.22 3.61** .00 .56 -0.26 0.76
HA—> PE .47 0.21 2.18* .03 .17 -0.99 0.23
HA—> SI .73 0.20 3.74** .00 .52 -0.65 0.66
HM—> BI - .15 0.35 0.42 .67 .03 -0.38 1.34
HM—> EE - .34 0.30 1.16 .25 .10 -0.04 0.89
HM—> HA .48 0.16 2.96** .00 .35 -0.19 0.52
HM—> PE .12 0.31 0.39 .70 .01 -0.65 0.54
HM—> SI - .08 0.23 0.34 .74 .01 -0.32 0.77
PE—> BI .08 0.29 0.29 .77 .01 -0.71 0.43
SI—> BI - .56 0.33 1.70 .09 .50 0.97 1.25

Fig. 5  Bootstrap Image for Path Analysis
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(β = 0.47, p < 0.05)), effort expectancy (β = 0.81, p < 0.001) and social influence 
(β = 0.73, p < 0.001).

The coefficient of determination (R2) adds to the certainty of predicting exog-
enous variables from their endogenous equivalents. Table 7 shows the findings of 
the total variance explained by the various endogenous variable predictions. Accord-
ingly, the model accounted for 72% of the variance in behavioral intention to use 
the GC platform. Hair et  al. (2017) and Hair et  al. (2019) suggested R2 values of 
0.25, 0.50, and 0.75, respectively, as weak, moderate, and substantial. Correspond-
ingly, the total variance explained by the model is relatively substantial. The R2 val-
ues for habit (R2 = 0.56), social influence (R2 = 0.46), and performance expectancy 
(R2 = 0.31) were closer to the moderate threshold value of prediction. Nonetheless, 
the variance explained in performance expectancy (R2 = 0.31) was relatively small 
since it was determined only by habit.

All significant path associations exhibited a one-dimensional pattern representing 
their confidence intervals’ minimum and maximum values, indicating that they were 
not spurious. In terms of the magnitude of the forecasts, most f2 effect sizes ranged 
from a low of 0.03 to a high of 0.89 (see Table 6), pointing to small, medium, and 
large effect sizes as per the guiding threshold values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 pro-
posed by Cohen (1988).

As for the model predictive relevance (Q2), the values for each endogenous con-
struct in the hypothesized model had a Q2 value above 0.1 (see Table 8 and Fig. 6), 
demonstrating good model predictive relevance. According to Hair et al. (2017) and 
Hair et al. (2019), the Q2 values above 0.0, 0.25, and 0.50 indicate, respectively, the 
model’s small, medium, and large predictive relevance.

Table 7  Variance Explained by 
the Model

Variable R2 R2
adj

Behavioral intention .72 .61
Performance expectancy .39 .33
Habit .56 .52
Performance expectancy .31 .24
Social influence .46 .41

Table 8  Values of Predictive 
Relevance from the Model

SSO SSE Q2 
(= 1-SSE/
SSO)

Behavioral intention 69.00 34.25 .50
Effort expectancy 69.00 52.37 .24
Facilitating conditions 69.00 69.00
Habit 69.00 44.36 .36
Hedonic motivation 69.00 69.00
Performance expectancy 69.00 56.68 .18
Social influence 69.00 49.52 .28
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Fig. 6  Results of Blindfolding

Table 9  IPMA Result for BI Importance Performances

Effort expectancy - .18 64.77
Facilitating conditions .60 60.61
Habit .46 57.58
Hedonic motivation .20 68.52
Performance expectancy .09 69.04
Social influence - .60 61.15

Fig. 7  IPMA for Google Classroom Behavioral Intention
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Regarding Important-Performance Map Analysis (IPMA) for behavioral inten-
tion toward Google Classroom utilization, Table 9 shows the results of the IPMA 
analysis, which are represented graphically in Fig. 7. According to the IPMA results, 
the most important performing interaction factor in determining students’ behavio-
ral intention toward Google Classroom was facilitating conditions (0.60: 60.61), fol-
lowed by habit (0.46: 57.58).

4.3  Qualitative findings

Following the guidelines by Creswell and Creswell (2018), the study utilized the 
qualitative approach to get insights into the insignificant quantitative findings. The 
quantitative analysis revealed five insignificant relationships. In other words, it 
showed insignificant associations between behavioral intention and five of the pro-
posed variables, namely, performance expectancy, effort expectancy, facilitating 
conditions, hedonic motivation, and social influence (see Table 10 for a summary). 
Since the study aimed at examining graduate students’ behavioral intention to use 
Google Classroom (GC), the interview questions concentrated on how performance 
expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions, and hedonic 
motivation could influence their behavioral intentions of using the GC platform.

Table 11 exhibits themes and sample responses. According to the interview 
data, most interview participants had prior experience using Google Classroom 
(GC) and reflected their intentions of using the GC platform for blended learn-
ing in the future. Such findings suggest that students are comfortable using the 
GC platform and are willing to experience it in the future. Their intentions seem 
fueled by their habitual engagement of using the “Google Classroom App” to 
“respond and react frequently” due to “interesting materials in various forms” 
posted by teachers on the GC platform. One interviewee stated, “The more I 

Table 10  Summary of the Quantitative Findings on the Hypothesized Relationships

Hypothesis Statement Supported

H1 PE has a positive relationship with BI to use GC No
H2 EE has a positive relationship with BI to use GC No
H3 SI has a positive relationship with BI to use GC No
H4 FC has a positive relationship with BI to use GC No
H5 HM has a positive relationship with BI to use GC No
H6 HA has a positive relationship with BI to use GC Yes
H7 HM has a positive relationship with PE toward BI of GC No
H8 HM has a positive relationship with EE toward BI of GC No
H9 HM has a positive relationship with SI toward BI of GC No
H10 HM has a positive relationship with HA toward BI of GC Yes
H11 HA has a positive relationship with PE toward BI of GC Yes
H12 HA has a positive relationship with EE toward BI of GC Yes
H13 HA has a positive relationship with SI toward BI of GC Yes
H14 FC has a positive relationship with HA toward BI of GC Yes
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interact on the Google Classroom App using my phone, the more frequent I use 
it,” another respondent stated, “interesting materials posted by the teacher makes 
us share and interact more and thus use Google Classroom App frequently.” 
Such feedback could explain the significant direct relationship between habit 
and behavioral intention. Further, it could account for why hedonic motivation 
and facilitating conditions affect habit toward behavior intention. In other words, 
their smartphones and the interesting content on the GC platform fuel their 
habitual formations toward the GC platform. This is evident when participants 

Table 11  Themes and Sample Responses from the Semi-Structured Interview

Theme Sample responses

Prior Google Classroom use “For the first time, I used it at the school where I teach.”
“I came to know about Google Classroom while I attended an English 

course at a private institute.”
Performance expectancy “Google Classroom is just a platform. Its usefulness depends on how 

teachers run it and use it. In our MA program, it’s handy. It helps us 
follow our progress, especially when receiving feedback and scores on 
completed tasks.”

“Well, Google Classroom is a functional tool. However, I think that how 
teachers use it makes it advantageous or not. So far, it’s helpful to me 
for the feedback I get from the teacher and also for sharing the links to 
the useful materials that help a lot during the course.”

Effort expectancy “Google Classroom is very easy to use. I had no complaint about using it. 
I mean, it’s basic, and it’s a self-learning platform.”

“Well, it’s quite easy though it’s for me the first time to use it in the MA 
program. It’s as if I am browsing a website or webpage.”

Social influence “Well, during the Covid pandemic, I felt I was forced to use Google 
Classroom in the institute where I’m teaching. The administration 
wanted us to use it since it’s free and could provide access to learn-
ing during Covid. Probably, such encouragement might not help. So, I 
always encourage myself to learn more about it. Personally, I feel it’s 
important in teaching and learning, especially during the pandemic.”

“I don’t think I need others’ encouragement to use Google Classroom. It 
was introduced to us in the MA program, but we use it outside the class. 
So, I utilize my phone to use it and tutor myself using YouTube videos.”

Facilitating conditions “Well, in our blended learning, we use Google Classroom outside the 
class, with our mobile phones that have an internet connection. I don’t 
think it requires any special support to use it. So, my phone is more than 
enough!”

“Frankly, when I was introduced to Google Classroom, I used my mobile 
phone to navigate through it and learn about it on YouTube. So as long 
as I have my phone, I think it’s enough.”

Hedonic motivation “Well, I would use Google Classroom anyway for learning, which is not 
always fun. However, if the posts on it are interesting, I would visit it 
often to react, share, and download materials.”

“It’s fun if the teacher posts interesting materials in various forms, such 
as texts, images, videos. This makes me log into the Google Classroom 
phone App more frequently. Besides, such interesting and useful materi-
als make others respond and react frequently.”
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pointed out the GC platform “provides access to learning,” which is “is not 
always fun.” Nonetheless, if the content on the GC platform is interesting, they 
would “use the phone to visit it often to react, share, and download materials.”

Regarding performance expectancy, almost all interviewees positively high-
lighted the GC platform’s usefulness to their learning. Their perceptions were 
reflected through frequent phrases such as “it’s helpful,” “it’s useful,” and “share 
materials.” However, they considered GC as a neutral delivery platform. They 
believed its utility relies on teachers’ use. This is evident in phrases such as “neu-
tral tool,” “just a delivery platform,” and “usefulness depends on teachers.” Since 
most participants unanimously viewed the GC platform as a neutral tool that 
allows for communicating and sharing content and gives room for interaction, 
attributing its potential to teachers’ utilization. Such a finding could account for 
the lack of a significant direct relationship between performance expectancy and 
behavioral intention.

About effort expectancy, almost all participants genuinely believed that the GC 
platform is easy to use. Phrases such as “easy to use,” “simple app,” and “simple 
to navigate through” frequently appeared in the student responses. This finding 
suggests that students are comfortable operating the GC platform in their blended 
learning. However, when asked about the easiness of GC and their intentions to 
use it in the future, approximately all interviewees reflected that it is a simple 
app, like other phone apps they are utilizing, and it does not require any spe-
cial training; therefore, it might not affect their intents of future use. This finding 
could elucidate the lack of a significant direct relationship between effort expec-
tancy and behavioral intention.

Besides, the interview data indicated that respondents had no training on the 
GC platform and used it outside the classroom with their smartphones employ-
ing self-tutoring. They mirrored that they took the lead in mastering the platform 
through self-orientation. For example, one interviewee stated, “I trained myself 
on how to use Google Classroom by navigating through it and watching You-
Tube videos,” whereas another one pointed out, “the administration of the school 
where I teach told us about Google Classroom but provided no training. So, I 
browsed the Internet for video tutorials and trained myself after I downloaded its 
app.” Such replies could explain why facilitating conditions had an insignificant 
direct relationship with students’ behavioral intention. Besides, such feedback 
could also justify the lack of a significant direct relationship between social influ-
ence and behavioral intention. This is evident in what one respondent stated, “My 
phone is quite enough,” and another stressed, “I downloaded the Google Class 
App and led my way through self-orientation on its features.” However, it seems 
that social influence had a negative correlation with behavioral intention. In other 
words, some participants indicated they were pushed to use the platform in their 
work due to COVID-19. For example, a participant stated, “They were pushed 
to utilize Google Classroom at the school where I teach without any training.” 
another one responded, “I’d use it out of my experiential learning but not oth-
ers’ views or obligation.” This conveys that others’ views of using the GC plat-
form could be interpreted negatively and lead to a negative correlation with GC 
utilization.
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5  Discussion

This study set out to answer the following research questions: 1) Which fac-
tors determine Yemeni EFL college graduate students’ behavioral intention to 
use Google Classroom (GC) as part of their blended learning? 2) What are the 
important and performing factors in determining Yemeni EFL college graduate 
students’ behavioral intention to use the GC platform as part of their blended 
learning?

Regarding the first research question, the quantitative outcome of the study 
reveals that the determinant of Yemeni EFL college graduate students’ behavioral 
intention of Google Classroom (GC) use was mainly habit, which was also reported 
by Jakkaew and Hemrungrote (2017), Kumar and Bervell (2019) and Bervell et al. 
(2021). Besides, it indicates that hedonic motivation has no significant direct rela-
tionship with behavioral intention, which goes against the findings by Jakkaew and 
Hemrungrote (2017) and Kumar and Bervell (2019) that hedonic motivation signifi-
cantly predicts behavioral intention of the GC platform.

However, the findings of this study evince that hedonic motivation affects behav-
ioral intention through habit. In other words, hedonic motivation determines habit, 
which determines behavioral intention. As evidenced by interview replies, hedonic 
motivation is associated with the content posted by the teacher on the GC platform. 
Such interesting content fosters students’ habitual tendencies, promoting their posi-
tive cognitive orientations toward the GC platform. Because of extensive use, GC 
has become familiar and easy to operate (Bervell et  al., 2021; Kumar & Bervell, 
2019).

The significant relationships that habit has with hedonic motivation, performance 
expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influence could stipulate that graduate 
students’ habitual formations, propelled by the enjoyment of the posted content, 
drive the usefulness, ease, and others’ views about the GC platform. According to 
Kumar and Bervell (2019), the habit of using Google Classroom showed that the 
mobile learning platform provides students with positive and expected benefits. Cor-
respondingly, once students started employing Google Classroom regularly, it was 
clear that they were benefiting from it.

Additionally, the study findings show that performance expectancy, effort expec-
tancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions had insignificant direct effects on 
graduate students’ behavioral intention of the GC platform. Such a finding aligns 
with the insignificant predictive relationships of effort expectancy, social influence, 
and facilitation conditions on behavioral intention reported by Bervell et al. (2021) 
and Kumar and Bervell (2019). It also corresponds with the findings reported by 
Attuquayefio and Addo (2014), Birch and Irvine (2009), Khalid et al. (2021), Jairak 
et  al. (2009), and Nicholas-Omoregbe et  al. (2017) that performance expectancy 
had an insignificant relationship with students’ behavioral intention to adopt tech-
nology in higher education. Moreover, because the students were already familiar 
with the GC platform, the ease and others’ social influence had no direct effect on 
forming their intents to utilize it (Bervell et al., 2021). Besides, according to Marup-
ing et al. (2017), social influence and facilitating conditions are related to external 
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factors and are better forecasters of behavioral expectation than behavioral intention. 
Correspondingly, respondents voiced in the interviews that they did not receive the 
necessary support to adopt the GC platform because they used it mainly outside the 
classroom, and they got the needed support through self-tutoring.

Regarding the second research question, the study findings manifest that facilitat-
ing conditions are the most important and performing factor in determining Yem-
eni EFL college graduate students’ behavioral intention to use GC as part of their 
blended learning. This is reasonable because facilitating conditions and hedonic 
motivation determine habit, which in turn affects the intensity of behavioral inten-
tion. As a result, facilitating conditions mirrored in the interviews as self-control 
or regulation and hedonic motivation, driven out of the GC content and interaction, 
underpin the role of habit in understanding students’ behavioral intention toward 
using the GC platform. Such a finding is congruous with similar ones reported by 
Bervell et  al. (2021), Gardner et  al. (2020), and Kumar and Bervell (2019). Fur-
thermore, this indirect association between facilitating conditions and behavioral 
intention supports Bervell et al.’s (2021) and Maruping et al.’s (2017) interpretation 
of facilitating conditions as external aspects rather than internal ones, essential in 
defining behavioral intention.

6  Implications

The findings of this study convey implications for theory and pedagogy. Theoreti-
cally, most of the non-linear interactions examined in this study were significant. 
They helped explain the intricate relationships between the numerous predictors 
of graduate students’ behavioral intentions toward using Google Classroom (GC). 
This corroborates previous research highlighting the importance of including non-
linear correlations in models based on UTAUT2 that investigate Google Classroom. 
Besides, this study established a significant association between facilitating condi-
tions and habit in modeling the predictors of the behavioral intention of using the 
GC platform. Such a novel finding implies that the non-linear relationship between 
facilitating conditions and habit should be included in studies of behavioral inten-
tions toward using the GC platform or other LMS platforms.

Pedagogically, because habit formation is essential for accepting the GC platform 
in higher education, teachers should design the GC content and activities to encour-
age students to employ the GC platform enjoyably and regularly. On the other hand, 
habit relies on facilitating conditions and hedonic motivation. This implies that tech-
nical support (e.g., resources and troubleshooting) should be provided if the GC 
platform is used on campus. If used off-campus, teachers should orient their students 
to the main features of the GC platform. Furthermore, the content and tasks on the 
GC platform should be geared toward fostering enjoyable learning and participation. 
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It is necessary to foster technology acceptance among students and help them estab-
lish habitual usage attitudes, as habit has a positive association with others’ influ-
ence. If students are encouraged to utilize the GC platform by providing the nec-
essary support as well as engaging learning content and online engagement, they 
could form better habitual tendencies, which can have a positive impact on students’ 
perceptions of the ease of use and utility expectations toward this LMS platform.

7  Limitations and suggestions for further research

This research was limited to the Yemeni EFL college graduate students’ behavioral 
intention toward Google Classroom (GC) as a case study. It did not incorporate edu-
cators’ perceptions. Tertiary education professors’ utilization of GC is highly sub-
jective since some instructors might prefer to use other LMS platforms. A future 
investigation could encompass teachers’ views or perhaps combine the perspectives 
of students and teachers. Moreover, the study included only graduate students from 
a single program at a particular university. It employed a small sample—albeit meet-
ing the minimum sample requirement for conducting PLS-SEM on six independent 
variables—due to difficulty having a graduate program with bigger groups. It neces-
sitates caution when making generalizations of the findings. Accordingly, further 
research could extend to other courses and encompass a large randomized sample 
to understand the phenomenon better. Besides, moderation of demographic factors 
(e.g., age, gender) has not been included in this research; therefore, a future study 
can look into the moderating effects of such variables while modeling predictors of 
behavioral intention toward the GC platform.

8  Conclusion

Using the modified UTAUT2 model, this case study-mixed methods research set 
out to investigate the determinants influencing behavioral intention to use Google 
Classroom (GC) as part of blended learning in a postgraduate program during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Only one variable, habit, directly affected behavioral inten-
tion to utilize the GC platform. In contrast, the other five variables—performance 
expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions, and hedonic 
motivation—had no direct impact. However, facilitating conditions and hedonic 
motivation underlie habits toward utilizing the GC platform. The findings could aid 
university administrators and teachers in accommodating the contributors to the suc-
cessful adoption of the GC platform in equivalent academic settings. This empirical 
mixed methods research adds to the expanding body of knowledge in the utilization 
of educational technology.
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Appendix A. Screenshot of google classroom survey
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Appendix B. Semi‑structured interview form

1. How did you come to know about Google Classroom for the first time?
2. How can Google Classroom be helpful to you during your blended learning?
3. How easy is Google Classroom for you to use?
4. Who encouraged you to use Google Classroom in your learning? Why?
5. Do you think you have sufficient support to use Google Classroom in your learn-

ing? Why/why not?
6. How do you find Google Classroom compared to traditional classrooms?

Declarations 

Conflict of interest None.

References

Abbad, M. M. M. (2021). Using the UTAUT model to understand students’ usage of e-learning systems in 
developing countries. Educ Inf Technol (dordr), 1–20,. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10639- 021- 10573-5

Al-Maroof, R., Al-Qaysi, N., Salloum, S. A., & Al-Emran, M. (2021). Blended learning acceptance: A 
systematic review of information systems models. Technology, Knowledge and Learning. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10758- 021- 09519-0

Albashtawi, A. H., & Al Bataineh, K. B. (2020). The effectiveness of Google Classroom among EFL 
students in Jordan: An innovative teaching and learning online platform. International Journal of 
Emerging Technologies in Learning (iJET), 15(11). https:// doi. org/ 10. 3991/ ijet. v15i11. 12865

Aldowah, H., Umar, I., & Ghazal, S. (2019). The effects of demographic characteristics of lecturers on 
individual and course challenges of e-learning implementation in a public university in Yemen. In 
Recent trends in data science and soft computing (pp. 1047–1056). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 
319- 99007-1_ 97

Alotumi, M. (2020). EFL learning beyond the wall with MALL: College students’ perceptions. In R. 
Ahmed, A. Al-kadi, & T. Hagar (Eds.), Enhancements and limitations to ICT-based informal lan-
guage learning: Emerging research and opportunities (pp. 138–160). IGI Global. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
4018/ 978-1- 7998- 2116-8. ch007

Amadin, F. I., Obienu, A. C., & Osaseri, R. O. (2018). Main barriers and possible enablers of Google 
apps for education adoption among university staff members. Nigerian Journal of Technology, 
37(2). https:// doi. org/ 10. 4314/ njt. v37i2. 18

Ando, H., Cousins, R., & Young, C. (2014). Achieving saturation in thematic analysis: Development and 
refinement of a codebook. Comprehensive Psychology, 3,. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2466/ 03. Cp.3.4

Anthony, B., Kamaludin, A., Romli, A., Raffei, A. F. M., Phon, D. N. A. L. E., Abdullah, A., & Ming, G. 
L. (2020). Blended learning adoption and implementation in higher education: A theoretical and sys-
tematic review. Technology, Knowledge and Learning. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10758- 020- 09477-z

Aqlan, A. A., Al-Hakimi, W., Grada, M., Abdulrab, M., Al-Mamary, Y., & Alquhaif, A. S. (2021). Fac-
tors affecting behavioral intention to use learning management systems by instructors. Dimensión 
Empresarial, 19(2), 1–42. http:// ojs. uac. edu. co/ index. php/ dimen sion- empre sarial/ artic le/ view/ 2728.

Arain, A. A., Hussain, Z., Rizvi, W. H., & Vighio, M. S. (2019). Extending UTAUT2 toward acceptance 
of mobile learning in the context of higher education. Universal Access in the Information Society, 
18(3), 659–673. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10209- 019- 00685-8

Attuquayefio, S. N., & Addo, H. (2014). Using the UTAUT model to analyze students’ ICT adoption. 
International Journal of Education and Development using Information and Communication Tech-
nology (IJEDICT), 10(3), 75–86. https:// www. learn techl ib. org/p/ 148478/.

10059Education and Information Technologies (2022) 27:10035–10063

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09519-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09519-0
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v15i11.12865
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-99007-1_97
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-99007-1_97
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-2116-8.ch007
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-2116-8.ch007
https://doi.org/10.4314/njt.v37i2.18
https://doi.org/10.2466/03.Cp.3.4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09477-z
http://ojs.uac.edu.co/index.php/dimension-empresarial/article/view/2728
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10209-019-00685-8
https://www.learntechlib.org/p/148478/


1 3

Bahri, H., Mlili, N. E., Akande, O. N., Kerkeb, A. I., & Madrane, M. (2021). Dataset of Moroccan nurs-
ing students’ intention to use and accept information and communication technologies and social 
media platforms for learning. Data in Brief, 37, 107230. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. dib. 2021. 107230

Beaumont, K. (2018). Google Classroom: An online learning environment to support blended learning. 
Compass: Journal of Learning and Teaching, 11(2). https:// doi. org/ 10. 21100/ compa ss. v11i2. 837

Bereczki, E. O., & Kárpáti, A. (2021). Technology-enhanced creativity: A multiple case study of digi-
tal technology-integration expert teachers’ beliefs and practices. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 39,. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. tsc. 2021. 100791

Bervell, B., Kumar, J. A., Arkorful, V., Agyapong, E. M., & Osman, S. (2021). Remodelling the role 
of facilitating conditions for Google Classroom acceptance: A revision of UTAUT2. Australasian 
Journal of Educational Technology, 115–135. https:// doi. org/ 10. 14742/ ajet. 7178

Birch, A., & Irvine, V. (2009). Preservice teachers’ acceptance of ICT integration in the classroom: 
Applying the UTAUT model. Educational Media International, 46(4), 295–315. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 09523 98090 33875 06

Blatter, J., & Haverland, M. (2012). Designing case studies: Explanatory approaches in small-N 
research. Palgrave Macmillan. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1057/ 97811 37016 669

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychol-
ogy, 3(2), 77–101. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1191/ 14780 88706 qp063 oa

Cassel, C., Hackl, P., & Westlund, A. H. (1999). Robustness of partial least-squares method for estimat-
ing latent variable quality structures. Journal of Applied Statistics, 26(4), 435–446. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 02664 76992 2322

Chen, M., Wang, X., Wang, J., Zuo, C., Tian, J., & Cui, Y. (2021). Factors affecting college students’ con-
tinuous intention to use online course platform. SN Comput Sci, 2(2), 114. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s42979- 021- 00498-8

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences  (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates. https:// www. google. com/ books/ editi on/ Stati stical_ Power_ 2nd_ Ed/ FnW8t AEACA AJ? 
hl= en

Constantinou, C. S., Georgiou, M., & Perdikogianni, M. (2017). A comparative method for themes satu-
ration (CoMeTS) in qualitative interviews. Qualitative Research, 17(5), 571–588. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1177/ 14687 94116 686650

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
approaches (5th ed.). SAGE Publications. https:// us. sagep ub. com/ en- us/ nam/ resea rch- design/ book2 
55675.

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2018). Designing and conducting mixed methods research  (3rd 
ed.). SAGE. https:// us. sagep ub. com/ en- us/ nam/ desig ning- and- condu cting- mixed- metho ds- resea rch/ 
book2 41842

Dash, S. (2019). Google classroom as a learning management system to teach biochemistry in a medical 
school. Biochemistry and Molecular Biology Education, 47(4), 404–407. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ 
bmb. 21246

Delos Reyes, E. G., Galura, J. C., & Pineda, J. L. S. (2022). C5-LMS design using Google Classroom: 
User acceptance based on extended unified theory of acceptance and use of technology. Interactive 
Learning Environments, 1–10,. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 10494 820. 2022. 20288 52

Dobre, I. (2015). Learning management systems for higher education - an overview of available options 
for higher education organizations. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 180, 313–320. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. sbspro. 2015. 02. 122

Dwivedi, Y. K., Rana, N. P., Jeyaraj, A., Clement, M., & Williams, M. D. (2019). Re-examining the uni-
fied theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT): Towards a revised theoretical model. 
Information Systems Frontiers, 21(3), 719–734. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10796- 017- 9774-y

Farah, Z., Mohamad, F., Napitupulu, D., Nazuar, S., & Roza, L. (2021). Analyzing Indonesian students’ 
Google Classroom acceptance during COVID-19 outbreak: Applying an extended unified theory of 
acceptance and use of technology model. European Journal of Educational Research, 10(4), 1697–
1710. https:// doi. org/ 10. 12973/ eu- jer. 10.4. 1697

Gardner, B., Lally, P., & Rebar, A. L. (2020). Does habit weaken the relationship between intention and 
behaviour? Revisiting the habit‐intention interaction hypothesis. Social and Personality Psychology 
Compass, 14(8). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ spc3. 12553

Ghazal, S., Al-Samarraie, H., & Aldowah, H. (2018). “I am still learning”: Modeling LMS critical suc-
cess factors for promoting students’ experience and satisfaction in a blended learning environment. 
IEEE Access, 6, 77179–77201. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1109/ access. 2018. 28796 77

10060 Education and Information Technologies (2022) 27:10035–10063

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2021.107230
https://doi.org/10.21100/compass.v11i2.837
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100791
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.7178
https://doi.org/10.1080/09523980903387506
https://doi.org/10.1080/09523980903387506
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137016669
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664769922322
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664769922322
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42979-021-00498-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42979-021-00498-8
https://www.google.com/books/edition/Statistical_Power_2nd_Ed/FnW8tAEACAAJ?hl=en
https://www.google.com/books/edition/Statistical_Power_2nd_Ed/FnW8tAEACAAJ?hl=en
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794116686650
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794116686650
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/research-design/book255675
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/research-design/book255675
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/designing-and-conducting-mixed-methods-research/book241842
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/designing-and-conducting-mixed-methods-research/book241842
https://doi.org/10.1002/bmb.21246
https://doi.org/10.1002/bmb.21246
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2028852
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.02.122
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-017-9774-y
https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.10.4.1697
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12553
https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2018.2879677


1 3

Guest, G., Bunce, A., & Johnson, L. (2016). How many interviews are enough?: An experiment with data 
saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1), 59–82. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 15258 22x05 279903

Guest, G., Namey, E., & Chen, M. (2020). A simple method to assess and report thematic saturation in 
qualitative research. PLoS ONE, 15(5), e0232076. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 02320 76

Guetterman, T. C., & Fetters, M. D. (2018). Two methodological approaches to the integration of mixed 
methods and case study designs: A systematic review. American Behavioral Scientist, 62(7), 900–
918. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00027 64218 772641

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). A primer on partial least squares struc-
tural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)  (2nd ed.). Sage Publications. https:// us. sagep ub. com/ en- us/ nam/
a- primer- on- parti al- least- squar es- struc tural- equat ion- model ing- pls- sem/ book2 44583

Hair, J. F., Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). When to use and how to report the results 
of PLS-SEM. European Business Review, 31(1), 2–24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ ebr- 11- 2018- 0203

Heggart, K., & Yoo, J. (2018). Getting the most from Google Classroom: A pedagogical framework for 
tertiary educators. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 43(3), 140–153. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
14221/ ajte. 2018v 43n3.9

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in 
variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 
115–135. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11747- 014- 0403-8

Huang, F., Teo, T., & Scherer, R. (2020). Investigating the antecedents of university students’ perceived 
ease of using the Internet for learning. Interactive Learning Environments, 1–17,. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 10494 820. 2019. 17105 40

Jairak, K., Praneetpolgrang, P., & Mekhabunchakij, K. (2009). An acceptance of mobile learning for 
higher education students in Thailand. Special Issue of the International Journal of the Computer, 
the Internet and Management, 17(SP3), 36.31–36.38. http:// cmruir. cmru. ac. th/ handle/ 12345 6789/ 
416

Jakkaew, P., & Hemrungrote, S. (2017). The use of UTAUT2 model for understanding student perceptions 
using Google Classroom: A case study of introduction to information technology course 2017 Inter-
national Conference on Digital Arts, Media and Technology (ICDAMT), https:// doi. org/ 10. 1109/ 
ICDAMT. 2017. 79049 62

Khalid, B., Lis, M., Chaiyasoonthorn, W., & Chaveesuk, S. (2021). Factors influencing behavioural inten-
tion to use MOOCs. Engineering Management in Production and Services, 13(2), 83–95. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 2478/ emj- 2021- 0014

Khechine, H., Raymond, B., & Augier, M. (2020). The adoption of a social learning system: Intrinsic 
value in the UTAUT model. British Journal of Educational Technology, 51(6), 2306–2325. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ bjet. 12905

Kim, J., & Lee, K.S.-S. (2020). Conceptual model to predict Filipino teachers’ adoption of ICT-based 
instruction in class: Using the UTAUT model. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 1–15,. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1080/ 02188 791. 2020. 17762 13

Kock, N. (2015). Common method bias in PLS-SEM: A full collinearity assessment approach. Interna-
tional Journal of e-Collaboration, 11(4), 1–10. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4018/ ijec. 20151 00101

Kuckartz, U., & Rädiker, S. (2021). Using MAXQDA for mixed methods research. In The Routledge 
reviewer’s guide to mixed methods analysis (pp. 305–318). https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97802 03729 
434- 26

Kumar, J. A., & Bervell, B. (2019). Google Classroom for mobile learning in higher education: Model-
ling the initial perceptions of students. Education and Information Technologies, 24(2), 1793–1817. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10639- 018- 09858-z

Kumar, J. A., Bervell, B., & Osman, S. (2020). Google classroom: Insights from Malaysian higher educa-
tion students’ and instructors’ experiences. Education and Information Technologies, 25(5), 4175–
4195. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10639- 020- 10163-x

Kumar, K., & Pande, B. P. (2021). Rise of online teaching and learning processes during COVID-19 pan-
demic. In Predictive and preventive measures for COVID-19 pandemic (pp. 251–271). https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ 978- 981- 33- 4236-1_ 14

Le, T. N., Allen, B., & Johnson, N. F. (2021). Blended learning: Barriers and drawbacks for English lan-
guage lecturers at Vietnamese universities. E-Learning and Digital Media. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
20427 53021 10482 35

Liu, H., Lin, C.-H., Zhang, D., & Zheng, B. (2018). Chinese language teachers’ perceptions of tech-
nology and instructional use of technology: A path analysis. Journal of Educational Computing 
Research, 56(3), 396–414. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 07356 33117 708313

10061Education and Information Technologies (2022) 27:10035–10063

https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232076
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764218772641
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/a-primer-on-partial-least-squares-structural-equation-modeling-pls-sem/book244583
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/a-primer-on-partial-least-squares-structural-equation-modeling-pls-sem/book244583
https://doi.org/10.1108/ebr-11-2018-0203
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2018v43n3.9
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2018v43n3.9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1710540
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1710540
http://cmruir.cmru.ac.th/handle/123456789/416
http://cmruir.cmru.ac.th/handle/123456789/416
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDAMT.2017.7904962
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDAMT.2017.7904962
https://doi.org/10.2478/emj-2021-0014
https://doi.org/10.2478/emj-2021-0014
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12905
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12905
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2020.1776213
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2020.1776213
https://doi.org/10.4018/ijec.2015100101
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203729434-26
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203729434-26
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-018-09858-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10163-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4236-1_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4236-1_14
https://doi.org/10.1177/20427530211048235
https://doi.org/10.1177/20427530211048235
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633117708313


1 3

Lu, J., Yao, J. E., & Yu, C.-S. (2005). Personal innovativeness, social influences and adoption of wire-
less Internet services via mobile technology. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 14(3), 
245–268. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsis. 2005. 07. 003

Maruping, L. M., Bala, H., Venkatesh, V., & Brown, S. A. (2017). Going beyond intention: Integrating 
behavioral expectation into the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology. Journal of the 
Association for Information Science and Technology, 68(3), 623–637. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ asi. 
23699

Moorhouse, B. L., & Wong, K. M. (2022). Blending asynchronous and synchronous digital technologies 
and instructional approaches to facilitate remote learning. Journal of Computers in Education, 9(1), 
51–70. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s40692- 021- 00195-8

Moorthy, K., Tzu Yee, T., Chun T’ing, L., & Vija Kumaran, V. (2019). Habit and hedonic motivation are 
the strongest influences in mobile learning behaviours among higher education students in Malaysia. 
Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 35(4). https:// doi. org/ 10. 14742/ ajet. 4432

Müller, C., & Mildenberger, T. (2021). Facilitating flexible learning by replacing classroom time with an 
online learning environment: A systematic review of blended learning in higher education. Educa-
tional Research Review, 34,. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. edurev. 2021. 100394

Nicholas-Omoregbe, O. S., Azeta, A. A., Chiazor, I. A., & Omoregbe, N. (2017). Predicting the adoption 
of e-learning management system: A case of selected private universities in Nigeria. Turkish Online 
Journal of Distance Education, 106–106. https:// doi. org/ 10. 17718/ tojde. 306563

Oktaria, A. A., & Rahmayadevi, L. (2021). Students’ perceptions of using Google Classroom during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Educational Management and Innovation, 2(2). 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 12928/ ijemi. v2i2. 3439

Oliver, M., & Trigwell, K. (2005). Can ‘blended learning’ be redeemed? E-Learning and Digital Media, 
2(1), 17–26. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2304/ elea. 2005.2. 1. 17

Rahmad, R., Adria Wirda, M., Berutu, N., Lumbantoruan, W., & Sintong, M. (2019). Google classroom 
implementation in Indonesian higher education. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 1175,. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1088/ 1742- 6596/ 1175/1/ 012153

Ruqia, B., Khan, I. U., Khan, H., Ullah, M., & Bibi, Z. (2021). Perceptions of students regarding use of 
Google Classroom at university level during COVID-19. Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews, 
9(4), 08–14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 18510/ hssr. 2021. 943

Saidu, M. K., & Al Mamun, M. A. (2022). Exploring the factors affecting behavioural intention to use 
Google Classroom: University teachers’ perspectives in bangladesh and Nigeria. TechTrends, 1–16,. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11528- 022- 00704-1

Salloum, S. A., & Shaalan, K. (2019). Factors affecting students’ acceptance of e-learning system in 
higher education using UTAUT and structural equation modeling approaches. In Proceedings of 
the international conference on advanced intelligent systems and informatics 2018 (pp. 469–480). 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 319- 99010-1_ 43

Saunders, B., Sim, J., Kingstone, T., Baker, S., Waterfield, J., Bartlam, B., Burroughs, H., & Jinks, C. 
(2018). Saturation in qualitative research: Exploring its conceptualization and operationalization. 
Quality & Quantity, 52(4), 1893–1907. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11135- 017- 0574-8

Shana, Z., Alyatim, T. M., Alkhazaleh, M., & Alshalabi, N. (2021). The use of Google Classroom to sup-
port the learning process. International Journal of Web-Based Learning and Teaching Technologies, 
16(5), 171–192. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4018/ IJWLTT. 20210 901. oa10

Sharma, P., & Barrett, B. (2007). Blended learning: Using technology in and beyond the language class-
room. Macmillan. https:// books. google. com/ books/ about/ Blend ed_ Learn ing. html? id= EWZdG 
QAACA AJ& source= kp_ book_ descr iption

Shormani, M. Q., & AlSohbani, Y. A. (2018). Yemen. In E-learning in the Middle East and North Africa 
(MENA) region (pp. 451–482). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 319- 68999-9_ 20

Sitar-Taut, D. A. (2021). Mobile learning acceptance in social distancing during the COVID-19 outbreak: 
The mediation effect of hedonic motivation. Hum Behav Emerg Technol. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ 
hbe2. 261

Sujannah, W. D., Cahyono, B. Y., & Astuti, U. P. (2020). Effect of blended learning using Google Class-
room on writing ability of EFL students across autonomy levels. Teaching English with Technology, 
20(2), 82–97. https:// tewtj ournal. org/? wpdma ct= proce ss& did= NjExL mhvdG xpbms.

Tamilmani, K., Rana, N. P., Wamba, S. F., & Dwivedi, R. (2021). The extended unified theory of accept-
ance and use of technology (UTAUT2): A systematic literature review and theory evaluation. Inter-
national Journal of Information Management, 57,. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijinf omgt. 2020. 102269

10062 Education and Information Technologies (2022) 27:10035–10063

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2005.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23699
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23699
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-021-00195-8
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.4432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100394
https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.306563
https://doi.org/10.12928/ijemi.v2i2.3439
https://doi.org/10.2304/elea.2005.2.1.17
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1175/1/012153
https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.943
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-022-00704-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-99010-1_43
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0574-8
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJWLTT.20210901.oa10
https://books.google.com/books/about/Blended_Learning.html?id=EWZdGQAACAAJ&source=kp_book_description
https://books.google.com/books/about/Blended_Learning.html?id=EWZdGQAACAAJ&source=kp_book_description
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68999-9_20
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbe2.261
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbe2.261
https://tewtjournal.org/?wpdmact=process&did=NjExLmhvdGxpbms
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2020.102269


1 3

Turnbull, D., Chugh, R., & Luck, J. (2019). Learning management systems: An overview. In Encyclope-
dia of education and information technologies (pp. 1–7). https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 319- 60013-
0_ 248-1

Turnbull, D., Chugh, R., & Luck, J. (2020). Learning management systems: A review of the research 
methodology literature in Australia and China. International Journal of Research & Method in Edu-
cation, 44(2), 164–178. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17437 27x. 2020. 17370 02

Turnbull, D., Chugh, R., & Luck, J. (2021). The use of case study design in learning management system 
research: A label of convenience? International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 20,. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1177/ 16094 06921 10041 48

Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis. (2003). User acceptance of information technology: Toward a unified 
view. MIS Quarterly, 27(3). https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 30036 540

Venkatesh, V., Thong, J., & Xu, X. (2016). Unified theory of acceptance and use of technology: A syn-
thesis and the road ahead. Journal of the Association for Information Systems, 17(5), 328–376. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 17705/ 1jais. 00428

Venkatesh, V., Thong, J. Y. L., & Xu, X. (2012). Consumer acceptance and use of information tech-
nology: Extending the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology. MIS Quarterly, 36(1), 
157–178. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 41410 412

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications: Design and methods  (6th ed.). SAGE. https:// us. 
sagep ub. com/ en- us/ nam/ case- study- resea rch- and- appli catio ns/ book2 50150

Yunus, M. M., Ang, W. S., & Hashim, H. (2021). Factors affecting teaching English as a second language 
(TESL) postgraduate students’ behavioural intention for online learning during the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Sustainability, 13(6). https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ su130 63524

Zuniga-Tonio, J. (2021). Google Classroom as a tool of support for flexible learning in the new nor-
mal. Journal of Education, Management and Development Studies, 1(2), 25–39. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
52631/ jemds. v1i2. 20

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published 
maps and institutional affiliations.

Authors and Affiliations

Mohialdeen Alotumi1,2 

1 Department of English, Faculty of Languages, Sana’a University, P.O. Box 14317, Sana’a, 
Yemen

2 Sana’a, Yemen

10063Education and Information Technologies (2022) 27:10035–10063

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60013-0_248-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60013-0_248-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727x.2020.1737002
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211004148
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211004148
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00428
https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/case-study-research-and-applications/book250150
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/case-study-research-and-applications/book250150
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13063524
https://doi.org/10.52631/jemds.v1i2.20
https://doi.org/10.52631/jemds.v1i2.20
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7325-5942

	Factors influencing graduate students’ behavioral intention to use Google Classroom: Case study-mixed methods research
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review
	2.1 Theoretical framework
	2.2 Google classroom adoption

	3 Methodology
	3.1 Research design
	3.2 Participants and setting
	3.3 Instruments
	3.3.1 GC platform
	3.3.2 Survey
	3.3.3 Open-ended questions for interview

	3.4 Data collection and analysis procedures
	3.4.1 Quantitative stage procedures
	3.4.2 Qualitative stage procedures


	4 Findings
	4.1 Demographics
	4.2 Quantitative findings
	4.2.1 Measurement model assessment
	4.2.2 Discriminate validity
	4.2.3 Multicollinearity
	4.2.4 Structural model
	4.2.5 Path analysis

	4.3 Qualitative findings

	5 Discussion
	6 Implications
	7 Limitations and suggestions for further research
	8 Conclusion
	References


