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[bookmark: _Editorial]Editorial
[bookmark: _The_role_of]The role of cheating – part 4
Donald G. Perrin

The reason to care about cheating is to be fair to those who don’t cheat. It seems to be part of our society in business, politics, sports, education, personal relationships, almost everything people do. And like most people problems, education is part of the solution. After the recent economic meltdown, many business schools increased their emphasis on ethics and best practices. Sports organizations have exposed drug use. Police have been disciplined. Educators have been held accountable. But so long as the cost of being caught is insignificant compared to what is gained, and so long as the chance of being found out is trifling, cheating will continue.
As editor of this journal, the principal problems are stealing intellectual property and plagiarism. We receive periodic complaints from authors, readers and editors of other refereed journals about improper referencing and outright plagiarism. In many instances, there is insufficient evidence to support the concern. For example, an author who claimed to be the originator of an idea that was vital to future business requested an article to be removed. A web survey showed the idea was included in dozens – maybe even hundreds of articles – even prior to the claimant’s date of origination. The reverse is also true. We have received articles that were identical except for global word changes. We are pleased when such problem are discovered by our editors prior to publication.
There are tools like Turnitin used by educators to detect plagiarism. And then there is Google! Putting a title, phrase, or sentence into the Google search engine may find the exact reference or some close enough to deserve further investigation. Anyone who is willing to take the risk deserves to be exposed, and this can be death professionally to those who are discovered. If there is any benefit to cheating during the learning process or in the professional world, the habit of cheating will label you, limit you, or even destroy you. There is no substitute for hard honest work!
The way to overcome cheating in education is to change the rules so that cheating harms only the perpetrator. That requires developing a collaborative learning environment where we know and understand each other and help each other, where actual performance is a shared observation and appropriately rewarded. So long as a struggling learner is a number, faceless, with no individual identity or recognition by his teachers, or abandoned by his parents, that person is a candidate for cheating. 
So long as we push competition where very few are rewarded, or falsely reward those who have not achieved, we have a flawed system. When rules are set up to reward the top 50% and punish the bottom 50%, we will have teachers and students cheating to receive the rewards of the top 50%. Clearly, as in medicine, it is time to stop treating the symptoms and work with the causes of these problems – poverty, broken homes, cultural differences, irrelevant and boring educational programs, broken infrastructure, and teachers who were trained for a world and a kind of student that no longer exists. 
As editor, I have said enough on this subject. I look forward to articles with other points of view.
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Editor’s Note: This paper clarifies the connection between Internet 2.0, social media and Connectivism. This is crucial information for those who design, teach and manage distance learning programs.
[bookmark: _Online_Learning_Environments]Online Learning Environments in Higher Education: Connectivism vs. Dissociation
Sasha A. Reese
USA
Abstract
Over the last decade, online education has emerged as a way for students and faculty to collaborate more freely, attain greater flexibility, and utilize new media to learn.  The burning debate lies in whether online educational options are harmful to traditional education or offer endless benefits necessary to accommodate a 21st century learner. Supporters of virtual learning environments suggest that 21st century learners require the construction and creation capabilities offered through Web 2.0 to succeed, while critics suggest that asynchronous interactions are not engaging and rigorous enough for higher education. A balanced online environment should provide a blend of both asynchronous and synchronous opportunities, which promote communication and collaboration among classmates and instructors. 
Keywords: distance learning, connectivism, hybrid, synchronous, asynchronous, blended learning, Web 2.0, new media, virtual learning, 21st century skills.
Introduction
In an effort to modernize education, many institutes of higher education have adopted online courses in fully virtual and blended formats. Fully virtual courses allow students to interact with peers and instructors solely through the use of technology, whereas blended courses use online learning as a supplement to face-to-face interactions. The current educational trend toward the development of 21st century skills has made online learning attractive to both basic and tertiary education. Twenty-first century skills include, but are not limited to cultural and global awareness, self-direction, risk-taking and creativity, communication, reflection, and real world applications of knowledge (Green, 2010).
Controversy rests in whether this educational option is viable for both instructors and students. Research that supports the growth of online learning suggests that today’s learners need collaboration, freedom to create knowledge, and an authentic audience in order to increase engagement, participation, and activity (Rheingold, 2010). This suggests that instructors in online environments should provide students with an experience, which promotes both autonomy and community. 
Conversely, researchers who critic online education mention the dissociative process that can accompany virtual learning environments, and acknowledge a disconnect in the instructor and student relationship, as well as in the ability to build a learning community. Supporters of this perspective exhort that online learning must evolve from a delivery system of knowledge into a constructivist activity where learners engage in building knowledge (Hamilton, 2004, p. 843). This shift could help critics to view online schooling as a viable option. 
Preparing for the future through Connectivism
Online education has emerged at universities across the country because of its ability to connect students to instructors, peers, and course content through flexible and asynchronous environments. Online learning creates a recipe of circumstances that can accommodate learners of the 21st century and their need for collaboration, creation, and construction (Green, 2010). According to Barbara Hoskin (2011), professor at Clemson University, adult and continuing educators are leading the way from traditional education to Web 2.0 enabled education, which promotes engagement and collaboration (p. 57). A need for a pedagogical shift is evident in the claim that 21st century learners also need to develop skills and competencies that will allow them to decipher and utilize information quickly and efficiently (Siemens, 2004). Current and future university students must learn how social media literacy applies to the real world, and instructors need to begin teaching students how to use this knowledge advantageously. 
Although it has been hinted at throughout different eras, under the guise of Activity Theory and Social Learning Theory, Connectivism was coined as “the learning theory for the digital age” by George Siemens and Stephen Downes (2004). Siemens and Downes have developed distinct principles, which imply connectivisms’ relevance to modern students. Connectivism is founded on individual ideas and opinions, valuing diversity in the perspectives of others, lifelong learning, building relationships, interdisciplinary connections, current information, and risk taking (Siemens, 2004). These same principles can be found in many current technologies that students use daily such as Facebook, Diigo, Wikis, YouTube, etc. In order for online learning to be successful and meaningful it must provide students with more than the transmission of data. New online environments must offer students the opportunity to become a participant and creator much like they are used to doing in everyday life. Research suggests that online learning should not just be a means of delivering content and course materials, but a catalyst to get students involved in course work with the support of the instructor and the involvement of peers. 
Many online learning environments in higher education reflect stagnant, closed systems, and do not take advantage of the read/write web offered by Web 2.0 (Bell, 2011, p.99).  Francis Bell (2011), suggests that previous learning theories based solely on traditional classrooms are not adequate models to emulate in digital learning, and that connectivism is a lens through which true reflection can occur. Connectivist theorists suggest that cognitive tasks between people and technology occur in networks, which are connections between “individuals, groups, systems, fields, ideas, or communities” (Siemens, 2004). Even the most basic Blackboard or WebCT learning environment, which does not deal with much more than transmitting data, utilizes discussion boards. Discussion forums fall into the connectivist realm because they create networks and connections between students and instructors.  
Perhaps this is the reason for increases in online course enrollment. In 2010, approximately 30% of all higher education enrollments were online (Seaman & Allen, 2010; Moloney, 2010). Online education creates diversity in student populations because it creates opportunities for working parents, adult learners, and return students that traditional classrooms were unable to offer. The relationship between education and the national agenda is also an important part of virtual education’s future. President Obama has two goals for education, which include increasing the number of college graduates to 60% by 2020 and closing the achievement gap to ensure student success in college and careers (U.S. Dept. of Ed, 2010). Online learning in higher education is also influenced by “digital natives” currently enrolled in basic education. Research purports that one in four preschool age children are learning skills that some adults have not mastered through the use of the internet. This suggests that online education is important for the success of today’s students, and universities should improve programs to meet the needs of learners (Moloney, 2010, p. 66). 
For online courses to be successful, instructors and students must change their roles in the learning environment and develop expectations that coincide with the tectonics of blended, traditional, and online courses. Instructors’ roles often become more complex and time consuming, while students roles become more flexible and independent (Hoskins, 2011).  Instructors spend a significant amount of time building courses, as well as reading and responding to emails, discussion posts, and grading papers. Contact with students is consistent and daily. However, research informs that online instructors display a lower burn-out rate because they have more time for research, the convenience of working from home, and less travel time to and from the work place (McCann, 2009). 
Accessibility and cost also must be given consideration in the appeal on online education. Students who favor online schooling do so because it allows them to focus more closely on knowledge acquisition and course work and less on the logistics associated with bricks and mortar options such as parking, travel time, and fuel costs (Chau, 2010). Online schooling reduces these factors, and also has the ability to significantly decrease costs for students. Two-year and four-year universities also find online education beneficial from a fiscal perspective. Universities are able to offer more courses to an increasing population of students without needing classroom space, parking availability, or the management of the use of other facilities. In addition to these cost saving measures an increasing amount of adjunct faculty members are utilized to teach distance courses, thus saving costs associated with more highly educated and tenured faculty such as higher salary and health care costs. It is suggested that the cost efficiency benefits both the student and the university. Allen and Seaman (2008) suggest that higher education benefits students in difficult economic downturns because it provides them with a way to improve skills and increase training without the burdensome costs that can be associated with attending bricks and mortar universities. 
While online courses allow students to fit college into busy work schedules, they also require students to display more self-reliance. In many circumstances students must learn content without the assistance of face-to-face instruction, and must keep track of weekly assignments through the use of virtual tools. This is seen as a benefit of online education because it adds to students’ toolbox of 21st century skills. They are learning the power of clear and concise written communication, and developing the skills to collaborate with peers and instructors in a different type of environment.  
One cogent factor in online learning is the effect of time on student success. Some evidence suggests that learners in online environments spend more time on task than students attending traditional courses in bricks and mortar environments (Jaschik, 2009). This can be attributed to the fact that students are able to determine when and where to complete coursework at their convenience. Both instructors and students benefit from the “anytime, anywhere” appeal of online learning (Mayadas, 2009, p. 52). They are no longer synchronously tied to specific buildings and schedules, and have the freedom of mobility and fluidity offered by the online educational experiences. 
In order for online learning to be widely adopted active learning and new roles for teachers and students are necessary (Zhu, 2010, p. 147). Some research suggests that teacher perspectives and perceptions are also linked to values and culture, and that this could influence the way instructors view their roles. Cultural connections that are most compatible with online learning are individualist cultures and constructivist learning theories (Zhu, 2010, p. 148). Institutes of higher education considering adoption should spend a significant amount of time also examining the demographic of their student population to determine what type of virtual environment would meet learners needs. Zhu suggest that certain cultures respond differently to what he refers to as the “power distance.” According to Zhu, the power distance is the willingness of less powerful people in society to accept inequality. To express this Zhu (2010) discusses the fact that in Chinese culture students may not be willing to participate in communicative activities with peers because it does not involve interaction with authority. Another consideration that Zhu (2010) mentions is the competitiveness of some cultures such as Chinese culture, interfering with the collaborative aspect of online learning (p. 148). These concepts should be given significant consideration in the development of new online learning environments, which seek to improve the student experience. 
Since online environments are prevalent in the everyday lives of learners research suggests new literacies that can easily be developed through virtual course work such as attention, participation, collaboration, network awareness, and critical consumption (Rheingold, 2010). Network awareness and critical consumption are among the most noteworthy of these literacies because of the impact that they have on student’s real world activities and future career endeavors. Being able to engage with new interfaces and learn foreign technologies is imperative to success in the 21st century workforce. Critical consumption can best be defined as the ability to discover resources when needed, but also to decipher valuable information from useless information. While students come to degree programs with the ability to use social media, they often do not possess the skills necessary to use them optimally (Rheingold, 2010). An instructional strategy that has the potential to work well in a virtual setting and could improve students’ critical consumption skills is merging technology and assessment. This would permit students to build learning communities where interpretation and analysis could be developed through multiple perspectives (Edwards, 2010). Collaboration and authenticity are key components in successful online courses.
Courses that offer authentic assessments, which are applicable to life after the institution have become an integral part of online learning adoption in higher education. Reductionism was common among online course programs in their infancy and continues to occur today. Courses are reduced to the bare bones of standalone tests and assignments, much like one would see in a university survey course. While many online programs still favor “reductionism,” a paradigm shift is beginning to occur, which favors complex course design where authentic tasks are embedded in the curriculum (Herrington, Reeves, & Oliver, 2006, p. 233). Authentic tasks have real-world relevance to the careers that students wish to pursue after completion of college coursework, and serve as practice and preparation for professional employment (Herrington, Reeves, & Oliver, 2006, p. 236). 
Online educational experiences have the potential to be interactive environments where students are able to collaborate, communicate, share, and discuss. Growing enrollment suggests that there is a need for universities to revisit current curricula and design of online courses, so that they prove to be challenging and rigorous environments in which students can prepare for the future. National educational goals demand that students are ready for the workforce after completion of college. Virtual learning environments, whether as supplements to traditional courses or completely online, should give students opportunities to take part in authentic assessment, real life experiences with relevance, and critical development of new literacies. The paradigm shift has begun and both students and instructors should be cognizant of changing their roles as learners and teachers.
Online learning as a dissociative process
Educational technology is at the forefront of educational debates in both K-12 and higher education. A crucial aspect of the controversy surrounding how technologies are used is the suggestion that online learning environments deviate in purpose from the relationships and connections made in traditional classroom environments. Central to this argument is the concept that “educational technology participates in the cultural context and is as much a part of the learning problem to be identified as it is of the solutions implemented” (Belisle, 2001, p. 25). Saugstad (2002), when examining the work of Aristotle, suggested that knowledge is primarily seen as a product rather than a competence which suggests human activity (p. 378). This suggestion contributes to a critical view of the relevance of current online educational systems. Separating the person from the product does not contribute to learning. It also suggests that online learning in higher education, in its current state, does not sufficiently provide students with engaging and rigorous material in preparation for professional careers. Belisle (2001) suggests that this perspective of learning is flat and focused on learning as opposed to teaching (p. 15). Hamilton (2004) refers to the delivery of knowledge style systems as fast knowledge or ‘McKnowledge’ (p. 844). Although the socio-cultural aspect of online education has been realized it has not come to fruition. 
Online education began in the 1990s when the Internet became widely utilized (Ribsaman, 2000). Ribsaman (2000) implies that there is a difference between distance education and online education, and this difference lies in transmission and interaction. Distance education promotes the autonomy of learners, but online education actually involves students in active participation, socialization, and interaction (Ribsaman, 2000). Distance education is offered by 56% of all 2-4 year institutions, while online education is primarily offered through public institutions and large universities (Waits and Lewis, 2003; Allen & Seaman, 2006). For this reason certain aspects of online learning environments have come into question with the primary concern being the impact on students. This view returns to the concept of dissociation, in that students in fully online programs miss out on campus experiences that would connect them with instructors and students (Bejenaro, 2008, p. 411). This suggests that online atmospheres are devoid of community experiences where students are able to build relationships and construct knowledge based on differences in perspective and background. 
Critics of online education argue that virtual environments are not able to provide students with the same quality and caliber of education that traditional, face-to-face courses can. They also suggested that online environments expect too much from students in terms of self-discipline and this expectation can lead new students and students unfamiliar with online education to failure (Bejenaro, 2008, p.412). In order for students to be successful in online courses a different level of support is needed from instructors. It is easy for students to become isolated and completely independent in online course without the facilitation of the instructor. Instructors should provide students with “corrective feedback, encouragement, and motivation” to ensure success in learning (Young, 2006, p. 73).  
Sub-standard work is another common concern of critics. Since there are not national standards which outline minimum knowledge and skills that students should develop, it is difficult to discern whether online institutes are diploma mills or legitimate institutions of higher education (Pina, 2010, p. 122). Although there are initiatives to establish commonality among college coursework statewide and nationwide, plans have not been finalized (Pina, 2010, p.122). Although there are many legitimately accredited online educational programs, a lack of sufficient standards, confusing accreditation processes, and research studies makes them difficult to decipher from substandard institutions (Pina 2010, p. 123). 
Another debilitating perspective that surfaces in dialogue pertaining to online learning is students as receptacles for knowledge. Participation is removed from autonomous, distance education courses, in which students receive transmitted materials, interpret those materials, and create a product in isolation from peers. Sfard (1998) describes this process in a way that views the student as a consumer of knowledge, rather than a creator of knowledge (p. 5). Another concept related to the idea of consuming knowledge is “dialogue in teaching,” which includes the socio-cultural backgrounds of unique learners (Bakhtin, 2011, p. 1111). Some critics would argue that communication and dialogue between students and instructors is missing from distance education, and for this reason higher education administrators should consider a paradigm shift to more participatory and active online educational systems.
Some institutions, such as the University of Phoenix, have been successful in delivering what is considered to be quality online education to a diverse population of students, among them working adults. However, admission requirements have also been examined, and can explain why enrollment in some online colleges is so prevalent. The University of Phoenix requires nothing more than a high school diploma for admittance, and is also willing to transfer work experience into course credits. While this may seem like an acceptable alternative to traditional schooling, some argue that it perpetuates conditions that are not conducive to academia (Chau, 2010, p. 179). Online education critics concede that institutions like the University of Phoenix constitute a multi-million dollar industry, but are merely diploma mills that cause damage to more reputable institutions. This claim lies in the fact that online universities sometimes have what is considered sub-standard admissions requirements, faculty that have not earned doctoral degrees, or lack consistent accreditation. While tuition at an online university may be more cost effective for both the student and instructor, researchers question who is paying the price (Pina, 2010).  
A theory which seeks to explain education’s leniency towards educational technology is the concept of memes or ‘actively contagious ideas.’ Technology is a consistent presence in our lives, which is constantly changing and evolving. Memes in educational technology might include using wikis, youtube videos, social networking, and Skype in the classroom, because it is the current contagion (Lynch, 1996). Although traditional education is working as usual, technology must have its place because it is the active contagion of the twenty-first century. Contingent with this notion is the idea that future professionals will not possess the proper skills necessary for success in society because students are receiving only enough information to be productive and efficient (Lynch, 2006). This concept directly correlates with critics who see higher education’s lean towards capitalism through new management regimes and privatization. Chau (2010) argues that schools should not be run or seen as businesses because ultimately the main goal of universities is to educate students and create valuable citizens (p. 183). If education does take on a completely corporate business model, dissociation is inevitable because “teaching and learning will become decontextualized, simplistic, and mechanistic” (Grineski, 2000, p.22). 
Faculty also suffer in the wake of online course development and creation. Instructional design and curricula building often times are not seen worthy of promotion or tenure, but are required components of teaching online courses. Giving full attention to instruction of both face-to-face and online classes can become a stressful challenge (Chau, 2010, p. 185). A misconception that students sometimes place on instructors is the constant availability. A shift to asynchronous learning outside of bricks and mortar time constraints creates an expectation in some students that faculty should be readily available at all times (Chau, 2010, p.185). Faculty may also experience a loss of ownership of the course which they created, and it becomes property of the institution for which it was created. This phenomenon contributes to the commodity, production, and consumer schema (Chau, 2010, p. 185). 
The present push towards online learning is fueled by the theory that in order for students to compete professionally and globally they must have access to digital literacies and technological advantages. However, the digital divide is not considered in this argument. While access to technology is marketed as the key to the future, consumers in lower socioeconomic circumstances are begin left out of the equation (Chau, 2010, p. 185). If online learning is designed to reach a wider audience of learners and increase accessibility, flexibility, and mobility why is digital division ignored? Another implication of this is the element of privilege, which is suggested to become prevalent as “diploma mills” grow and legitimate institutions struggle to compete. Quality education may become a commodity reserved only for wealthier populations (Chau, 2010; Pina, 2010). 
Online education and distance education programs are becoming more prevalent throughout institutions of higher education. However, instructors, administrators, and students should approach online learning environments with caution. Online education, by definition, suggests that students and instructors interact, collaborate, discuss, and share. It also implies that students are critically thinking, problem solving, engaging, and participating. Unfortunately, research suggests that online education, while the wave of the future, is not the norm. Distance education, which favors consumerism, capitalism, and dissociation is common practice. By these ramifications, success in an online program does not necessarily lead to excellence in a profession or career, or sensational citizenry, but productivity and efficiency.
Conclusions
For online education to be meaningful for students and instructors universities must question the mission of the institution. Are we in the business of producing workers or educating students? Can both of these activities occur simultaneously? Most importantly, is technology an effective way to teach and learn? These questions must be considered when evaluating the validity and success of online education. 
While online education lacks the substance needed for higher education, distance education has the potential to set a high standard for valuable learning experiences in virtual environments. Instructors and students can benefit from an environment that is rich in communication, collaboration, and community. Courses without these imperative components have no true educational value, and should be redesigned to engage students in meaningful learning experiences. Students should be active participants who take part in constructing knowledge and making meaning (Green, 2010). 
Distance education also embraces Gardner’s (1983) theory of multiple intelligences and creates a space for digital literacies to be developed (Adams, 2004). If done correctly, distance education can meet the unique needs of all students through innovative technological tools such as Elluminate, Echo 360, and advanced options in blackboard. Schools that choose to add these components to their online courses can create opportunities for synchronous and asynchronous instruction, real-time communication, and collaborative course work. Tools that enable these opportunities include live and recorded lessons by instructors, chatting abilities, journal writing and peer review, and wiki sites. All of these learning options have the potential to reach diverse populations of students. 
Online education promotes learning that is one-dimensional in scope and does not have the ability to effectively provide students with what they need. It is difficult to learn without the assistance of face-to-face instruction and meeting times, and often times students do not reach out to instructors when they are struggling in an online course. The dissociative process is in full effect when students do not feel that they have a communicable relationship with their instructors (Hamilton, 2004). Unfortunately, this version of online education is prevalent because it is cost effective and promotes a corporate model which creates productive employees for the work force (Chau, 2010).
While it may seem that technology is the wave of the future, some researchers caution this shift. Before distance education is adopted in either a fully virtual or blended environment universities should first decide if this option is an effective way to teach. The term “digital native” is used frequently in research that views educational technology favorably. However, there is has been a limited amount of research conducted, which suggests that students truly are digital natives and that technology is the best way for students to learn (Lea & Jones, 2011). 
An essential discussion which needs to be at the center of distance education adoption is its relationship to best practice. Although twenty-first century students might be savvy in the technical uses of smart phones and tablets, are they skilled in using these tools for learning? It seems that technology in education is utilized because of its ability to lower costs for students and institutions, and to increase accessibility, but the conversation on efficacy remains unspoken.   
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Editor’s Note: This study addresses administrator, designer, teacher and student with a wealth of practical information supported by research and years of experience as a teacher and trainer. 
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Abstract
Distance education is growing.  Opportunities for distance education continue to grow, the variety and number of students attending distance courses continue to grow, and course offerings continue to grow.  However, reports claiming there are no significant differences sit alongside reports claiming there are significant differences between classroom and distance methods, leaving little doubt that not all distance education offerings measure-up.  The focus of this paper is to help close the significant differences gap by providing research insight into creating equilibrium so student, faculty, and administration needs can all be met.  Creating equilibrium starts with understanding learners and the learning environment.  Appropriate levels of interaction are a must.  Following a design concept that recognizes and supports synchronous and asynchronous interaction can help create equilibrium.  Creating equilibrium starts with understanding learners and the learning environment.  From this understanding, designers can include appropriate levels of interaction, while recognizing and supporting both synchronous and asynchronous environments.   
Keywords: Blended learning, curriculum design, distance education, e-learning, online learning, online education, significant differences

Introduction
John is very excited.  Today is the big day.  He made a major life decision—to go to college at age 27.  Like many others, circumstances prevented John from fulfilling his dream of attending college straight out of high school.  Now he is married, and his wife is expecting their third child in six months.  The journey leading to his first class actually started about one year ago.
John has advanced as high as he can in his company without a degree.  He would like to move into a managerial role, and some of the company’s managers have spoken to him about his potential.  But company policy prevented John from moving into a leadership position because of his lack of post-secondary education.
John was on-line one night and noticed an advertisement offering a completely online college degree.  After further research, discussions with his wife, and the financial aid process, John was ready to begin his journey.  He could not believe he could actually complete his degree after all. And then it happened.  
From almost minute one, his experience was a disaster.  Students were to view video presentations and then discuss the content in a thread.  The videos were almost impossible to stay awake through—a monotone instructor’s face just droning on and on, often jumping from one topic to another, then back again.  
Posting to threaded discussions was worse.  The prompt instructed students to discuss the content of the video.  That was it.  John was confused.  Discuss…how?  He made an attempt at a post, but was discouraged that he really had not understood the content, and he really had nothing positive to say.  Discouragement rose as he looked at fellow student threads; they also had little to say.  Responding seemed like a herculean effort.  Never had he put so much brain power into so little gain.  Week two was much the same.  
Finally during week three, the grades for week one and two were posted—his first instructor interaction since John received his welcome email.  John received his first D ever.  No feedback.  No idea what warranted his grade.  He had no standard to work toward.  He e-mailed his instructor, but a week went by with no response.  John came to the quick conclusion that online college was not for him.  His only means of success would be in a face-to-face class, but his schedule made that impossible.  He withdrew and concluded college was not in his future.
Although John’s story is fictional and an extreme example, many have similar experiences.  If John and other adult learners like him had positive first impressions of distance education, the end result may be different.  What makes one on-line class so different than another?  How large are these differences or gaps between distance and traditional class learning experiences?
The focus of this paper is to identify and close gaps between distance and traditional delivery methods from an adult learner perspective.  We will begin with a short discussion on distance education terminology, and an understanding some of the differences between distance and face-to-face methods.  Then attention will shift to closing the gap by identifying and implementing best practices to create equilibrium so student, faculty, and administration needs can all be met.  
Terminology discussion 
According to Allen and Seaman (2011), “online courses are those in which at least 80 percent of the course content is delivered online” (p. 7).  They define face-to-face instruction as “courses in which zero to 29 percent of the content is delivered online…” (p.7).  They further describe the mix of online and face-to-face as blended learning, where “…instruction has between 30 and 80 percent of the course content delivered online” (p. 7).
Additionally, this discussion will use some industry-standard terminologies.  For example, the terms distance education, distance learning, and distance methodologies will indicate any generic situation where learners and faculty are geographically separated. Classroom-based, traditional classroom, and traditional methods will be used interchangeably with face-to-face instruction.
Distance education: expanding opportunities
The population of online students appears to be ever-increasing.  It is not only at the collegiate level—it has found its way into the K-12, corporate, and free internet access environments (Mayadas, Bourne, & Bacsich, 2009).  
Since 2003, Allen and Seaman (2011) have reported that “[the number of] students taking at least one online course has increased at a rate far in excess of the growth for the overall higher education student body” (p. 11), with “a compound annual growth rate of 18.3 percent [from 2002 to 2010]” (p. 11).  These numbers may be increasing as more adults take advantage of distance education opportunities because they cannot attend the face-to-face classroom due to “time restraints imposed by work, family, community responsibilities, or lack of proximity to a suitable educational institution” (Mayadas et al, 2009, p. 49).
As the population of distance learners grows, the type of educational opportunities accessed at a distance also grows.  Not surprisingly, computer and information sciences top the attendance list in distance degree programs.  And there are many other technical fields of study offered at a distance such as health care, social sciences, engineering, and even agriculture (Radford, 2011).  
So the opportunities for distance education continue to grow, the varieties and numbers of students attending distance courses continue to grow, and course offerings continue to grow.  But does that mean more is better?
Differences or no differences: that is the question
One does not need to search very hard to find a study, report, or claim describing little or no significant differences between face-to-face instruction and distance education (Allen & Seaman, 2011; Larson & Sung, 2009; Pang, 2009; Weber & Lennon, 2007).  And courses applying distance methodologies have been seen as more effective, efficient, and enjoyable than their face-to-face counterparts (Arend, 2009; Larson & Sung, 2009; Lapsley, Kulik, Moody, & Arbaugh, 2008; Sherman, Crum, & Beaty, 2010).  Distance methods can promote high levels of instructor interaction and higher levels of student learning through the application of teamwork, high-level problem solving, peer review, debate, individual and group projects, and other similar activities (Arend, 2009; Jackson, Jones, & Rodriguez, 2010; Power & Gould-Morven, 2011, Sherman et al, 2010).
But not all distance education is the same. There are certainly instances where differences or even significant differences between traditional classroom and distance methods occur, and where instructor and student biases lean toward face-to-face methods with higher levels of interaction (Chen, Jones, & Moreland, 2009; Allen & Seaman, 2011; Power & Gould-Morven, 2011; Rolfe, 2007).
Traditional classrooms may have higher levels of student and instructor interaction along with better, richer, and timelier instructor feedback (Chen et al, 2009).  Additionally, as courses progress and instructor/student relationships grow, face-to-face classroom feedback may feel more natural, and instructors may be able to more readily adapt to class situations based on verbal and non-verbal cues (Chen et al, 2009).
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The need for equivalence
It is considered a best practice when the objectives of the same course taught either at a distance or in the classroom are “comparable or equivalent” (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  However, the concept of a direct course transcription from the classroom to online should be an immediate red flag warning, possibly indicating an inadequate consideration of learning at a distance (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  These concepts may seem to contradict themselves, but are actually supported by the equivalency theory (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, & Zvacek, 2012).  
The equivalence theory describes how “equivalent, rather than identical, learning experiences should be provided to each learner whether local or distant” and “equivalent outcomes, rather than identical, should be expected of each learner [whether local or distant]” (Simonson, et al, 2012, p. 52).  To ensure equivalency, the course designer must create learning experiences and strategies for providing equivalent experiences and outcomes (Simonson, et al, 2012).  
Ensuring learning experiences and outcomes are equivalent is a great start to closing delivery method difference gaps.  Yet gaps potentially remain.  The question becomes: are differences between online and face-to-face courses due to the nature of the delivery method or to the manner in which they were delivered?  
Method versus Manner
Like John in the earlier scenario, many are likely to perceive the quality of a distance learning experience is directly related to its technology-based delivery.  However, based on several years of research, Clark (1983) argued that “summaries and meta-analyses of media comparison studies clearly suggest that media do not influence learning under any condition” (p 445).  
Nearly 30 years later, Simonson et al (2012) describe how many have tried to refute Clark’s 50-plus years of research, yet none have succeeded, resulting in a consensus that “media are mere vehicles and that we should give up our enthusiasm that the delivery media for instructional content significantly influences learning” (p. 8).  They further conclude that “students of all ages can learn from instruction delivered using technology, and that distance education works” (Simonson et al, 2012, p. 8).
The conclusion is obvious—differences are more likely attributed to the manner in which they were delivered.  So how is the highest quality online experience created?  Gaining an understanding of the stakeholders is a good place to start—with this knowledge, designers can strive to meet all stakeholder needs.  
The Need for Equilibrium
Students are not the only ones that must be satisfied with online education.  Power and Gould-Morven (2011) suggest there are three stakeholder groups in online education, each with differing stakes.  “Students are naturally most concerned about accessibility…faculty are typically defenders of quality…[and] administrators are tasked with assuring system cost-effectiveness” 
(p. 25).  Not only does each group have its own priority, each group “is naturally inclined to promote its own priority” (p. 25), thereby causing potential conflict with each other.  
The student priority is accessibility to online education, the faculty priority is to maintain course quality, and the administration priority is acceptable cost.  So the concept is to bring all three stakeholders to an acceptable level of satisfaction or balance (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011).  
Thus if students desire greater access to more courses, the demand on faculty to produce and develop quality courses increases.  However, faculty may not have adequate time and resources to produce.  Thus they begin their own push to administrators for more resources (additional faculty, better software/hardware, etc.).  However, administration pushes back due to budget constraints.  This constant push and pull can result in “overtly non-aligned priorities” (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011, p. 26) between the stakeholders.  Administration pushes back with a lack of funding, faculty pushes back with a resistance to develop more courses, and students push back with a lack of participation (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011).  
In order to be effective, the groups’ priorities must equalize:
Built into this conceptualization is the notion of a threshold, defined here as a theoretical point of equilibrium whereby all three stakeholder groups attain an acceptable level of satisfaction of their priorities. We believe that our conceptualization explains why some attempts at expanding accessibility to [distance education / online learning] in the past have failed (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011, p. 26). 
By meeting each stakeholder’s needs, the priorities of each group should eventually equalize, resulting in accessible, affordable, and high quality learning opportunities that are sought, attended, and successfully completed by learners (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011).  Considering stakeholder needs and trying to foster equilibrium should be an underlying concept that helps drive solid instructional design.
Best Practices to Create Equilibrium
Learners and the Learning Environment
Understanding the learners and their environment by conducting a front-end analysis is an extremely important instructional design step.  Although different design models may be used depending on the level of effort needed, there is general agreement to conduct learner and learning environment analysis early in the design process (Dick, Carey, & Carey, 2005; Smaldino, Russell, Heinich, & Molenda, 2005).
Malcolm Knowles “has been a pioneer in the field of adult learning and is a strong proponent of the position that adults do not learn like children” (Clawson, n.d., p 3-1).  Clawson (n.d.) summarized Knowles’ assumptions regarding adult learners and andragogy (how adults learn), and should be used as a guide for understanding adult learners:
Adults are motivated to learn from being in situations in which they see a need to learn. Consequently, adult learning settings should begin with topics that address the adult audience’s current learning needs. 
Adults are oriented to the broad range of affairs in life, not to narrow subjects. Thus, adult teaching should be multidisciplinary rather than subject-oriented. 
Adults learn from their experience. Therefore, the most productive adult learning comes from the analysis of adult experience. 
Adults have a deep need to be self-directing. Therefore, teaching adults should be involved in setting the agenda for their learning. 
Individual differences broaden and harden with age. Therefore, adult teaching should make allowance for differences in style, time, place, pace, focus, and method (p. 3-2). 
Differences among adult learners are vast.  Variances in age, location, employment status, job role, marital status, time between education experiences, and many other factors create a challenging situation for any designer.  Considering basic adult learner characteristics will help narrow the focus; however, a more in-depth study and assessment than described here is certainly necessary.  Using these characteristics as an underlying foundation for the design process can ensure content is relevant, is presented using a variety of strategies, draws upon real-life experiences, and is adaptable to adult learning situation.  
Another relevant design function it to look at both the learning and performance environments.  Dick et al (2005) see this as a very important aspect to the design process, and describe it as a concurrent process with learner analysis.  They describe how effective design attempts to replicate the performance context (where the application of skills takes place) into the learning context (where the learner goes to learn) as much as possible.  
This is obviously something that may require designers to think outside the box.  For example, courses may require learners to go into the field for practical application sessions, enter a virtual world to be an active participant in a scenario, or other similar activities to create the most realistic learning environment possible.  
Interaction
Interaction is one common thread that links both positive and negative reports regarding distance and classroom methods.  Generally, higher interaction levels equate to higher course satisfaction, and lower interaction levels generally equate to lower course satisfaction (Arend, 2009; Chen et al, 2009; Jackson et al, 2010; Larson & Sung, 2009; Lapsley et al, 2008; Power & Gould-Morven, 2011; Rolfe, 2007; Sherman et al, 2010).  Thus promoting interaction between learners, learners and content, and learners and instructors is a key component that should be designed into the curriculum (Arend, 2009; Chapman, Storberg-Walker, & Stone, 2007; Chaves, 2009; Simonson et al, 2012; Scagnoli, Buki, & Johnson, 2009).  However, Simonson et al (2012) caution that more interaction does not necessarily equate to a better course.  
Simonson et al (2012) state “interaction is needed and should be available.  However, interaction is not the end all be all (emphasis added)…[nor is it a] magic potion that miraculously improves distance learning;” “forced interaction can be as strong a detriment to effective learning as its absence” (p. 83). 
It only makes sense that levels of interaction may either increase or decrease as the need for interaction increases or decreases.  Therefore, curriculum design should seek to promote appropriate interaction levels based on the desired learning experiences and outcomes.  
Four Levels of Interaction
The U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) (1999) describes four levels of interactivity associated with multi-media instruction.  Interactivity begins at Level 1 (passive) and progresses through Level 4 (real-time participation), and is described solely on the basis of interacting with the learning system (DOD, 1999).  Chaves (2009) translates these levels into the interactive distance learning environment through his “On-Line Curriculum Interaction Model” (p. 4).  
Chaves’ (2009) model brings together “adult learning theory, the various forms of student involvement, and their application within various online course interaction tools to achieve greater learning transfer” (Chaves, 2009, p. 4).  The model “can be used to inform and create effective curricular designs within the various learning management platforms” (p. 4).  
The DOD (1999) describes Level 1 interaction as passive, and only requires students to engage with the system to move forward; information is limited to fact and rule learning. Similarly, Chaves (2009) describes Level 1 interactivity as primarily learner focused.  The learner is totally self-directed, and passively interacts with basic information such as course requirements and introductory presentations using media such as readings, slide presentations, webcasts, etc.  Interaction with the instructor and fellow students is completely asynchronous, and is generally in the form of greetings, announcements, requirements, schedules, and other introductory type information (Chaves, 2009).
In Level Two, the DOD (1999) describes interactivity as limited participation where students may interact at basic levels to provide responses to questions and practice simple skills.  In Chaves’ (2009) model, interaction is also increased, reaching what can be described as a semi-synchronous environment.  Here student-student and student-instructor interaction may happen through threads, blogs, and other non-real-time communications. Discussion is in the form of responding to other’s posts and e-mails, creating a higher level of learning than Level One (Chaves, 2009).
Level Three increases in interactivity and intricacy.  The DOD (1999) refers to this as complex participation, where students engage with the system on decision-making activities, branching scenarios, and other complex operations.  In the online environment, this translates to a fully synchronous experience (Chaves, 2009).  Real-time chat sessions may begin to have a social feel with an increased sense of community.  Student teams may work together in chat rooms, and high student-instructor interaction is the norm (Chaves, 2009).
The DOD (1999) describes Level 4 as real-time participation.  Here the participant is fully immersed in real-time simulations in an operational setting.  An example of this is a fully-functional flight simulator used for qualification and proficiency checks.  This concept transitions well to the online class.
According to Chaves (2009), “Level Four interaction offers the highest form of e-learning community since it is within this virtual environment where learner-content, learner-learner, and learner-instructor can achieve its most intimate level of classroom engagement” (p. 4).  This level in many ways mimics the interaction of the live classroom through communication methods including live voice and camera.  Lectures are provided where students can see the presentation materials, ask questions, discuss with fellow students, answer questions posed by the instructor, etc., all while geographically separated (Chaves, 2009).
Considering these levels can be a great guide for selecting activities and strategies that promote appropriate interaction for desired learning experiences and performance outcomes.  This is definitely where designers need to consider manner (level) of interactivity then determine how to implement the method. 
Designing for interaction
One way to leverage the four levels of interaction is by thinking BOLD, or the “blended online learning design” (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011, p. 29).  Basically BOLD “implements a fully online, combined synchronous- and asynchronous-based learning environment with advanced knowledge-sharing and -creation tools. This hybrid online environment allows users access to a community learning experience as well as 24/7-accessible resources” (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011, p. 29).  In short, BOLD brings the synchronous and asynchronous environments together.
The BOLD approach supports learning management system (LMS)-based activities such as reading and writing assignments, discussion board postings, accessing slide presentation, etc., as well as supporting faculty-based activities such as real-time lectures and discussions.  BOLD may seem like the only sensible approach to designing online courses; however, Power and Gould-Morven (2011) caution that BOLD is not necessarily the best solution for all instances.  
BOLD should be considered a “trade-off model” because it “allows for spatial freedom…but not temporal freedom” (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011, p. 31).  In other words, theoretically all students with the technology means can participate in BOLD courses regardless of their distance from the campus.  Yet the same students must be willing and able to commit their schedules for live course sessions.  
The BOLD methodology has definite advantages: accessibility for instructors and students, interactive real-time learning environments, and minimal geographic limits.  Additionally, Power and Gould-Morven (2011) feel faculty who are just beginning online teaching adventures will likely have an easier transition moving to a BOLD course because of classroom similarities. 
One other advantage is the potential for substantial time and cost savings. Because BOLD courses maintain the real-time classroom component, the need for complicated design efforts to create interactivity and equivalent learning experiences in the asynchronous environment is eliminated, saving both time and money.  And if development time and costs decrease, course development can increase, instructor availability can increase, and student satisfaction with more course choices can increase (Power & Gould-Morven, 2011).  And with happy students, happy faculty, and happy administration, equilibrium is achieved.
Conclusion
Distance education is definitely growing.  Opportunities for distance education continue to grow, the variety and number of students attending distance courses continue to grow, and course offerings continue to grow.  Some distance offerings are as good or better their traditional counterparts, but others are lacking.  This research sought to help close gaps between classroom and distance delivery by providing insight into creating equilibrium so student, faculty, and administration needs can all be met.  Start creating equilibrium by understanding learners and the learning environment, and use that understanding to help create appropriate interaction levels.  Implement a design concept that recognizes and supports interaction in both the synchronous and asynchronous environment.  With sound design geared to stakeholder needs, equilibrium is possible. 
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Editor’s Note: Any major change in a system of education deserves careful study to ensure appropriate and timely implementation. Appropriate pedagogy is effective in meeting requirements and expectations at all levels of the academic community, and timely requires that the ground is properly prepared and ready for transition.
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Abstract
This study explored factors that may influence the attitude of Iranian EFL teachers towards Information and Communication Technology (ICT) and the relation between the teachers’ attitude on the one hand and their perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and computer competence on the other. A questionnaire consisting of six sections was administered to 120 EFL teachers in four cities. According to the results: (a) the participants possessed a positive attitude towards ICT; sixty-four per cent of the total variance in the Iranian EFL teachers’ attitude towards ICT was accounted for by the independent variables of the study, (b) the respondents reported positive perception of ICT attributes in the following order of strength: observability, relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility, (c) the participants believed that computers should be suitable for the Iranian culture, and (d) most of the teachers reported moderate to high computer competence. Accordingly, for a positive attitude towards ICT, three factors, namely perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and computer competence must be considered. Additionally, given the positive attitude towards ICT on the part of the EFL teachers, computer-directed instruction can be implemented in other EFL contexts where technology is not heeded sufficiently.
Keywords: attitude, computer competence, cultural perception of ict, information and communication technology (ICT), ICT attributes
Introduction
Over the past decade, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) has become better integrated into educational systems. However, previous research has suggested that such technology cannot automatically bring about improved teaching and learning. One variable that has been linked to the effective use of ICT is teacher attitude (Becker, 2000; Braak, 2001; Christensen & Knezek, 2001; Earle, 2002; Kotrlik, Harrison, & Redmann, 2000; Kumar & Kumar, 2003; Murphy, 2000; Turnbull & Lawrence, 2002). For example, there was a computer for every 4.4 students in American public schools in 2003, but the teachers’ responses to this technology were less than confident (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). Indeed, only 10% of the public school teachers felt very well-prepared for using ICT in their classrooms while the majority felt somewhat prepared (53%) or not at all prepared (13%).
Rogers (1995) claimed that many factors contribute to whether an individual develops favorable or unfavorable attitude towards an innovation. According to his theory of diffusion of innovation, five main attributes of an innovation influence the attitude of potential adopters: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity (the degree to which an innovation is perceived to be difficult to use), observability (the degree to which the advantages of an innovation are observable), and trialability (the degree to which an innovation can be experimented prior to making a decision about adopting or rejecting it).
According to reasoned action theory (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), individual behavior is rational and is based on systematic assessment of information which is available in a certain situation. In addition, attitude towards an object is composed of cognitive, affective, and behavioral components (Ajzen, 1988). Cognitive component refers to the perception of the object, affective component refers to the feelings towards the object, and behavioral component refers to the response to the object.
Although several studies have addressed the relation between teacher attitude and effective use of ICT in the classroom (e.g., Rizza, 2000; Spiegel, 2001), few have investigated this phenomenon in Iran. A study, for example, conducted by Bordbar (2010) showed that lack of time, support, and resources prohibits the use of computer-assisted language learning (CALL) activities in some classrooms and that colleagues are the most common resource of new CALL activities outside of formal coursework. The study also suggested that almost all of the teachers had positive attitude towards using computers in the class. Besides, the results pointed to the significance of the following items in shaping teachers’ attitude towards computer technology: (1) teachers’ vision of technology itself, (2) teachers’ experience with it, (3) teachers’ level of computer skill and competence, and (4) the cultural environment that surrounds computer introduction into schools. As a pedagogic implication, the researcher proposed that teachers learn better in situated contexts, and technology courses should be designed accordingly.
The present study is an investigation of the relation between Iranian EFL teachers’ perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, computer competence, computer access, and demographic characteristics on the one hand and their tendency to accept or resist the use of ICT on the other. Thus the following research question has been posed:
Is there any relation between Iranian EFL teachers’ perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and computer competence and their tendency to accept or resist the use of ICT?
Method
Participants
One hundred and twenty Iranian EFL teachers in the cities of Qazvin, Takestan, Abhar, and Zanjan volunteered for the study. All of the teacher participants had teaching experience of one to ten years. There were both male and female participants, 60 male and 60 female EFL teachers. The age range was between 25 and 35 years old, and all of them had at least a B.A. degree in English literature, translation or TEFL.
Instruments
A questionnaire comprised of four sections was developed. One of the sections was intended to elicit information on the EFL teachers’ attitude towards ICT (dependent variable) and the three remaining sections targeted the independent variables, namely perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and computer competence. All of the sections are described below.
Attitude towards ICT.
This section included 20 statements arranged in three categories following Ajzen (1988): affective (statements 1-6), cognitive (statements 7-15), and behavioral (statements 16-20). Affective statements were about feelings towards ICT in education, cognitive statements dealt with knowledge of ICT, and behavioral statements sought information on the use of ICT. The participants evaluated themselves on a five-point Likert-type scale with the following response choices: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neutral), 4 (agree), and 5 (strongly agree). The responses were converted to a mean score, ranging from 1 to 5.
Perception of ICT attributes.
This section included 18 statements on a five-point Likert-type scale with the same response choices as in the previous section. The statements were grouped into four categories corresponding to four of the attributes identified by Rogers (1995). The categories are relative advantage (statements 21-25), compatibility (statements 26-30), complexity (statements 31-34), and observability (statements 35-38). One of Rogers’ attributes, trialability, was excluded because the majority of the teachers in Iran had no chance of experimenting with computers before computers were introduced into schools. As with the previous section, the responses were converted to a mean score, ranging from 1 to 5. For the sake of systematicity, the negative statements of complexity were reversed; that is, we measured the simplicity degree of ICT in view of the participants.
Cultural perception of ICT.
This section consisted of 16 statements on a five-point Likert-type scale described earlier. The statements took into account the respondents’ perception of ICT relevance to Iranian culture, especially in academic settings. As with the previous sections, the answers were reduced to a mean score, ranging from 1 to 5.
Perceived computer competence.
This section contained 15 statements zeroing in on revealing how competent the respondents considered themselves to use computers for educational purposes. The statements were about software installation (statement 55), basic hardware (statements 56-57), productivity software (e.g., word processing; statements 58-61), telecommunication resources (statements 62-63), basic troubleshooting (statement 64), graphic application (statement 65), grade keeping (statement 66), educational software evaluation (statement 67), organization tools (statement 68), and virus handling (statement 69). Computer competence was quantified on a four-point Likert-type scale, with the response choices being: 1 (no competence), 2 (low competence), 3 (moderate competence), and 4 (high competence). Once more the responses were reduced to a mean score, this time ranging from 1 to 4.
Data Analysis
Pearson product moment correlation was employed to describe the relation between attitude towards ICT as dependent variable and perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and perceived computer competence as independent variables. Furthermore, a regression analysis was conducted to determine the extent to which the variance in attitude towards ICT could be accounted for by the independent variables.
Procedure
First, the questionnaire was piloted with 15 volunteer EFL teachers (9 females and 6 males). The participants were asked to complete the questionnaire, reporting any ambiguous or improper wording of the statements and judging the suitability of the questionnaire for the Iranian context. Afterwards, the questionnaire was distributed among 120 EFL teachers in four cities in Iran. All of the questionnaires were returned within 2 weeks.
Results
In this section, first, full descriptive statistics of the components of the questionnaire (see Method section) are presented in tables. Following each table, the relevant statistics are summarized (in the form of percentage) on the basis of the greatest amount of item agreement, disagreement, and neutrality or the highest and lowest competence depending on the variables examined. Finally, correlation coefficients of the relation between the independent variables and the teachers’ attitude towards ICT and the results of the multiple regression analysis are given. 
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to determine the degree of internal consistency of the questionnaire (Table 1). None of the sections had a coefficient value of lower than .60, indicating acceptable levels of reliability.
Table 1
Reliability coefficients of the questionnaire sections
	     Section
	Reliability Coefficient

	Attitude towards ICT
	.92

	Affective
Cognitive
Behavioral
	.79
.84
.85

	Perception of ICT attributes
	.87

	Relative advantage
Compatibility
Complexity
Observability
	.77
.61
.67
.70

	Cultural perception of ICT
	.81

	Perceived computer competence
	.94



Table 2 summarizes the responses to the questions concerning attitude towards ICT and also gives the mean scores for each of the three categories of this section. The participants were found to have an overall positive attitude towards ICT in education, with a mean of 3.98 (SD = .62).
As for the three categories, the highest mean score was observed in the behavioral category. More specifically, the item that was agreed upon to the greatest extent by the teachers (56%) was their being inclined to learn more about computer and the item that was disagreed upon to the greatest extent (67.5%) was the respondents’ preference to do things manually rather than by using computers (note that throughout the paper agreement includes agree and strongly agree, and disagreement includes disagree and strongly disagree). The item that attracted the largest amount of neutrality was the teachers’ avoidance of using computers as much as possible. 
Regarding the cognitive category, 91.9% of the respondents agreed that computers are good for getting information and 54% disagreed that learning to use computers is a waste of time. The greatest percentage of neutrality in this category belongs to the teachers’ not using computers in their classes. 
With regard to attitudes, 57.3% of the respondents found using computers enjoyable. Contentment with the presence of more computers these days was rejected (i.e. disagreed) by 41.8% of the teachers. The greatest percentage of neutrality in the affective category was for hatred of using computers in teaching (44.4%).


Table 2
Attitude towards ICT
	Items
	Responses (%)

	
	SD
	D
	N
	A
	SA

	Affective (Mean: 3.96; SD = .72)

	1. Computer doesn't scare me at all.
	4.3
	3.3
	8.9
	4.4
	43

	2. Computer makes me feel uncomfortable.
	3.0
	37.2
	41.6
	6.9
	11.3

	3. I am glad there are more computers these days.
	37.6
	4.2
	4.8
	7.6
	45.8

	4. I don’t like talking with others about computer.
	4.2
	24.5
	43.8
	7.6
	4.8

	5. Using computer is enjoyable.
	36.6
	1.1
	5.0
	4.2
	53.1

	6. I hate using computer in teaching.
	4.1
	24.5
	44.4
	16.8
	10.2

	Cognitive (Mean: 3.96; SD = .62)

	7. Computer saves time and money.
	41.8
	.8
	6.2
	5.4
	45.8

	8. Schools go well without computer.
	2.2
	35.8
	39.1
	16.3
	6.6

	9. Students must use computer in all subjects.
	14.6
	4.8
	16.0
	29.4
	35.3

	10. Learning to use computers is a waste of time.
	1.7
	52.3
	36.3
	7.4
	1.9

	11. Computer motivates students to study well.
	18.5
	3.1
	8.7
	24.6
	45.1

	12. Computer is good for getting information.
	1.1
	3.1
	3.9
	41.5
	50.4

	13. I never use computer in my classroom.
	3.0
	21.2
	48.2
	17.9
	9.6

	14. Computer can enhance student learning.
	3.7
	2.2
	5.0
	13.9
	62.6

	15. Computer is more harmful than helpful.
	4.1
	33.9
	46.0
	12.4
	13.8

	Behavioral (Mean: 4.04; SD = .76)

	16. I prefer to do things by hand rather than with computer.
	14.6
	52.9
	14.6
	13.8
	4.1

	17. If I had money, I would buy a computer.
	51.4
	2.2
	5.3
	9.0
	32.0

	18. I avoid using computer as much as possible.
	2.5
	36.9
	47.7
	7.4
	5.2

	19. I like learning more about computers.
	36.5
	2.5
	5.0
	4.2
	51.8

	20. I have no intention of using computers in the near future.
	5.0
	39.1
	43.0
	9.9
	3.0


Note. SD= strongly disagree; D= disagree; N= neutral; A= agree; SA= strongly agree.

Table 3 presents the responses to the questions regarding the perception of ICT attributes and the mean scores for each category. Generally, the respondents reported positive perception of ICT attributes, with an overall mean of 3.72 (SD = .52). The attributes received positive attitude in the following order of strength: observability, relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility.
Table 3
Perception of ICT Attributes
	      Items
	Responses (%)

	
	SD
	D
	N
	A
	SA

	Relative Advantage (Mean: 3.86; SD = .65)

	1. Computers will improve education.
	1.9
	4.7
	13.2
	58.4
	21.8

	2. Teaching with computer offers real advantages over the traditional methods of instruction.
	18.7
	3.9
	6.6
	22.3
	48.5

	3. Computer cannot improve learning quality.
	14.3
	52.9
	17.4
	12.1
	3.3

	4. Computer can be interesting in the classroom.
	1.1
	3.0
	10.7
	59.0
	26.2

	5. Computer is not useful in language learning.
	1.4
	28.1
	53.7
	9.6
	7.2

	Compatibility (Mean: 3.44; SD = .57)

	6. Computer has no place in schools.
	36.4
	46.6
	10.2
	3.9
	3.0

	7. Computer has a good place in my curriculum.
	5.5
	4.1
	12.4
	46.6
	31.4

	8. Class time is too limited to use computer.
	3.9
	22.3
	14.0
	41.0
	18.7

	9. Computer enhances student preference and their computer knowledge.
	7.7
	1.7
	9.9
	35.0
	45.7

	10. Using computer is good for many language learning activities.
	15.2
	8
	6.3
	11.3
	66.4

	Complexity (Mean: 3.58; SD = .69)

	11. It was very hard to learn using the computer.
	12.7
	62.3
	12.9
	8.8
	3.3

	12. I have no difficulty understanding computers.
	3.9
	24.0
	14.6
	49.0
	8.5

	13. Computer complicates my task in the classroom.
	3.9
	14.0
	49.6
	20.4
	12.1

	14. Everyone can learn to work with computer.
	14.0
	2.5
	9.4
	20.7
	53.4

	Observability (Mean: 4.04; SD = .68)

	15. I have never seen computer at work.
	1.4
	46.6
	39.4
	7.4
	5.2

	16. Computer has proved an effective learning tool worldwide.
	32.8
	2.8
	4.7
	10.7
	49.0

	17. I have never seen computers used as an educational tool.
	30.3
	47.9
	8.8
	10.7
	2.2

	18. I have seen some Iranian teachers use computers for educational purposes.
	1.7
	6.9
	8.8
	60.3
	22.3


Note. Negative items were reversed before scoring. 
SD= strongly disagree; D= disagree; N= neutral; A= agree; SA= strongly agree.
Concerning the relative advantages of ICT, 85.2% of the respondents agreed that computers can be interesting in the classroom. That computers cannot improve learning quality was disagreed by 67.2% of the respondents. Utility of computers in language learning was marked neutral by 53.7% of the teachers. 
With compatibility, the greatest percentage of agreement (80.7%) was on the point that computers enhance preference for learning and computer knowledge. A disagreement of 83% was achieved on the absence of computers in schools. Fourteen per cent was neutral towards the point that class time is too limited for using computer.
 Regarding complexity, 57.5% agreed that understanding computers is not hard, 75% disagreed that using computer is hard, and 49.6% were neutral towards the point that computers complicate tasks in the classroom.
 As for ICT observability, 82.6% of the teachers expressed that they had seen other teachers using computers for educational purposes, while 78.2% of them disagreed that they had not seen computers used as educational tools. Not seeing computers at work was marked as neutral by 39.4% of the participants. 
Table 4 gives a summary of the responses as to how the EFL teachers perceived cultural implications of ICT. The overall mean in this section was 3.22 (SD = .45). This indicates that the participant teachers believed computers should be suitable in Iranian culture. However, most of them felt there were more important social issues than the use of computers in schools.
Table 4 
Cultural Perception of ICT
	Items
	Responses (%)

	
	SD
	D
	N
	A
	SA

	39. Computers will not make any differences in our classrooms, schools, or lives.
	27.3
	47.9
	14.9
	6.9
	3.0

	40. Students need to know how to use computers for future jobs.
	.8
	4.1
	11.6
	53.2
	30.3

	41. Students prefer to learn from teachers rather than the computer.
	5.2
	21.8
	41.6
	26.7
	4.7

	42. Knowing about computer can be facilitative.
	3.9
	9.6
	24.2
	49.0
	13.2

	43. Computer should be suitable for Iranian culture and identity.
	1.4
	5.8
	10.7
	49.9
	32.2

	44. Computer will improve our living standards.
	2.8
	6.9
	39.4
	36.4
	14.6

	45. Using computer doesn’t hinder generations from their traditions.
	3.3
	14.0
	19.6
	52.9
	10.2

	46. Computer is proliferating too fast.
	2.2
	5.2
	5.1
	42.7
	44.8

	47. People who are skilled in computer have privileges not available to others.
	1.4
	3.9
	15.4
	56.7
	22.6

	48. Computers will increase our dependence on foreign countries.
	12.9
	30.6
	27.3
	19.6
	9.6

	49. Other social issues need to be addressed before implementing computer in education. 
	1.4
	8.0
	19.0
	51.0
	20.7

	50. The proliferation of computer will make our lives easier.
	1.7
	4.7
	23.1
	54.0
	16.5

	51. Computer dehumanizes society.
	11.3
	47.1
	21.8
	14.9
	5.0

	52. Working with computer does not diminish relations with other people.
	6.9
	19.0
	24.8
	42.7
	6.6

	53. Computer encourages unethical practices.
	7.2
	26.7
	28.4
	26.2
	11.6

	54. Computers should be a priority in education.
	2.2
	12.1
	15.2
	55.6
	14.9


Note. SD= strongly disagree; D= disagree; N= neutral; A= agree; SA= strongly agree.
As shown in Table 4, what received the greatest percentage of agreement (87.5) was the contention that computers are proliferating fast. That computers do not affect any change in educational and social contexts was disagreed by 75.2% of the respondents. Preference for learning from teachers or computers was what most of the respondents were neutral towards (41.6%).  
Table 5 shows how competent the respondents were to handle computer tasks. Generally, most reported moderate to high competence. The mean score for computer competence was 2.99
(SD = .99).
Table 5
Perceived Computer Competence
	     Items
	Competence

	
	No
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	55. Installing new software
	19.0
	16.8
	45.5
	18.7

	56. Using printer
	6.6
	7.7
	33.3
	52.3

	57. Using computer keyboard
	2.5
	7.7
	30.6
	59.2

	58. Operating word processing programs (e.g., Word)
	6.1
	9.1
	25.9
	58.9

	59. Operating presentation programs (e.g., PowerPoint)
	8.0
	12.4
	29.2
	50.4

	60. Operating spreadsheet programs (e.g., Excel)
	9.4
	14.9
	34.8
	40.9

	61. Operating database program (e.g., Access)
	14.9
	16.8
	32.2
	36.1

	62. Using the Internet for communication
	10.2
	11.6
	28.8
	48.5

	63. Using World Wide Web to access information
	8.5
	10.7
	23.1
	57.6

	64. Solving simple problems in computer use
	12.9
	24.2
	41.6
	21.2

	65. Operating graphic programs (e.g., Photoshop)
	21.5
	20.9
	33.6
	24.0

	66. Using computer for grade keeping
	6.3
	7.4
	28.1
	58.1

	67. Selecting and evaluating educational software
	14.6
	27.3
	38.8
	19.3

	68. Creating and organizing educational software
	13.8
	21.2
	34.4
	30.6

	69. Removing computer viruses
	39.1
	23.7
	17.6
	19.6



Ability to use computer keyboard was marked high by most of the EFL teachers (59.2%). The item with which most of the respondents reported no competence was their ability in removing computer viruses (39.1%). Regarding the selection and evaluation of educational software, 27.3% of the participants reported low competence. Finally, 45.5% of the respondents reported moderate competence with installing new software.

Relation Between the Independent Variables and Attitude Towards ICT
Perception of ICT attributes.
A strong positive correlation was found between the participants’ perception of ICT attributes and their attitude towards ICT at p < .01 (Table 6). The strongest relation was for perception of relative advantage (r =.74). The relation between perception of complexity and attitude ranked second in strength with a correlation coefficient of .62. A moderate positive relation was found for perception of compatibility (r = .58) and observability (r = .53).


Table 6
Correlation Between Perception of ICT Attributes and Attitude Towards ICT
	
	Attitude
	Relative advantage
	Compatibility
	Complexity
	Observability

	Attitude
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	Relative advantage
	.74**
	1.00
	
	
	

	Compatibility
	.58**
	65**
	1.00
	
	

	Complexity
	.62**
	.55**
	.54**
	1.00
	

	Observability
	.53**
	.55**
	.46**
	.45**
	1.00


        * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
       ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Cultural perception and computer competence.
Table 7 presents the correlation coefficients of the relation between cultural perception and computer competence on the one hand and attitude towards ICT on the other at p < .01 level of significance. There was a considerable positive relation between the respondents’ cultural perception and their attitude towards ICT (r = .62). In addition, a sizable correlation was found between perceived level of computer competence and attitude (r = .50). 
Table 7
Correlation between the other variables and attitude towards ICT
	
	Attitude
	Cultural perception
	Computer competence
	Computer access

	Attitude
	1.00
	
	
	

	Cultural perception
	.62**
	1.00
	
	

	Computer competence 
	.50**
	.31**
	1.00
	

	Computer access
	.39**
	.27**
	.50**
	1.00


  		 * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
 		 ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple regression analysis was performed to determine what proportion of variance in the dependent variable (attitude towards ICT) could be explained by the independent variables. Following the steps outlined in Tate (1998), a preliminary analysis was first conducted to identify any missing data. It was found that 5% of the data were missing. Second, a case analysis was performed to identify any outliers. Three apparent outliers, with studentized residuals of -4.52, 3.28, and -3.30, were found. An inspection of case indices reflected the impact of individual observation on regression coefficients (Δ β) which indicated no observations, including the three outliers, and exerted excessive influence on the estimated coefficients. As Tate (1998) put it, “The index Δ β is defined as the change in the jth regression coefficient when the ith observation is deleted from the sample” (p. 29).The third step in regression analysis is assessing possible violation of assumptions. To this end, a scatter plot of the studentized residuals versus standardized predicted Ү value was used. Different patterns showed possible violation of three assumptions. That is to say, the band of points approximately centered on the horizontal axis and exhibited a variation of density consistent with the normal distribution of residuals at each IV combination and predicted Ү values.
Whereas regression model has multiple IVs, the coefficient of determination R² represents the strength of relation between dependent variable and all IVs, and it is also interpreted as the proportion of Y variability explained by the model. The R²  model (0.65) which reflects the overall strength of relation between EFL teachers’ attitude towards ICT and the perception of ICT attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and the perceived computer competence is statistically significant at 0.05 level (F = 28.26, p < .001). The adjusted R², compensating positive bias in R² with 0.63 range, reflected an overall strong relation that evidenced two-thirds (63%) of variability in attitude (Table 8).
Table 8
Analysis of Variance 
	Source
	Sum of squares
	df
	Mean
	F Value
	R2
	Adjusted R2
	P

	Model
	93.19
	23
	4.05
	28.26
	.65
	.63
	<.001

	Residual
	48.44
	338
	.14
	
	
	
	

	Total
	141.63
	
	
	
	
	
	



Discussion
This study was an endeavour to reach a deeper understanding of how Iranian EFL teachers view ICT with reference to the theoretical framework emerging primarily from Rogers’s (1995) theory of diffusion of innovation and Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) reasoned action theory.
Mixed results regarding attitude towards ICT notwithstanding, the participants were found to have an overall positive attitude towards ICT in education, demonstrating readiness to use computers in the classroom. The highest mean score was observed on the behavioral category. Considering ICT and its cultural perception, it seems that Iranian EFL teachers participating in this study viewed ICT as an advantageous factor improving both the social and educational life. For example, as indicated by the results, ICT could positively impact on knowledge development or employment.
With regard to the perception of ICT attributes, the respondents exhibited positive perception of ICT attributes in this order: Observability, relative advantage, complexity, and compatibility. This observation reaffirms the applicability of Rogers' (1995) theory of diffusion of innovations. First, teachers need to see visible positive benefits of using ICT in their classrooms; second, they need to see the relative advantage of ICT; third, they need to feel that using ICT is not complex and makes their work easier; and finally, they need to believe that ICT is compatible with existing socio-cultural structures. That Iranian EFL teachers' perception of complexity and compatibility was found to be the least positive of the measured attributes of ICT is consistent with a comparable study by Pelgrum (2001).
Correlational analyses between the independent variables and attitude towards ICT evinced “moderate-to-high” positive correlations. Among the categories of ICT attributes perception, it seems that teachers’ perception of the relative advantage of ICT was most significantly related to their positive attitude towards ICT (r = .74). It is reflective of the fact that computer-mediated language teaching can be deemed as fruitful and practical as there is a positive attitude towards its implementation. Cultural perception and computer competence, too, were found to be positively correlated with attitude towards ICT. The positive correlation between cultural perception and attitude towards ICT (r = .62) indicated that for ICT to be conducive to pedagogy, holding a positive attitude is essential. In addition, according to the obtained coefficients, the higher an EFL teacher’s computer competence is, the more positive they view ICT.  
The results of the multiple regression analysis are revealing, too. The analysis showed that approximately 64% of the variance can be explained by the independent variables, namely perception of computer attributes, cultural perception of ICT, and computer competence.
Conclusion
This research explored the factors that might influence the adoption and implementation of ICT by the EFL teachers in public and private schools. In fact, the question was whether there was any relation between attitude towards ICT on the one hand and cultural perception of ICT, perception of ICT attributes, and computer competence on the other. The results showed that EFL teachers seemed to be effectively employing ICT because of the positive attitude they demonstrated towards ICT. It was also found that ICT was favorably perceived from the cultural perspective of the context of study. Additionally, computer is considered as a valuable educational tool that could save time and money, motivate students, and enhance their learning. 
These results can be cautiously generalised to other EFL contexts where ICT is not sufficiently known and not widely accessible to teachers and students.  The results imply that educational decision makers should be more informed in their future endeavors about the factors that impede or facilitate the implementation of ICT. In fact, that the EFL teachers were found to be positively inclined towards ICT scaffolds the fact that the necessary infrastructures for implementing computer-centered instruction should be prepared.  
However, care must be exercised in generalising the findings. First, the current study is limited in terms of generalisability as attitude towards technology, in particular computer, varies from context to context. Besides, more EFL teachers from other regions could be selected to extend the generalisability power of the findings. Needless to say, thus, that further investigation of teachers’ attitude towards ICT in other EFL contexts is warranted. Additionally, to examine the practicality and utility of ICT, EFL learners’ attitudes, too, should be considered.
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Editor’s Note: As technology develops, we adopt tools where inadequate ease of use limits usefulness for some learners. The question resolved in this study is, to what extent does this interfere with teaching and learning. Results are reassuring. Familiarity improves the perceived usefulness and value of such tools.
[bookmark: _Student’s_perceived_satisfaction,]Student’s perceived satisfaction, 
e-learning usage and platform characteristics: 
an empirical investigation by structural equation model
Emna Ben Romdhane
Tunis
Abstract
The present study was designed to test the influence of platform characteristics and e-learning usage on learner’s satisfaction. Experimentation was conducted on 241 students in three Tunisian universities. We found that perceived ease of use is the most determining factor that influences simultaneously the usage and the satisfaction. We also noted that the perceived usefulness of the platform and its perceived compatibility with the needs and the values of learners are important for the active usage of the platform.  
Keywords: E-learning, satisfaction, usage, platform characteristics, structural equation model.
Introduction 
Based on information and communication technologies, e-learning is expected to improve teaching/learning, distance communication and collaboration (Bernardin, 2011). It is massively implemented both in the educational and the professional environment, especially in universities (Lee, 2007). Several experiences were developed in many countries, including Tunisia which launched in 2002 the virtual university of Tunis.
However, the literature review (Fenouillet and Dero, 2006; Bernardin, 2006) shows that the rate of abandon in e-learning is higher than in traditional classes. In addition, the main reason of implementation failure is the lack of learner satisfaction (Malik, 2009).  Research shows that perceived platform characteristics are critical factors that influence learners’ satisfaction towards e-learning (Sun et al., 2008; Ramayah and Lee, 2012). While usage of the platform is another factor that affects learners’ satisfaction and few studies investigate this relationship (Lee et al., 2003). 
This research focuses on the factors of the e-learning success (satisfaction, usage and platform characteristics) (Delone and Mclean, 2003) from the point of view of learners in the Tunisian context. These factors must be considered to avoid failure and for successful implementation. 
The theoretical and conceptual frameworks to evaluate the e-learning success are presented in the first part of this paper. Methodology and results are presented and discussed in the second part. 
Theoretical framework
Houze and Meissonier noted that the dimensions of the evaluation of e-learning success are not clearly identified. For this reason, the same authors argued that the evaluation can borrow the dimensions established in information systems (efficiency, effectiveness, usage and satisfaction of the users). 
As noted by Bernardin (2006), many researches on e-learning have examined effectiveness using difference in outcomes between e-learning and traditional face-to-face learning. This approach was criticized by Mayer (2002) because it can be subjective.  According to the same author the use of e-learning implies evaluations (based on linear programming) that don’t take in consideration the thinking of the student. Or in the traditional learning, a wrong answer can be considered correct by the teacher who has understood the way of thinking of the student.
Concerning the efficiency of e-learning, Houze and Meissonier (2004) think it is difficult to evaluate objectively the impact on the costs for three reasons: 
1. Certain costs cannot be measured precisely 
(cost per hour for production of e-learning content);
1. Changement in context may occur between the time of the investment and the time the platform can bring its offspring (be launched). 
1. The legal aspects of e-learning are not clear. 
Restricting the success of e-learning only to learner outcomes and cost reduction, neglects other learner oriented dimensions that are key factors of determining success in online learning. According to the extended model of information systems success (Delone and Mclean, 2003), users satisfaction with the technology, usage and technology characteristics, are the most important predictors of success. Therefore, these dimensions are seen as keys factors in our research model.
Research model 
Based on the extended model of information systems success (Delone and McLean, 2003) and its applications in the field of e-learning (Ramayah and Lee., 2012; Plaisent et al., 2005), a research model was designed including perceived platform characteristics, usage of the platform and learner’s satisfaction towards it. The research model is presented in figure 1.
H2a ; H3a ; H4a
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Figure 1: The conceptual model
Perceived learner satisfaction
Several studies have investigated the role of learner’s satisfaction in e-learning success (Piccoli et al., 2001; Sun et al., 2008; Malik, 2009). DeLone and McLean (2003) argued that satisfaction is an important factor because it is difficult to see the success of a system that users are not satisfied. 
According to Wang (2003), measures developed for user’s satisfaction in traditional face to face context are not appropriate for e-learning. The satisfaction of e-learner is defined by the same author as an emotional response which differs from intensity due to e-learning activities and which is stimulated by various dimensions such as online content, learner interface, learning communities and personalization. 
Ramayah and Lee (2012) noted that measures of successful e-learning implementation are learner’s satisfaction and continuance of usage.
Elearning usage
Usage refers to what individuals do effectively with objects and with technology (Breton and Proulx, 2002). It also represents for DeLone and McLean (2003) an important dimension to evaluate the success of information technology. These authors argued that unused technology cannot be associated with success. 
However, usage must be voluntary in order to consider it as a dimension for e-learning success (Trice and Treacy, 1988). In fact, according to Deltour (2004) inefficient technology can be widely used if their use is mandatory. 
Plaisent et al. (2005) indicate that usage is an important factor in e-learning satisfaction. In fact according to Delone and McLean (2003), the most regular users of an information system are the most satisfied.  
Our research is positioned in a context of voluntary usage of e-learning, we can assume a direct and positive relationship between the usage of the platform and learner’s satisfaction towards it. Indeed, we believe that the more the platform of e-learning is used by learners the more their satisfaction with it increase. Hypothesis 1 will test this assumption.
Hypothesis 1: Usage of e-learning platform is positively associated with learner’s satisfaction.
Perceived platform characteristics 
The extended model of Delone and McLean (2003) includes system quality (which refers to perceived ease of use), information quality (which refers to perceived usefulness) and services quality (which refers to perceived compatibility of the system with the needs and the values of users) as determinants of the usage of the technology and user’s satisfaction.
Perceived ease of use of e-learning refers to “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free of effort." 
(Davis, 1989, p. 320)
Perceived usefulness of e-learning refers to "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job performance." 
(Davis, 1989, p. 320)
Perceived compatibility of e-learning refers to "the degree to which an innovation is perceived as consistent with the values, needs and past experiences of potential adopters." 
(Rogers, 1995, p. 223)
Prior studies show that each of the three dimensions of the platform characteristics had a significant effect on usage of e-learning and learner’s satisfaction.
Brown (2002), Abdennadher (2006) and Ngai et al. (2007) found a positive correlation between perceived ease of use and the usage of e-learning platforms by learners. 
Sun et al. (2008), Roca et al. (2006) and Wu et al. (2008) indicate that perceived ease of use of e-learning platform is directly related to learner’s satisfaction; when perceived ease of use increases, learner satisfaction also increases. 
Hence based on the above researches, this paper proposes the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 2(a):  Perceived ease of use of the platform is positively associated to usage 
of e-learning.
Hypothesis 2(b):  Perceived ease of use of the platform is positively associated to 
the learner’s satisfaction towards it.
Research indicates that perceived usefulness of the platform and usage of e-learning are positively related. In fact, Miller et al. (2003) and Ngai et al. (2007) point out the importance for learners to perceive the expected performance of e-learning to use the platforms. If the perceived usefulness is significant the usage will be high. 
Furthermore, a review of the literature has allowed us to note that Seddon and Kiew (1994) have enriched the model of information systems success of Delone and McLean (1992) establishing a direct influence of perceived usefulness of the system on the user’s satisfaction. As Sun et al. (2008) show, perceived usefulness significantly affects the learner’s satisfaction in e-learning. 
For this study, we assume that the more learners’ perceive the usefulness of platform, such as improving learning and interaction activities, the more positive their decisions are towards 
e-learning usage.  In addition, the higher perceived usefulness in an e-learning platform, the higher the learner satisfaction will be. Thus hypotheses 3(a) and 3(b) are stated below:
Hypothesis 3(a): 	Perceived usefulness of the platform is positively associated to usage 
of e-learning.
Hypothesis 3(b): 	Perceived usefulness of the platform is positively associated to 
the learner’s satisfaction towards it. 
Perceived compatibility of the platform with the needs of the learners seems to be another important factor influencing usage and satisfaction in the e-learning context. Based on the model of task-technology fit (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995) it is expected to find a direct relationship between the degree to which a platform provides features that support the requirements of a task of learners and the usage of e-learning.
The relationship between perceived compatibility of the technology with the needs of the users and their satisfaction has not been tested by many researchers in information systems. The same is observed in the field of e-learning. Nevertheless, Bernardin (2006) proposed that the compatibility of the platform contents with the needs of the learners is a valid predictor of satisfaction towards an e-learning system. 
In our study we agree with Rogers (1989) and Goodhue and Thompson (1995), that the more the e-learning platform is compatible with the needs of the learners, in terms of contents and tasks, the more the usage of the platform and the learner’s satisfaction towards it is higher. We therefore propose to test the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 3(a):	Perceived compatibility of the platform with the needs of the learners 
is positively associated to the usage of e-learning.
Hypothesis 3(b): 	Perceived compatibility of the platform with the needs of the learners is positively associated with the learner’s satisfaction towards the e-learning system. 
Methodology
Data collection
empirical data were collected using a questionnaire survey administered over a period of one semester from September to December (14 weeks). Subjects for this study were students that had the opportunity to take courses via elearnology (www.elearnology.com) in three Tunisian universities. 
During the month of September, we first gave a demonstration of the elearnology platform and clarified to the students that the usage is not mandatory. After 14 weeks, we administrated a questionnaire from physical classrooms to 257 students to measure perceived platform characteristics, usage and learner’s satisfaction. 
Sixteen responses were incomplete and had to be discarded. This left 241 valid responses for the analysis. Among the valid responses, 62 respondents have never used the platform elearnology, resulting in 179 real users. This number is confirmed by the logs files of the platform which identifies the learner’s access. 
According to Igalens and Roussel (1998, p. 120), our sample size is appropriate because the researcher must respect a rule of at least 5 observations per item. 
Measures 
The items used to operationalize the constructs of our research model were adapted from previous research and were refined to make them specifically relevant to the present study. For most of the items, respondents are asked about their level of agreement to a statement by a Likert scale of 5 points (from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree"). 
To measure the usage, we selected the two dimensions most commonly used in the literature on information systems: first, the volume of use, through the frequency (logs files) and time (Stoel and Lee, 2003) , second, the diversity of usage (Brown, 2002). 
The scale of Wang (2003) was used to measure the satisfaction of learners with the interface (SI) and the content (SC) of the platform. We adapted the scale of Davis (1989) to measure the perceived  ease of use (PEU) and the perceived usefulness (PU) and that of Moore and Benbasat (1991) to measure the perceived compatibility (PC) of the platform with the needs and the values of the  learners.
Table 1
Results of factors analysis and reliability
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Data Analysis
Principal components analysis (PCA) and reliability analysis were conducted, using SPSS 16.0. The results of PCA, with varimax rotation, allowed us to identify eight factors representing the five constructs of the present analysis. The construct "usage" was divided into three factors: the volume of usage (VU), passive usage (PAU) and active usage (ACU). 
Passive usage refers to the usage by learners of features that do not require effort such as downloading the courses, seeing asked questions and useful links. 
Active usage, in contrast, refers to the usage by learners of features that require an implication and initiatives such as the insertion of links and participation, through questions and discussions. 
To assess the internal consistency of items, we used the Cronbach's alpha. The values obtained are between 0.75 and 0.91 and demonstrate a good reliability as shown in Table 1. 
Écouter
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Moreover, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), with Amos 16.0, was conducted to test convergent validity of scales.  Table 2 presents the coefficient Rho whose value must be greater than 0.5. 
Table 2
Results of convergent validity of constructs
	Scales
	Coefficient

	Satisfaction with the interface (SI)
	0.50

	Satisfaction with the content (SC)
	0.53

	Passive Usage (PAU)
	0.51

	Active Usage (ACU)
	0.58

	Volume of usage (VU)
	0.92

	Perceived ease of use (PE)
	0.67

	Perceived usefulness (PU)
	0.57

	Perceived compatibility with the learners’ needs (PC)
	0.74


Results and discussion 
We used the structural equation methods a “second generation methods” that applies multivariate analyses with linear equations. This technique has the advantage of taking into account the simultaneous influence of several independent variables on dependent variables and takes also into account the measurement errors (Roussel et al., 2002). Statistically each relationship can be considered significant when the value of the corresponding Critical Ratio (CR) is greater than 1.96 in absolute value. In Table 3, below, we present results obtained using Amos 16.0.
The model fit indexes are satisfactory. Indeed, the value of Goodness of Fit (0.84), near the critical value of 0.90, can be explained by the sensitivity of this index to the number of parameters to estimate. The Root Mean Square Residual (0.040) is below the limit value of 0.08. Incremental indexes (Non-Normed Fit Index = 0.93, Comparative Fit Index = 0.94) are all acceptable. Despite the Normed Fit Index (0.8), which is less than 0.9, the indexes indicate the good adjustment of the model tested compared to the reference model. The good fit of the model is, moreover, confirmed by the indexes of parsimony. The index χ2 normed (1.32) and the Parsimony-adjustment Normed Fit Index (0.71) are satisfactory. 
Regarding the first hypothesis, table 3 shows that volume of usage has no influence on the learner’s satisfaction both with the interface and with the content. Our finding rejoined other studies (Szajna, 1993) for which the volume of usage is not the best determinant of satisfaction. In fact, the defaults of the platform can be the reason for the high level of usage and vice versa.
As table 3 indicated, passive usage is a significant determinant for both types of satisfaction, namely the interface and the content.  In terms of active usage, it appears that the more learners explore the functionalities of the platform, the more satisfaction with the interface increases. Nevertheless, it appears that the active usage has no influence on satisfaction with content provided by the platform. These results lead us to accept partially hypothesis H1.
In fact, active and passive usage of the platform involves manipulation of the functionalities and therefore a subjective evaluation of its technical qualities and interfaces. This confirms the link established by DeLone and McLean (2003) between the usage and the user’s satisfaction with the qualities of the system. 
Table 3
Results of structural model
	H1 : 
usage
	Hypothesis
	CR

	
	VU                        SC
VU                        SI
PAU                     SC
PAU                     SI
ACU                     SC
ACU                     SI
	0,43
0,24
2,67**
3,55***
-1,03
2,45**

	H2 : Perceived 
ease of use
	PEU                      VU
PEU                      PAU
PEU                      ACU
PEU                       SI
PEU                       SC
	1,52
2.10**
2.01**
2.66**
0.86

	H3 : Perceived 
Usefulness
	PU                        VU
PU                        PAU
PU                        ACU
PU                        SI
PU                        SC
	0.56
0.59
2.61**
-0.17
-0.39

	H4 : Perceived 
Compatibility
	PC                        VU
PC                        PAU
PC                        ACU
PC                        SI
PC                        SC
	2.705**
1.430
2.898**
-0.794
1.336


*** p<0,001 ; ** p<0,05%
n.s : non-significant
In addition, we think it is logical to find no significant correlation between the active usage of the platform and the learner’s satisfaction with the proposed content. Indeed, functionalities that have been used passively are likely to transmit content to the learner; in contrast those actively used do not offer content because the latter is the result of involvement and initiative of the learner. 
The results of table 3 show that perceived ease of use is the single factor that simultaneously affects the usage of the platform and the learner’s satisfaction towards it. The perceived usefulness of e-learning and its perceived compatibility with the learner’s needs influence the usage of the platform at various levels, but have no influence on the learner’s satisfaction. Therefore, hypotheses H2a, H2b, H3a and H4a are partially accepted and 
hypotheses H3b and H4b are rejected.  
The influence of perceived ease of use on usage is significant concerning passive and active usage but is not affecting the volume of usage. Our results are in the same direction as those of Szajna (1993) which showed that the ease of use of a technology does not determine the volume of usage because easy technology can reduce the volume of manipulation by users and vice versa. 
Furthermore, the ease of use refers more to the interface (ease of navigation, simplicity and design) of the platform rather than its content. However, hypothesis H2b was partially supported (respectively 2.66** and 0.86).
Concerning the influence of perceived usefulness on usage, the benefits of the platform have been seen only through the active usage of communication and interaction functionality. These features enable the learner, whatever the distance, to interact with the teachers and the other learners. We also believe that in a context of a superposition of face-to-face classes and e-learning, student did not perceive advantages to passive usage of downloading contents because this latter can be otherwise obtained (in face to face class, photocopying, e-mail).
This result confirms the conclusions of Isaac and Kalika (2007) who suggested choice of 
blended learning devices combining presence and distance to obtain significant advantages 
from e-learning. 
Contrary to our expectations hypothesis H3b concerning the influence of perceived usefulness of the platform on learner satisfaction towards the interfaces and the contents, was rejected (respectively, -0.17 and -0.39). 
The hypothesis H4a, concerning the relationship between perceived compatibility of the platform with the learners’ needs and usage, has been partially accepted. Our result does not confirm that of Abdennadher (2006) who found no relationship in the Tunisian context.
This difference of results could be explained by the fact that the platform which was the object of empirical investigation of Abdennadher (2006) offered, according to the author, course incompatible with the tasks done by the learner. 
In contrast, students who were the subject of our study were taking courses related directly to Internet technologies such as "Electronic commerce and EDI”, "Information technology" and 
“e-Tourism”. 
The hypothesis H4b concerning the influence of perceived compatibility of the platform with the needs of the learners and their satisfaction was not supported, and hence, does not join the result of Bernardin (2006). In fact, the contents offered by the platform, although in direct relationship with the Internet, were rather theoretical than practical and therefore not compatible with the learners’ needs in terms of development skills practices. In addition, the reduced number of communications and collaborative features proposed by the platform in relation to the growing learner’s need for exchange and sharing information has a notable influence on the lack of satisfaction through the interfaces. 
Conclusion 
The evaluation of e-learning platforms is essential to improve strategies for distance learning, to reduce rates of failure and to enable organizations to have a return on investment.  
In our research we have taken into account the evaluation criteria that are oriented learners: the usage of the platform and the satisfaction of the learners towards it. These criteria have long been used to evaluate the information systems success.
The study of the influence of perceived e-learning platform characteristics on the usage and satisfaction allows us to make several practical recommendations. 
First, our study showed that the ease of use of platform is the most significant factor in e-learning success. Therefore, the number of functionalities should be limited and it would be appropriate to adopt an incremental approach of installation, starting with the classic functionalities, and once the learner is accustomed to the platform, gradually adds other advanced features. Tools of transmission content, news and discussion can be activated at the beginning and then supplemented by spaces of personalization and collaboration. 
Particular attention should be paid to the interfaces of the platform. They must be convivial and interactive to keep the attention of the learner. 
Second, we found that the fit between tasks and learners' needs in terms of knowledge development and information is very important for the usage. The message is that
e-learning is not appropriate for all courses (Bellier, 2001). The course designer should pay particular attention to the adequacy of the proposed content and the needs of the learners to obtain information and to perform tasks.  
Thirdly, learners may be interested in using the system if they have substantial benefits. For this reason a communication strategy must be made to inform the learners of these benefits. In this regard, it would be interesting to adopt mixed devices alternating distance and group sessions in face-to-face. Indeed, it is this kind of device that is relevant to the learner who has more freedom, flexibility and autonomy while avoiding problems of misunderstanding, isolation and loneliness through the face-to face sessions. 
Despite the significant results that we achieved, our research includes some limits. The first is a small sample size of 241 respondents, that didn’t allow us to generalize the results in the Tunisian context. Secondly, our research has been limited on studding the impact of perceived use for use, perceived usefulness, perceived compatibility with the needs of the learner and platform usage on learner satisfaction in online courses.
The results and the limits of our study might open new perspectives of researches in the field of e-learning. Future research might incorporate more variables such as perceived teacher support (Swan, 2002) and e-learning courses dimensions (sun et al., 2008). We believe that a comparative study of e-learning success in two different cultural contexts can make new light in this area. Our conceptual model may be completed by integrating the influence of learner’s satisfaction on individual and organizational impacts.
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Editor’s Note:  Ordinarily we would not publish this article because of the number of secondary references. However, it is a useful compilation of global trends in distance education in many developing nations, and as such deserves our readers’ attention.
[bookmark: _The_Impact_of]The impact of distance learning and e-learning 
on developing nations
Sid Alvarado
USA
The implementation of distance learning and e-learning in developing nations opens the door for opportunities for the people of that nation who are seeking a rich educational experience. The results of access to sufficient educational opportunities allow developing countries to maintain the same level of educational saturation as neighboring nations as well as compete with neighboring nations when securing services for economic sustainability. The impact that distance education is having on developing nations can be observed through the information being taught (Konetes, 2010). But not all developing nations are the same as they do not have homogenous characteristics, social problems, and issues. Each nation differs in its political circumstances, the history of its educational development, culture, language, religion, gender issues, population size, and resources (Lewins & Stuart, 1991, cited in Gulati, 2008).
Most countries in Latin America, Middle East, Africa, Southeast Asia, and some parts of southern Europe, are considered ‘developing countries’ because of their lower rank in the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) Human Development Index (Gulati, 2008). Carrying the label of ‘developing country’ does not connote that these countries do not make a contribution to education. It is worth noting that countries such as Egypt have rich histories and educational traditions (Gulati, 2008). On the contrary, ‘developed’ countries include Western Europe, North America, Australia and New Zealand (Gulati, 2008).
According to Hulsmann (2004, cited in DeVary, 2008), there is an ever-increasing demand for distance education in developing countries. However, because of the lack of funding and commitment to educational investments, the quality of education has suffered and has not produced enough trained teachers to meet the demand. Governments have been heavily investing in distance education to help stimulate growth and reach out socially to operate and coordinate academically with nations that are more developed (Post, 2004, cited in Konetes, 2010).
Many believe that education is the means to build human capital (DeVary, 2008). The ability to compete globally is dependent on the innovation, skill, and knowledge of people and their learning organizations (DeVary, 2008). I would like to echo the statement of the British Prime Minister, who stated that “Children cannot be effective in tomorrow’s world if they are trained in yesterday’s skills.” (British Prime Minister quoted in Safavi, 2008). Education takes a very central role and consequently the distribution of education is seen as a major key for development in developing countries (Bada & Madon, 2006; UNDP, 2006; WSIS, 2003 cited in Andersson & Hatakka, 2010). The importance of distance education as a means to increase overall higher education is considered direct and ongoing as human capital is becoming the most important source of economic value in a developing nation (Downey, 2005, Konetes, 2010). 
Three significant areas that reflect the influential forces shaping distance education's effect on developing nations are the impact on education issues, societal issues and the impact of obstacles (Konetes, 2010). It is widely suggested that online technologies can help address issues of educational equity and social exclusion, and open up democratic and accessible educational opportunities (Gulati, 2008). The implementation of distance education in developing nations has several significant societal implication and impacts affecting the countries and learners (Konetes, 2010). The increase of learning impacts the quality and quantity of human capital in the nation and consequently pushes the nation forward (Downey, 2005, Konetes, 2010). 
The governments of developing nations have a deeply-vested interest in the effectiveness of educational programs because they are looking to further advance their nations human capital and economic potential (Post, 2004 cited in Konetes, 2010). As a result, a large portion of distance education being implemented in developing nations is in the area of higher education. Higher education is in great demand because many nations have hungered for it for generations and were denied the opportunity to grow (Dhanarajan, 2001, cited in Konetes, 2010). The evidence of distance education can be found in many countries and it is being used in higher education all over the developing world from Africa to Asia to Mexico (Moyo, 2003; Baggaley, 2005; Potashnik, 1998 cited in Konetes, 2010)
Some developing nations have shown ingenuity as they implement distance learning in their countries. Development of consortia is an example of this creativity. The consortium is designed to cost-effectively develop and deliver distance education to student populations that might not otherwise be served. Consortia are now being established at regional, state, national and international levels (Beaudoin, 2009). 
Beaudoin (2009) defines a consortium as: 
… a partnership among a number of educational institutions or other similar entities that have joined together to collaboratively provide instruction and other services to students that they might not otherwise be adequately equipped or inclined to do independently. These collaborations are designed and intended, at least in theory if not always in practice, to offer a broader range of courses and other products to consumers through the combined resources and expertise of their affiliate members. Distance education consortia is defined as a formal organizational arrangements of educational institutions, primarily at the postsecondary level, that have banded together to address common interests and goals related to advancing and delivering education at a distance, often – although not always – online.
There is some evidence that various consortia, including many in developing areas with resource-challenged institutions, can introduce and infuse new opportunities, energy and excitement into a setting with underserved student populations, especially if those entities are allied for the sole purpose of diffusing distance education (Beaudoin, 2009). This creative idea is not limited to developing nations. Some prestigious institutions have joined their efforts to build non-profit alliances. They are aimed at creating distance-learning programs through information and communication technology. A great example of this joint venture is that made among the Universities of Stanford, Princeton, Yale, and Oxford in 2000. Today, there are more than 700 online universities which touch all continents (Safavi, 2008).
In the excitement about the implementation of distance education in developing countries lie challenges that must be addressed for this form of education to be effective for the people it serves. Some issues that affect implementation of distance education in developing nations are controversial (Konetes, 2010). One commonly known challenge is insufficient infrastructure for communications and internet access, which results in a higher price for individuals who are already struggling to obtain their ‘daily bread’ (Safavi, 2008). Another challenge faced by developing nations is management and administration; there may be problems on the director’s side as well as weak time-management and group working skills on the learner’s side (Safavi, 2008). Both educators and students continue to struggle and oppose student centered learning rather than teacher centered learning. Some do not see a need for student collaboration, an asset in distance learning where a teacher is not present face-to-face for a lecture. Other obstacles which hinder the shaping of the implementation of distance education and its effectiveness in developing nations are financial constraints, technological concerns, and personnel issues (Dhanarajan, 2001, Moyo, 2004, Daniel, 2006 cited in Konetes, 2010 ). 
Some nations face over involvement of the government which results in instability and uncertainty in rules and regulations (Safavi, 2008). Over involvement by government hinders the progress and sustainability of distance learning programs. If they are lucky enough to move past the implementation stage, developing nations are often criticized for offering low quality education in distance programs (Stella, 2004 cited in Konetes, 2010). If they do offer higher quality education, many times they fail to consider the need to provide basic literacy and computer skills and access to computers to poorer groups before they can begin to engage in higher online learning (Gulati, 2008). An example of this is a government supported project called Vidyakash in India aimed to develop support and training for teachers and provide an infrastructure for Indian institutions to use Internet technologies for education. As a consequence, India now has 4 million technology workers, 700,000 software professionals, and 1,700 technical institutes (Sharma, 2005, cited in Gulati, 2008). These initiatives have been supported by courses demanding high fees and therefore remain the privilege of the elite, educated, and wealthy. 
The desire for higher education through distance learning is moving many developing nations to overcome technical difficulties and educate people who would not normally have access to higher education (Oblinger, 2001 cited in Konetes, 2010). As with any new programs, there are challenges like those mentioned above. On the other side of those challenges are stories of accomplishment and victory. Now that distance learning is expanding in developing countries, there are multiple models to compare the effectiveness and saturation of these programs. In Asia, there are two dynamic learning environments where distance education is implemented. The first is in large crowded cities where technology access and quality is high, allowing many students to engage at a high level of learning through many of Asia's large open universities (Baggaley, 2005, cited in Konetes, 2010). According to Marty (2004), Ghana has begun implementing learning centers all over the nation where educational technology is accessible for students to engage in educational programs, watch educational videos and television, and be tutored and mentored. Mexico has taken a similar approach to reach children in remote villages and towns. Through an educational television campaign, it has provided over seven hundred thousand children with a middle school education (Potashnik, 1998, cited in Konetes, 2010). India’s technology and distance learning institutions, including the Indira Ghandi National Open University (IGNOU), the Indian Institute of Technology, the Birla Institute of Technology, and the School of Education Technology at Jadavpur University, has led the way in online degree courses and modules (Sharma, 2005 cited in Gulati, 2008). 
There are also success stories in South America. In 1968, Mexico launched Telesecundaria, televised lessons in distant classrooms in the presence of a teacher, to extend lower secondary schooling to its rural communities. The system achieved greater educational output as compared to traditional secondary schools. By 1993, the system had reached 15 percent of the lower secondary school learners. Since 1994, the model has used advanced satellite for televised broadcasts and local teachers to encourage interaction in distant classrooms. Telesecundaria continues to provide a fruitful alternative model of schooling (Gulati, 2008). The Brazilian Ministry of Education distance education model called Proformação, a distance teacher certification course designed to train 27,000 uncertified teachers in 15 Brazilian states (Gulati, 2008). Proformação has been identified as the “distance learning program for the 21st century” (Moore, 2001). It is noteworthy that the successes of Proformação and Telesecundaria are attributed to print and television technologies and not the Internet, which remains inaccessible to most individuals in these countries (Bof, 2004, cited in Gulati, 2008)
Learning with technologies has become a global phenomenon (Gulati, 2008). E-learning is one way students in developing countries can use technology to facilitate learning. E-learning refers to learning that is delivered or enabled via electronic technology (Safavi, 2008). E-learning can be an attractive option for developing countries (Maldonado, Khan, Moon, Rho, 2011), but there are some things to consider when implementing it. E-learning requires responsibility and self-discipline for the learner to be on-schedule and successful in this open and flexible learning environment (Safavi, 2008). This is something educators must take in consideration when launching such a program.
Multimedia tools have strengthened distance learning and e-learning approaches (Safavi, 2008). Philippine educators have combined radio, print, audio, and video recordings for distance education of learners scattered around the Filipino islands since 1952 (dela Peña-Bandalaria, 2007, cited in Gulati, 2008). It is believed that the newly mobile wave of higher education will increase the competitive edge of many nations’ workers and the nation’s ability to operate in the global knowledge economy (Naidoo, 2003, Konetes, 2010).
In e-learning a student’s motivation plays an important role (Conati, 2002). E-learning recognizes the dawn of a new era in educational provision. It acknowledges the challenges of diversity in programs as well as the diversity of learners (Safavi, 2008). In developing countries are there are a large number of potential candidates for distance learning. Cheaper manpower and lower software and hardware prices help e-learning programs come to fruition. Another advantage of e-learning is that it could be used as an empowerment tool for women, who often are victims of limited educational opportunities (Safavi, 2008). 
The more higher education and distance learning models are desired, the harder nations are willing to work to break down previous barriers and problems to facilitate access to quality distance education (Konetes, 2010). Technological advances offer new examples for university training (Safavi, 2008). The national governments and nongovernmental agencies who fund educational endeavors in developing countries have advocated the use of new technologies to reduce the cost of reaching and educating large numbers of children and adults who are currently missing out on education (Gulati, 2008). For many countries, distance education provides the only opportunity for their populations to have access to education and this is especially true for third- and fourth world countries (DeVary, 2008). 
Unlike developed countries, developing countries’ motives for distance learning are to provide basic education and literacy education to large numbers of poor people (Zhang, 2005 cited in Gulati, 2008). Some would argue that e-learning has the potential to meet the educational needs of masses of poor people in developing countries; however, this potential has yet to be recognized or seen (Gulati, 2008). Consensus among students in different countries contribute to whether or not they believe that e-learning and distance education has had a positive impact on their education. Brophy (2004, cited in Maldonado, Khan, Moon, Rho, 2011) states that motivation to learn is a “student’s tendency to find academic activities meaningful and worthwhile and try to derive the intended academic benefits from it”. E-learning motivation can play an important role in technology acceptance and conversely technology use will affect a student’s e-learning motivation (Kim and Malhotra, 2005, cited in Maldonado, et al, 2011)
A review of 150 distance education programs in sub-Saharan Africa has concluded that traditional, paper-based means of distance learning continues to be more reliable, sustainable, and widely used than online and Web-based methods of learning (Leary & Berge, 2006, cited in Gulati, 2008). On the other hand, a survey of 387 students in their final undergraduate year at the Virtual University of Pakistan concluded that the majority of students (over 90%) found learning over the Internet and via satellite TV beneficial. However, Pakistan had only five internet cafés for every 10,000 people, and most students rely on these locations for access (Hussain, 2007, Syed, 2004 cited in Gulati, 2008). This basic lack of infrastructure in telecommunications continues to define the online learning experience of different groups of learners in developing countries (Gulati, 2008). Connectivity costs, software, hardware, lines and cables, electric and service costs, fees and charges can be an insurmountable burden to many students and even nations. These costs and issues are the primary problems holding some nations back such as Africa and India from springing forward into a more saturated and pervasive level of distance education (Dhanarajan, 2001, Moyo, 2003, Daniel, 2006, cited in Konetes, 2010).
Social development is not a new concept in the realm of education. The importance of social change education for development has been stressed by the educational reformer, John Dewey (Dewey, 1916 cited in Andersson & Hatakka, 2010), who early on made the connection between education and social development. Dewey saw progressive education as a tool for enabling students to become active and efficient members of a democratic society and he opposed the authoritarian transmission model of education which he believed undermined an equal society (Andersson & Hatakka, 2010). The emergence of “knowledge” as an economy is creating an increasing demand for education (DeVary, 2008). Distance education acts as way of being able to cultivate that human capital and in turn it works as a means to jump-start economic improvement in nations where this resource is highly untapped (Konetes, 2010).
Gulati (2008) says it best when analyzing distance learning developments in developing countries. The results of his research shows that although these developments aim for equitable and extended educational opportunities that extend to disadvantaged and poor populations, the lack of educational and technology infrastructures, lack of trained teachers, negative attitudes towards distance learning, social and cultural restrictions imposed on girls and women, and inappropriate policy and funding decisions, have all resulted in furthering the gap between the rich and poor, rural and urban, and between genders (Gulati, 2008). In order for distance learning and e-learning to be a successful venture in a developing nation, establishing good leadership is key for creating and maintaining any sort of distance education program (Konetes, 2010). Poor leadership leads to a poorly designed infrastructure where even qualified people are not properly managed and used on projects they could be resourceful to (Martey, 2004, cited in Konetes, 2010).
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