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Abstract

E-learning has become a necessity in higher education institutidris being deployed in educational establishments
throughout the world. Researchers have made much emphasis aanéfitsbbut not much is discussed on the
disadvantages of e-learning technology. This paper references someesiidren work on the limitations of e-learning

technology, categorises it in five challenges that teachers are faced wituggestions for a successful e-learning
outcome. This paper also discusses the use of e-learning technologydlagdidUniversity and some of the challenges
they face. Lastly this paper identifies gaps in e-learning literature andacdlisther works on this subject.

Keywords: e-learning, higher education, academic challenges, e-learning in Midtlesestsity
1. Introduction

With the advent of e-learning technology, academics are facing the chall@hgequiring and implementing IT skills
for the purposes of teaching. According to some distinguished reseatdtargernet is a perfect tool of learning that
offers flexibility and expediency to learners at the same time offerintesnapportunities for innovate teaching
(Applebome, 1999; Moos and Azevedo, 2009; Zhang et al., 2004; HuddestdrPike, 2008; Wang and Wang, 2009;
Hardaker and Singh, 2011; Macharia and Pelser, 2012).

Other researchers stated for some of the reasons for e-learningssisctieat e-learning systems would likely to
encourage student learning resulting in a higher level of student engaggfitez, 1993; Wang and Wang, 2009;
Hardaker and Singh, 2011; Macharia and Pelser, 2012). E-learning can be¢hbettiaceto-face learning, the quality
of interaction and timely feedback is superior, with good course desigruntangle the geographical limitations to
education (Chen et al., 2006).

Since then many research articles and case studies have been completed on tousbesie technology. The vast
majority of the research is focused on the needs of the studentmBuerdeas, recommendations and solutions have
been developed to improve student learning. For example, Macharia and Pelser’s (2012) study of computing technology

in Kenyan Higher Education formed valuable insights into the redaBahifluence e-learning acceptance by students,
the study provided new ideas for higher education managementdentition and infusion of computing technology
for the purposes of learning. They concluded that the availability and @ocessputing technology, the quality and
character of the institution leaders play an essential role to the successanring diffusion.

However, very little research has been undertaken that discusses the perspdbivacafdemic staff compared to
students’ perspective. Even less research has been conducted on the effects of e-learrihegacademic staff in UK.
This is at a time when administrators and academic managers are incyeasisguring academic staff to incorporate
technology into teaching for more active learning (Steele and Hudson, 20@#7,E2005; Olaniran, 2006).

2. Underlining Factor of Growth

The rise of e-learning technology used by higher education institutiamsbe attributed to globalisation. This is
referring to political and economical phenomena, a worldwide integration wé vailture and products (Hall, 1996;

Clegg et al, 2003; Sidhu, 2005; Spring, 2008; Raghuram, 20h8)gifowth in the use of e-learning technology no
doubt adds to globalisation as educational institutions are trying their tutonbseak down geographical and social
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boundaries to offer distance learning education, this leads to integratiacedafmic standards and views.

Advances in technology, infrastructure and transportation are major faotdtse rapid pace of globalisation.
Globalisation has been named to explain all sorts of effects such as medndtiousehold income, introduction of
student fees, growth of international tourism and even the cuttig @ublic sector budget (Brown, 1999).

Globalisation can be further identified where the fusion of technologyr@nplace of globalisation meet. This growth is
spurred on by companies competing in national and international marketsfits that require technological advances
over their competitors. Not only is technology used for industrial congetss but also collaborations, sharing of
information and knowledge used by international organisations, goeatanacademic establishments, researchers and
non-profit organisations (Archibugi and Michie, 1995).

The rapid pace of advances in e-learning technology can no dewttributed to this force as institutions in UK are
competing to gain more fee paying students without geographicat&oes and where institutions are trying their
utmost to offer flexible education so age, academics background, exgsriam®e not a hindrance to pursue academic
studies. The rapid pace of embracing e-learning technology has ramificatioacademic staff, it creates unwanted
pressure and the results are hard to monitor whether e-learning tepghisdbeing used effectively (Clegg et al., 2003).

Software and hardware companies involved in the creation of applicationgvays akeking advances to give them the
edge over other software providers to gain profit and establish their baamel The previous Labour Government in
1997 using the globalisation argument to justify and encourage Ukerhigducation institution to adopt ICT for
learning. Since then, the Government agenda remains the saménhtfopusrd with technology to enhance learning
(Brown, 1999 and 2006; Mee, 2012; Allan et al., 2012; Jackson andh-2843).

Globalisation has affected academic staff and student learning with increasenf nséworked medium and
telecommunications for the purposes of flexible learning. In other waatdsation has been globalised by computing
technology (Ally, 2004; Selinger, 2005; Zondiros, 2012)

3. The Five Challenges

As can be expected there are many challenges faced by academics regarding thesuseeas of e-learning in an
academic environment. Current discussion around the challenges in thisaardee divided into five categories:
learning styles and culture, pedagogical e-learning, technology, technical traimihgme management challenges.

3.1 Learning Style and Cultural Challenges

Everyone has their own learning style along with their cultural influencespribs who are taught using their own
learning style and taking into consideration cultural aspects of indigigthperform better academically (Sywelem et
al., 2012).

To achieve the best learning outcome it is desirable to have an understanding of students’ learning styles. Online
students’ learning styles can be unclear, this has implications on how academics develop learning 2material. Some
students learn through interacting, some prefer learning through \iseséntation, and some by listening to
instructions and using written notes. This challenge has an implication on thiadeautcomes and poses a serious
issue for academics to understand the learning styles of their stirdante-learning environment.

There are various teaching styles; notable approaches are didactic, facilitatseceriat and the experimental method
(Banning, 2005). The didactic is the traditional method mainly invdeesiring and is very much teacher-centred
where learning is involved mainly through note taking and listetinteachers. Traditional methods of teaching
continue to use the lecture as a means of teaching and an economical onenelarademic can disperse knowledge
to large audience (Walkin, 2000). However didactic can mean full ragginsof teaching on academics as it is
strongly teacher centred; the teacher is the knowledge expert, all the learnirtg abfe&nowledge flows from the
teacher

The facilitative learning moves away from the strong teacher centredhigao what is known as self directed learning,
where the academic uses various strategies by acknowledging studestgpdasnce and learning styles to encourage
student to become independent learners. To be a competent academic &zili@tarfthey have to be competent in
their knowledge base, have confidence, authority and be empathic tatstueeds and individual learning style.

The Socratic method is heavily student orientated learning so studentsleate #ink independently and various
strategies can be used by academic such as quizzes, discussiongmtupng/iork sessions with strong emphases on
communicating with peers, self assessment and research for the purfposdsng student critical thinkers. However
not all students may able to reach this position of critical thinkers wtithmoper guidance, encouragement and
nurturing. The time and effort spent nurturing students can brenens (Banning, 2005).

Researchers have pointed out that no particular learning style is dominantsarsioidignts; therefore teachers are
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expected to understand various learning styles to accommodate studegmitsgdyl@006). When a student has a strong
preference to a particular learning style it becomes impossible for them toifleaaterials and resources are not
delivered using that particular method (Zapalska and Brozik, 2006).

A popular method of identifying the learning style of an individuahes VARK questionnaire. This process identifies a
learning style of a student and categorises it as Aural, Read/Writa| ¥istl kinaesthetic. Aural (A) refers to students
who prefer to learn through receiving verbal instructions. Read/Write teféhe learning style of students who prefer
reading instruction and writing notes as the best way to learn. Visual (V) demtstavho prefer the utilisation of visual
objects as a way to learn such as graphs, charts and videos. Kina¢k)hstiwhen learners prefer to learn by a doing
approach. It should be noted that a student may fall into two categorieadmay be a stronger preference than the
other (Zapalska and Brozik, 2006).

A current challenge for academics in an e-learning environment is to tardetise different learning styles of different
students for better learning outcomes. The traditional method of leamaggnot be adequate in the modern day
classroom where e-learning technology is playing a major role indlve of education. In principal the key to
understanding the student needs is to understand the diverigyvirtual class (Folley, 2010; Donahue and Glodstein,
2013).

Researchers have pointed out various problems when instructorseasairg technology. Phipps and Merisotis (1999)
authored a 48-page report reviewing and examining research papmrghthut the 1990s on the effectiveness of
e-learning technology. They put forward recommendations to covergdps in research that require further
investigation. They regnmend that “there needs to be more emphasis on individual differences such as gender, age,
educational experience, motivation and learning style” (p.3). Implying current research on e-learning learning does not
identify individual needs. This poses a question as how instruceipmng with the technology to teach a variety of
students with different educational needs, and coming from @ifférackgrounds. It is common that students, lecturers
and institutions use a variety of different application platforms for legrand teaching, therefore they suggest that in
the future “research should focus on the interaction of multiple technologies rather than the impact of single
technologies” (p.3).

Taylor (2002) describes e-learning as exceptional for courses that requmigveotparning. However for teachers

dealing with cultural barriers, differences in student attitude do nd well in the e-learning environment. Academic
staffs that are better trained will bear the fruits of higher student Igatdowever if the teaching staff are not trained
in using the e-learning technology and do not have a strong grasp opénation of the technology then student
learning is likely to suffer.

Teachers must understand and recognise individual learning styles many hundreds of students (how they learn
and how they perceive) in the context of online education. It isriapoto convey and share the information with

students (Brozik and Zapalska, 2006). For the hundreds of ssudéwo usually are not seen by academics in the
e-learning environment, at present, the technology practice does not help sutdria.sce

Hannon and D’Netto (2007: 419) state “instructors usually fail to take into account cultural differences when designing
and delivering coursg. He argues that because pedagogy and technology do not reflect the cutheestoident, it
reduces his or her learning outcome and the cultural differences affiectiitiey to work with e-learning technologies.
The outcome is reduced because students of different languages regfemedtly to how things are organised in
e-learning technologies and also students of different cultures hawsediffabilities to work with e-learning
technology.

Although there are models and theories proposed to deal with individual andalclgarning differences in the
e-learning environment, there is a greater urgency for content prewial design courses and materials that take into
consideration these differences and “engages culturally diverse audiences” (Callaghan et al., 2008: p.56).

When a student has a preference to a particular learning style then it niffimulé to learn other ways, which means
academic must be aware of different styles and needs to design leaatérals that enables students to learn. This is
the most important role of an academic. Therefore understanding leatylimgs critical consideration during course
design and institutions should provide resources and training for academneset this challenge. However this is a
time consuming and costly task, lot of time and effort is requaretithe courses material and students learning style
has to be assessed when new student cohort joins. If learning stgleréognised then a possibility of learning will
not be achieved and it is the most important challenge to meet.

3.2 Pedagogical E-learning Challenges

Pedagogy is concerned with enabling the best way to achieve learning qUédy, iR pedagogy is not considered then
the desired learning outcome will not be achieved. Successful pedagogy requiesckier to understand how students
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learn then design and deliver course materials, and mentor studentprigpgise so that knowledge and skills are
passed on. In this way, e-learning will produce the return on investedagogy should be the cornerstone to any
e-learning technology; without pedagogical principals learning will be hampered.

E-learning requires a different approach to pedagogy especially in acaassindividual and group interaction and
online assessment. However these skills are not alien to all, distance educatieenhaobnd for decades using postal
services, TV, and telephone.

As e-learning is currently widespread, academics who are not equippeidafighio handle developments of materials
and delivering online modules are hampering progress, and they require extensive skills development (Ellis, O’ Reilly
and Debreceny, 1998).

However, not only are the technical skills an issue but content shoulgtmpagately designed for distance learning; it
is not simply about “dumping large amounts of text onto a website” as this is inefficient (Leask, 2004: p.347). In order

for academics to effectively make the transition to become online teachgnsetbd to do more than just develop new
ICT skills; it should be pedagogy based (Morley, 2010).

Other researchers went further and stated learning different pedagogical oatiegiedrby teachers is not sufficient in
an online learning environment, it should include academics correctly integorstidients’ online written text,
understanding the context, and understating group dynamics witldimalineeds. This will then make online learning
more successful (Turvey, 2008; Loveless, 2011). Having a weljrissicourse that is pedagogically focused, and
academics understanding the different strategies of online learning with thetatidgrof diversity, context, group
dynamics is not sufficient, all require the institution management marketiqpttagogical benefits of online learning
with practice examples that academics can relate to so they are encouragetht erearning technology (Jackson
and Fearon, 2013).

Conrad (2004) highlights four areas of expertise required to befegtiwd online instructor; Pedagogical, Social,
Managerial, and Technical. His study is based around a questionnaire delosdiegl new academics, new to the
e-learning environment, to learn their views and experience. The nuailpadicipants was small, but the study gives
insight into first time e-learning experiences from the perspectiveanfeadic staff. Some of the concerns academics
raised related to pedagogy and e-learning as follows:

They were concerned about loss of control, of the technology struwitigiving them time to concentrate on certain
topics before moving in to a different topic in contrast to traditional methodisaoiing where lecturers can stop,
explain, quiz their students to see if they understood, if not tlegrctin explain further until happy to move on.

One lecturer found it difficult using the WebCT platform to look backahgh different postings to retrieve the
messages of interest.

It was pointed out that when teaching online a lecturer could feel they are “left in the dark™ (2004: 35) where they are
unable to observe students.

Management issues involving “agenda setting, pacing, objective setting, rule making and decision making is so closely
related to pedagogical and the social roles”, (2004: 36) that the academics did not separate online teaching and
management duties. Some of it was due to the online course structure varergement process is already set.
However, some course management decisions were applied from academics’ past experience without reflection. It
would be interesting to learn where e-learning syst@amagement process stop and academics’ management decisions
start.

Since a lot of the management process is inbuilt into the course stractoeethe course is mounted and initialised it is
hard to change the structure or modify the course material.

Concern was raised in the discussion chapter where the author picks up artighéssue and that it should be
comfortable for online learners. He suggests lots of the lecturers anaenof emoticons. The emoticons can be a
source of providing a comfortable environment and also giving a séfesgling to the discussion with students.

Conrad’s study highlighted good pointers but did not concentrate on how much training or what a programme of
enrichment required to fulfil the areas of expertise needed within aeragadepartment to solve to pedagogical and
the e-learning concerns.

Burd and Buchanan (2004) suggest four distinct learning styf@gjimative, common sense, analytic and dynamic. The
dilemma to instructors is how to identify and understand the leartyites ©f online students when they cannot be
visualised, especially when they have limited time and many students enAdlledhey recommend “to be effective,
teachers need to communicate with non-participants privately to encousagaidn (p.24)”. This is a brilliant idea,
however finding non-participants may not be easy; it may require timeefiod that may not be practical for
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academics to accommodate.
Govindasamy (2001) says e-learning pedagogy should consistwifimpertant aspects:

First content: material should be in learning objects, it is an independent atamssession comprising small
instructions and independent to other learning objects. A test shouldidpeedsisefore access is given to the learning
object. Students that fail the test should be directed to relevant learning matetidihg them to gain sufficient
understanding to start the learning object. After the learning object is compltsdshould be conducted to determine
if they learned the required learning targets.

Second storing: The learning object should be removed when thertaskwledge is outdated. The learning objects
should be reviewed, modified and corrected to reflect current task.

Third availability: the learning objects should be available when students réarimecalled ‘jusin-time learning'.

Fourth student support: correct support should be put in place as iedeaan be different to class room learning
where the teacher is available to answer student queries. Support shoubdjlaenmed into the learning object and
ample feedback should be provided. Even keeping track on studgnt$s is required so the instructor can target areas
of weakness.

Fifth assessment: appropriate test and assessment should be in placeMGh assays, exam questions and project
deliverables. All should be incorporated within a course for a successful tpatrictome.

As well as student learning style, the Pedagogy is an important and senimigeration for learning, for it is the way
an academic administers learning, it is not about dumping informatienveebsite and hoping students will learn it,
but a process to be followed to enable pedagogy in the e-learning wdoth institutions should show utmost
importance.

3.3 Technological Challenges

Technical challenge refers to development issues such as the bugs, thettspeerbrs, functions and features not
correctly working or do not work according to what academics require.

In reviewing e-learning literature there are various criticisms of the guadlithe e-learning systems currently being

used. Issues have been raised that include: usability problems, bawinpede, institutions being unable to customise
according to their requirements and sometimes criticised for having a teadtred system rather than learner centred
system (Chua and Dyson, 2004).

There are more than 35 e-learning technology vendors in the marketo(slu2009); however, a study carried out in
Australia found Blackboard to be very popular amongst educational estabiishifftaulson, 2002). However
Blackboard “is limited to its environment’” (Farmer, 2004: 5), this is referring to Blackboard’s features restricted to its
own environment. It does not allow discussion, updates, notices and wvattensmessaging within blogs and topics
from different vendors, and it does not allow discussion forums to be directed to students’ personal email addresses
which is a disadvantage to student engagement. This limits the acatlfirimd students to a particular environment
even if they are not familiar with it or do not like it.

Technical support to academics is lacking in comparison to the desire dhdeatrccess and the profound use of
e-learning technology. The great desire is met with insufficient imegstin infrastructure and technological assistance
(Reeder et al., 2004: 91-92).

Institutions have a variety of applications and computer operating syst#marfous uses such as the student
registration system, and research support applications such as NVIVO and AIR8&se applications have to be
merged and linked within one e-learning environment to make it accessibenabl central support; however, this
requires the merging and linking of various applications. This createsased network traffic to support the
centralised infrastructure, thus it should be robust and have enapghity and capability to handle student academic
communication. This is a complex process especially where old and new appdicaéet, and is a challenging process
effecting academics who have to use the system (Nielsen et al., 2011).

Technical errors, bugs, slowness is critical if academics are to use the systeis critical to the success of the
e-learning technology, if the system does not function correctly beetethnology will not be used and negativity will
arise in using e-learning technology, which has a big ramificatiom$tititions as they have invested hugely so the
technology should be used effectively for the return in invedtmen

3.4 Technical Training Challenges

Training challenge refers to the training requirement that will enable academics tdhiea#earning features and
functions correctly and to use them effectively.
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In reviewing e-learning literature, there are various criticisms of pariig provided by institutions to academics.
Issues have been raised that include not enough training, inadequate ,tiaaiimigg styles in use that do not fit
academics personal preferences, lack of hands on practice, and also how tmaieddés according the pedagogical
requirement was missing from the training scenario.

Volery and Lord (2000) explain the three requirements neededféztive e-learning success:
e Technology

. Instructor characteristics

+  Student characteristics

Technology needs to improve; however, the instructor’s characteristics and familiarity with technology are most
important in terms of having a successful learning experience. Teacherarevimotivated and have an encouraging
attitude towards the kearning technology will enable a positive learning outcome. They state it is “crucial that the
instructor has good control of technology and is able to perform basid¢etishdioting tasks (e.g. adding a student at the
last minute, modifying student’s password, changing course settings)” (2000: 218).

They also state that the instructor must have the ability to motivatenssiidshow empathy, resolve emergency
problems and respond to emails rapidly. A positive attitude to e-leadlepends on how confident they feel about the
technology; if one of the requirements is the ability to troubleshoot basitems in the e-learning system, then
academics in the UK would potentially not feel confident as they are not traitredibteshoot, nor change passwords
or course settings never mind resolve emergency technical problems.

They state student characteristics such as intelligence, motivation, and coempetéence are crucial to the success of
online learning. We cannot agree that all students will join university egtnputer experience as students may be
novices or intermediate at using computers (Smith and Morris, 200®)e capabilities of students are at best
intermediate then there has to be organised training for the studenifiiclést training is not implemented then the
burden of training will fall on the overburdened academics. Thisippated by Salmon (2000) who suggests that
instructors do not have sufficient training to make them sucdessfiuproductive to online learners. Similarly Gerrard
(2002) states the need of academics is understood as technological skilleimgnd\such as how to create a better
presentation and how to upload it on e-learning systems rather thaindeaemw E-teaching skills to improve and aid
student learnig.

According to Taylor (2002) academics are only good as much ascHreywdapt to the new technology; this is a
challenge for most academics. There is not always the technical challergjedbtime management, busy schedules
and not all content can be presented well in an e-learning environment.

According to Gerrard (2005) two types of training are requiredmitine teachers. First is in-depth training for those
who spend the majority of their time teaching by using e-learning texthynand the second is a shorter course for
teachers who will use the technology in addition to face to face learning.

A case study by Wijekumar and Spielvogel (2006) discusses and mexswla many ways the intelligent discussion
boards of the traditional e-learning systean be improved to help students’ learning. The case study also advises that
teachers must be trained and developed. To support their opinion thteyBiigoaut and Trolip (2003: p.200) that the
tool can be “a powerful resource for learning if the instructor knows how to encourage thoughtful posting”.

A study carried out by Cornelius & Macdonald (2008) states acad#micteach distance learning programmes for the
Open University in Scotland, who are not based on campus, fail tovelekige the needs of distance learning in terms
of training and support. The Open University is one of theifigtitutions in the UK to take distance learning as their
core method of delivering education and if their online support and tramingt adequate to support their teachers,
then a reasonable question can be posed to the state of all other institliiohawe taken up e-learning much later
than the Open University. Those academics who attended training complah#aditiing was not as they expected; it

was an overview session without emphasis on practice, it didivetlgem enough confidence, it was not inspiring

enough for them to carry on learning, training sessions wdg pkohned with errors, and it was rushed and not fully
functional (Jackson and Fearon, 2013).

Therefore providing adequate training would help academics do their gtiidty whether this relates to managing
online discussion forums, or identifying pedagogical needs amadgleinss (Allan et al., 2012). Training is vital how
to academics utilise pedagogy in the e-learning environment, how doattagy learning style in their material,
correctly using the e-learning features are important, if academics do nettken investment will not yield the

expected result.
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3.5 Time Management Challenges

Academics that use e-learning systems face difficulties in managing theirAguording to Reeder (2004) some of the
“cyber culture values” are characterised by speed, reach and quick response. However in recommendations set out by
Burd and Buchman (2004), the prerequisite needed to be an effeatine instructor is that academics must visit the
discussion page at least once a day to see if there is a posting by stAdeiatsle question is that visiting the
discussion board once a day may not be seen as adequate accorgingr toutture values. Some researchers have
stated that academics should always maintain a vigorous presence on disdimesion boards so they control
discussion, provide answers and feedback so students do ngfadjiedrom the course (Vonderwall et al., 2007; Mayes
et al., 2011; Nandi et al., 2012).

A case study conducted by Mihhailova (2006) aimed to find some ofhhiienges faced by lecturers who were
trialling e-learning technology in an Estonian University. It concentrated ont@miaws conducted with lecturers and
found that time management was complicated as answering queries or grigunre notes took longer than expected
and there was “no compensation system or clarity in pay for the lecturers” (2006: 275). Understanding and improving
how academics can balance their workload was a key recommendation o$é¢hssuchy.

Academics in the UK are finding it difficult to keep pace with postings in the discussion boards and forums. “The
volume of taffic on the forum affected the time needed to keep up to date” (Cornelius and Macdonald 2008: 52),
causing academics sometimes to skim over posted messages. Theymdsthat other academics who are persistent
about checking every posting become selective when traffic increases.

There is a difference of opinion whether e-learning reduces ticheféort of academics. Some of the literature states
e-learning has automated and streamlined some of the administrativeniadkg communication easier and that

having a central repository to place content is freeing up time foryjoalitact (Feldstein and Masson, 2006; Heinrich,
Milne and Moore, 2009; Kotzé and Nageland, 2010). However other reseastdtershat e-learning becomes 30%

more time consuming for academics than traditional classroom teachin@dCa604), not just due to the increase in

working hours but also academics’ efforts increase by 14% to teach effectively (Tomei, 2006).

Literature points out that while the traditional methods of learning havegyetateacher and student roles remain, but
e-learning allows the 24 hours a day for a class to run, and verbarsation have been replaced with a permanent
written discussion forum where students can update any time of thar déght (Clark, 2001). This means academics
have to be working nights, weekends and holidays as the student expects to have a reply immediately and “if things go
wrong then they have a sepirmanent existence on the screen” (Gustafson and Gibbs, 2010:p208). The literature
shows a heavy demand is made on academics when e-learningdsiéett, if academics are overworked and do not
have time then student learning will suffer, especially when they areeimaf bompensated for the extra work they are
carrying out, which will lead to low academic moral and may jeopardisengaand institution image to be damaged.

4, E-learning in Middlesex University London

Current e-learning platforms can be improved as Khoos states (20i@)d@n active online learning community and
the formation of online communities is the key for e-learning suctegsc{ni, 2007; Pallof and Parot, 1999).

The formations of online communities are the main developments amdseand third generation e-learning

applications. The major difference with third generation is it attemptsntove the authentication and security feature
that creates a small community within an institution domain (Makin@PR0Third generation e-learning tools saw
authentication and identity checking as restrictive to learning; hence #nietaion applications allow open access to
anyone to join their learning community. These online applications primarilyréeaccess without authentication.

Allowing learners to publish and discuss their ideas with an open coitynsortheir work is criticised, approved and

appraised by the wider online audience. However, the rate of acceptandadfitution has been slow, perhaps reason
being institutions fear loss of control.

Middlesex University in London implemented Blackboard system @D2fecently they have put in a plan to migrate to
Moodle. In an internal report by Chapman (2012) states due to funaihgoating issues a new direction was sought.
The new direction reduced cost, offered value for money at the samari@imtaining academic goals and student
expectations. Middlesex University considered the increase use of mobile techoplsigylent and staff with the vast
number of e-learning applications that are freely available to support leasagey point in their decision to move to
Moodle. Middlesex University’s view is that freely available tools that do not exist within current Blackboard
environment are Wikis, podcasting, E-Portfolio, RSS and Web2.0 vainéchital tools of learning. This has led to many
academics within Middlesex incorporating applications such as Youtube and Twitteiriovim personal websites.
Academics within Middlesex say that commercial VLEs such as Blackboard ar¢ostespond to change and whilst
latest tools are available freely but Blackboard has not incorporated them, thepceave decided to upgrade to
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Moodle.

Middlesex’s view on recent technology trend is supported by literature as Ge Jian (2010) states may be institutions and
learning provider’s ubiquitous services are overwhelming and are the future. Shu-ying (2010) encourages and argues for
the implementation of new evaluation methods such as “learning portfolio, work display and work group discussion”
(p.408) are the “new ways of thinking”, (p.409).

Developments in e-learning include podcasts where academics record thedr dedhstructions; students are then able
to download the podcast into an iPad. Middlesex students are able to commustieaeEnithemselves and academics
using mobile texting services and phoning their tutors with theirilenaloiring a student group session or working
individually to clarify any issues. They also have the option of goifdags and forums relating to their subject to get
instruction, ask questions to clarify issues where an academic oftdnariteanswer any relevant queries.

5. Conclusion

The literature review has identified a gap in research existing in understanding the academics’ perspective. There are
many areas within this perspective that give cause for concern; theybkan grouped as challenges facing higher
education institutions. The five broad categories are: learning style andaculallenges, pedagogical e-learning
challenges, technological challenges, technical training challenges and tingemantchallenges.

These challenges are vital to understand for any institution wishing faccassful e-learning outcome. Instructors
need to have a good grip on technology and encouraging attitude sosvégdrning for a positive learning outcome.
This means relevant raining has to be passed onto all academics for atiangiit be successful in achieving their

higher academics targets. Academics should not be there for technical supmtudéorts, rather they need to be
trained on the technology so thoughtful posts, videos and tutarmlased effectively. The training should not be an
overview but practical, hands on until academics are confident usingstleensyin place.

Student attitude and experience is important, with the right training to use teghfmidgarning, if students do not
have the right training and support then academics will be the first line @ictdm help with technical problems.

All the challenges appear have a permanent relation to each other, if oeecbiatienges is not faced adequately or
deficient then the overall delivery and learning will have a deficiency. Fan@era if the correct training is not
provided then academics can waste time than necessary, or academics ndiffitisitye identifying student needs. If
the e-learning system is not stable, prone to downtime, slowsteaitsbugs and technical faults can lead to frustration
and annoyance amongst academics. Middlesex University has to bear ithesadchallenges and has to offer high
standard of support, guidance and clear policy for a successful e4gautcome.

6. Further Research

According to the literature, further research needs to be carried out onrieerdity policy, Government policy and
the software vendors marketing statements and descriptioeafnézg is shaping academics’ expectations, and how
this expectations should be met by institution management (Macharia & P2GsEE,

Cheon et.al, (2012) spoke about the gap in literature in factors affextoggptance of mobile learning in Higher
Education institutions, there is no doubt this also applies to acadentiat, factors affect academics accepting of
mobile learning? What effect does m-learning have on academics? What is ttieatemhd training requirement for
academics in a mobile learning environment?
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