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ABSTRACT 

Learning management systems (LMSs) have now been in vogue for more 

than a decade. They have evolved into useful tools for both students and teachers. 

The implementation of these systems primarily depends upon the teachers. Hence, it 

is very important that the whole system is easy to use and effective. In order to 

explore these fundamental aspects two institutes were chosen to conduct interviews. 

Sixteen lecturers were interviewed and the results tabulated and analysed to 

determine their experience and perceptions of the use of the LMS. The findings have 

been categorised into three main groups, namely the use of the LMS, perceptions of 

the LMS and skills and support.  

The findings support much of what has been in the literature with a few other 

pointers that help us to know exactly what a sample of lecturers actually felt about 

the LMS at the time of the interviews. It is hoped that the results that have been 

analysed would serve as guidance for the requirements with respect to skills and 

support, as well as provide information that can be used in furthering the use of 

LMSs that will depend upon lecturers’ experiences and perceptions and the extent to 

which they are equipped to deliver courses online.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview: 

Learning Management Systems (LMSs) have been in vogue for quite some 

time now. LMSs have continued to gain acceptance among tertiary institutions for a 

variety of reasons. The author wishes to look at one aspect of this wide area, 

whichis: what the factors thataffect the lecturer’s approach to curriculum delivery 

using online LMS. In an effort to answer this research question field interviews have 

been conducted with lecturers actively involved in using LMS and their responses 

have been analysed to identify some of the factors involved in curriculum delivery. A 

substantial body of literature pertaining to this has been studied and similarities and 

differences with findings of other authors have been examined. This chapter gives a 

brief outline of the approach taken in this thesis. 

1.2 Background: 

Among the LMSs that are in existence today, the most prominent are 

Blackboard and Moodle. During the introduction of e-learning, Blackboard and other 

LMSs gained much acceptance among tertiary providers (Corich, 2005).Corich also 

states that the reason for their acceptance was the ease with which a person could 

learn to operate the systems and the many features that are present in them. Most of 

the software available in the market have a copyright and are sold by a certain group 

or company. Such software cannot be duplicated and sold without infringing 

copyright laws. Moodle is termed as an open source as the methods used in the 

development and creation of the software falls within the definition of “Open Source”. 

The guiding principle of open source can be described as peers working in different 

locations or areas to develop particular software by collaborating or exchanging 

ideas and views with the common goal to develop the end product. The rise of the 

internet provided an excellent opportunity for such developers to get into the code 

and provide alternative codes and solutions for the software that is offered at 

absolutely no cost to the public. Since Blackboard is not open source software, many 

institutes do not adopt these systems for financial reasons. In response to this, 
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several open source LMSs are now available such as ATutor, Claroline and Moodle. 

Moodle has gained a strong foothold among tertiary institutes as it has employed 

many of the features that have contributed to making Blackboard successful. 

The increasing cost of using Blackboard has prompted many universities and 

institutes to change to Moodle as it is open source software. Often the teaching staff 

of an institute do not have much choice about the LMS adopted by their institute and 

are forced to use what is available for them whether they feel comfortable with it or 

not. 

 Blackboard is a product of the company Blackboard Inc. and Microsoft has a 

share in this product. Blackboard is supported with a helpdesk as well as online help. 

It is also supported by user forums and sponsored conferences. Compared to this, 

Moodle has been developed under the GNU Public License and is open for anyone 

to use. Even though many of the features of Blackboard have been incorporated in 

Moodle, the online help and user interface are still lacking in quality and content in 

comparison to Blackboard. Martin Dougiamas of Curtin University who was the 

original developer of Moodle, along with a team of other developers is continuing to 

improve on its features and Moodle is a strong contender to Blackboard. At present 

Moodle is used in more than 115 countries and has more than 3200 sites. 

Blackboard on the other hand has more than 50,000 sites in more than 70 countries 

(Corich, 2005). 

 In New Zealand, the two most common LMSs are Blackboard and Moodle. 

The author has selected two institutes B and M that currently use LMSs. Institute B 

has Blackboard as their LMS and is trialling Moodle, while institute M has Moodle as 

well as one other proprietary LMS. Among the participants interviewed, the number 

of users of BB is more than users of Moodle. This is primarily because more 

interviews were possible in the institute B that use Blackboard and fewer interviews 

of users of Moodle in institute M. This is not necessarily indicative of the popularity of 

either of them. 
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1.3 Significance of the research: 

 The major goal of this research has been to investigate lecturers’ experiences 

and perceptions of using LMSs. There is a body of literature on the various features 

of LMSs and how they impact on student learning. There is less published research 

on how lecturers perceive the LMS that they use and how their perceptions affect 

their use of LMS.  

The findings of this report may provide useful data for those who are in the 

management level to decide on the type of LMS to be employed. The Ministry of 

Education may also find these findings helpful as they provide a window to examine 

lecturers’ perceptions regarding the LMSs that are suitable for them. These findings 

may thus help the government to set policies and fund tertiary institutes 

appropriately. Lastly, the findings can be published in a journal or conference 

proceedings for the benefit of the wider e-learning community. This report may 

provide useful material for lecturers as well as those involved in the management 

levels who aredecision makers.   

1.4 Reason for undertaking this thesis: 

 E-learning has always been a focus of the author’s interest in the area of 

information technology. E-learning has spurred many questions about how  lecturers 

feel about using LMSs and what could be done to study lecturers’ attitudes and 

behaviours from which factors affecting  the curriculum delivery could be deduced. 

The findings may also be useful to other institutes who could obtain information from 

this report. The findings may also provide the academic world with a new angle on 

the e-learning process. The author is of the view that her findings may help give 

lecturers a platform from which their feelings and attitudes can be analysed, and a 

satisfactory conclusion drawn and published. 

1.5 Research Questions: 

The research question, to be addressed, is: 

What are lecturers’ experiences and perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems (LMSs)? 
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In order to answer the above question the following sub questions have been framed 

to help in finding suitable answers: 

1) What was the performance expectancy for lecturers using a LMS? 

2) What was the effort expectancy for lecturers using a LMS? 

3) What was the social influence for lecturers using a LMS? 

4) What were the facilitating conditions for lecturers using a LMS? 

1.6 Methodology/Research Method: 

 Qualitative analysis has been used to analyse the findings. The method used 

case study and the data required for analysis gathered by means of interviews.   

1.7 Limitations of this research: 

 This research has been limited to 16 computing lecturers spread across two 

institutes. It is hoped that this provides an indicator of lecturer experiences and 

perceptions.   

 Another limiting aspect is the lecturers do not have a choice about the LMS 

they are required to use, as it is already in place in the institutes where they have 

joined. Hence, lecturers’ reactions are based on what they are using rather than 

what they might have experienced with other LMSs. However, considering the fact 

that all LMSs have common features such as assessments, course documents, 

course information, discussion boards, email and gradebooks, some results may be 

more widely applicable.   

 The duration and extent of usage have also been different for the lecturers 

interviewed. When this variability is combined with differences in their backgrounds 

and pedagogical philosophies, the possibility of drawing general conclusions is 

greatly limited. 

1.8 Overall constitution of the thesis: 

 The next chapter is the literature review. This is followed by a chapter on 

research methodology. The results of the thesis are presented in Chapter 4 in 
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tabular form and analysed in chapter 5. The discussion and conclusions follow in 

chapter 6. 

1.9 Summary: 

 An overview of the subject has been outlined.  The background as well as the 

significance of the research has been examined.  The limitations of the research with 

the methodology employed have been explained. The small sample of lecturers from 

which the data have been obtained has been mentioned and the motivation for 

undertaking this research has been explored. It is hoped that this thesis will answer 

the questions raised in this chapter and provide suitable pointers and directions for 

the targeted audience. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Evolution of Distance Learning: 

Oosterhof, Conrad, & Ely (2008)in their book, “Assessing Learners Online” 

have given a concise synopsis of distance learning. The technology of 

online/distance learning at present is in the fourth generation. The first generation 

spanned a century (1850s – 1960) which included correspondence courses, the 

emergence of open universities and transmission of knowledge with the onset of 

radio and television.  The importance of what students learn has been the topmost 

criterion in distance education. The credibility of distance education has a two-fold 

aspect namely (1) what students learn irrespective of the learning methods and (2) 

how well their learning has been effectively assessed. 

The emergence of electronic technologies between 1960 and 1985 could be 

said to be the second generation. During this period, multiple methods and 

technologies were employed without the use of the computer. The electronic media 

became more widespread as a means of dissipating information in schools however 

the student who was a distant learning student still depended on a one-way 

transaction of knowledge.  

The third generation started from 1985 with the availability of the personal 

computer and the proliferation of the internet. The advantage of this technology was 

to bring students closer to the teacher as well as each other. The internet enabled 

students to interact with the teacher closely through emails and chatting sessions as 

well as conferences. Another striking feature of this era was the accessibility to 

resources through a common library became easy which made the learning 

experience richer. The third generation lasted for a decade ending in 1995. 

The fourth generation, which could be said to have begun around 1995, 

ushered in an era of high bandwidth together with networking of different computers. 

The increased bandwidth provided the use of video as a teaching resource. In 

addition, conferencing by use of interactive video has almost removed the line 

between distance learning and face-to-face learning.   
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2.2 Timeline of developments to integrate ICT in LMS: 

 1960 – PLATO (Programmed Logic for Automated Teaching Operations) 

PLATO had its origins in the early 1960’s at the Urbana campus of the 

University of Illinois. Professor Don Bitzer founded PLATO. He got interested in 

computers and felt they could be used profitably for teaching students. The concept 

of timesharing by which a computing resource could be used by many users was a 

major technological leap in the development of computers. The concepts learnt from 

PLATO have been used in many of its descendants, a couple of the prominent ones 

being TenCore and Lotus Notes. PLATO established the foundations for the 

development of the online community, which is very important for the LMS (Woolley, 

1994).  

 1969 – Emergence of the internet  

The modem was developed as early as 1958 but its use to interlink computers 

into a network was applied and brought into practice in 1969. The birth of the internet 

has shrunk the world due to the speed of communication enabling knowledge to be 

transferred across national boundaries quickly and effectively.LMS users and 

designers have exploited the power of the internet to its full(Moodle, 2008). 

 1971 – Illich’s Learning Web  

In 1971 Ivan Illich set the concepts of the learning web which described a 

network for “computer based education.” Illich  explained these concepts in his book 

“Deschooling Society”(Culatta, 2010). 

 1979 – USENET 

Two Duke University graduate students Tom Truscott and Jim Ellis developed 

USENET.  Truscott and Ellis created software that not only allowed messages to be 

sent between the different departments and their members but it also helped to 

connect computers of other universities. This was a breakthrough as information with 

respect to any course could be communicated with other like-minded teachers in a 

short time(Giganews, 2010).  

 1982 - Computer Assisted Learning Centre (CALC) 

This centre was established in Rindge, New Hampshire as an adult learning 

centre. The purpose of this centre is based on the same principles as of today that is 



Lecturers’ Experiences and Perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems 
2010 

 

Page 19 of 159 
 
 

to provide good quality and cost effective instruction to learners on an individual 

basis with the help of computers (Moodle, 2008). 

 1984 – CSILE 

Scardamalia and Bereiter from the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education 

developed a media system through which the knowledge of education could be 

transferred. CSILE was based on Zimmerman’s concepts that were basically self 

regulated learning. The term CSILE means intentional learning. The purpose of 

CSILE was to promote individual learning and merge it with group learning so that 

there is active dialogue between participants of the same group. In doing so the 

students were able to think over their thoughts and bring forth questions in front of 

the public which in this case was the classroom (Culatta, 2010). 

 1988 – Aviation Industry Computer Based Training Committee (AICC) 

The AICC was established due to demands for “standardization of hardware 

from CBT delivery platforms”. Some of the packages introduced under the AICC 

extended up to 2005 (Culatta, 2010). 

 1992 – CAPA (Computer Assisted Personalized Approach) 

CAPA was developed and introduced in Michigan State University for a small 

class of physics students (Moodle, 2008). 

 1994 – Open University Virtual Summer School 

A virtual summer school (VSS) for open university students was introduced on 

an experimental basis which enabled students to attend a course on Psychology 

“electronically” (Moodle, 2008). 

 1994/95 – CALCampus.com 

CALCampus was a fully integrated online based school. CaLCampus 

introduced administration and instruction on classroom level along with course 

content for the first time. The notable difference in this system was the learner was 

electronically close to the teacher and classmates even though he/she was 

physically far away (Moodle, 2008). 

 1997 – CourseInfo Releases Interactive Learning Network 

The interactive learning network came to be known as Blackboard. Cornell 

University developed Blackboard and it was installed at several academic institutes 

(Moodle, 2008). 
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 1997 – WebCT1.0 release (another LMS) 

 1998 – Martin Dougiamas begins preliminary work on Moodle 

 1998 – The first software package released by Blackboard 

 1998 – Release of CNAMS (Cisco Networking Academy Management 

System) 1.0 

The CNAMS tool comprised of rosters, gradebooks, forums along with a 

“scalable and robust assessment engine” (Moodle, 2008). 

 2000 – Claroline Project 

Thomas De Praetere from the Catholic University of Louvain (Belgium) 

introduced the Claroline project which was similar in principle to Blackboard and 

Moodle (Moodle, 2008). 

 2001 November – “Moodle.com runs Moodle” 

 2002 August – Release of Moodle 1.0 

 2002 September – Release of site@school 

 2004 – Sakai Project 

The projects from different universities and colleges contribute towards the 

formation of the Sakai project (Moodle, 2008). 

 2006 June – Release of Moodle 1.6 

 2006 July 26 – Blackboard applies for a patent on June 30 

o The patent is so exhaustive that it covers every aspect of online course 

delivery providing Blackboard with the legal support to enforce 

“intellectual property against other producers of course online delivery 

systems” (Culatta, 2010)
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 Current status: Moodle 

o 2010 June – Release of Moodle 1.9.9 

o Work is in progress towards the release of Moodle 2.0 

 Current status: Blackboard 

o Blackboard has introduced the Blackboard Mobile which according to 

them “creates a comprehensive mobile offering for your entire 

community experience”. Most students and faculty are in possession of 

a mobile phone. The integration of the latest technology by combining 

with the mobile phone gives the users total control of all their learning 

in the palm of their hands. (Blackboard, 2010) 

o Release of Blackboard Learn 9.1 

2.3 Broader Context: 

The LMSs are not only confined to the educational sector but have been 

found to be very useful in different sectors such as corporations, associations, 

government and career colleges. 

2.3.1 Corporations: 

 The decision makers of any corporation always try to find ways by which they 

can deliver training to update their staff with the most cost effective methods. Their 

goal ultimately is to increase their profits. The experience gained by providing 

solutions to the educational field has given the LMS industry a strong foundation to 

address the various aspects encountered in the corporate world. Learning is 

achieved by engaging the learners through user-friendly software and coupling it with 

the day-to-day social as well as casual learning opportunities.  

 The programs can be designed in such a way that the corporation’s objectives 

can be realised with the existing management tools already in place. 

2.3.2 Associations: 

 With the spread of knowledge in every field across the globe, the need for 

researchers, educationists, professionals and any other personnel working in a 
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particular field to communicate and interact with each other has become very 

important. Associations so formed develop a sense of community to share the 

existing knowledge to other members in the form of conferences and meetings. 

Once again, the strengths of the LMS can be used to deliver content as well as 

provide training material in the form of workshops for members so that their 

knowledge is up to date. 

2.3.3 Government: 

Government organisations, public sectors as well as military form a major 

chunk of the workforce in any country across the world. The job routines, procedures 

and methods are diverse; however the principles of LMS can be very effectively 

employed for technical data, knowledge and interaction of the individuals 

successfully. 

2.3.4 Career Colleges: 

 Professionals often find it useful to update their skills to keep in tune with the 

latest discoveries and inventions in their industry. New methods and techniques 

need to be introduced in their industry and this can come only through suitable and 

competent training. Career colleges fill this gap in such a situation. LMSs are used 

quite extensively to engage more and more students to update their skills in the 

constantly evolving requirements of the industry. 

2.4 Introduction to Literature Review: 

A literature review has been produced from reputed journals available from 

online databases along with relevant reference books and proceedings from leading 

conferences on related topics. These will be used subsequently to compare with the 

answers obtained to the questions posed in the thesis. The different themes followed 

by the various authors have been explored in detail and their relevance to the current 

research has been established.   

 Issues regarding the pedagogical methods have been explored and how 

these factors affect curriculum and delivery.  The roles played by different 

stakeholders and their impact on the final delivery system have also been examined. 
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The most commonly used systems that featured in this review have been Blackboard 

and Moodle.  

According to Corich (2005), the Open Polytechnic was the first NZ educational 

institution to introduce e-learning and since then it has been adopted as a standard 

method of curriculum delivery in all major tertiary institutes and universities across 

the country.  The availability of these new technologies has given greater impact for 

instructors to provide content to students in their teaching methods. Moreover, the 

availability of such technologies such as Blackboard and Moodle has provided 

lecturers with a wider opportunities to blend delivery in the form of classroom 

instruction and online delivery(Lin & Kinsuk, 2007). 

 The literature review considers four different aspects, which describe how 

lecturers view the LMS. Section 2.7.1 covers the performance expectancy; section 

2.7.2 explores effort expectancy, section 2.7.3 looks at the social conditions and 

section 2.7.4 looks at the facilitating conditions.  

2.5 Overview of Literature: 

Birch & Burnett (2009) in their paper “Bringing academics on board: 

Encouraging institution wide diffusion of e-learning environments” have examined 

the factors that have an effect on instructors’ adoption and utilisation of new 

technology in their learning surroundings for long distance education students. The 

authors feel that the factors influencing the academics adoption of new technology 

falls into three categories namely: 

 “Institutional factors  

 Individual factors  

 Pedagogical concerns” 

The institutional factors consist of three sub factors namely: 

 “Motivators 

 Enablers  

 Barriers” 

      The individual factors consist of three sub factors: 

 “Opportunistic 
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 Pragmatic  

 Personal” 

     The pedagogical factors consist of: 

 “Motivations 

 Concerns”(See Figure 2.3) 
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FIGURE 2.3: Factors influencing academics’ development of e-learning 

environments 

Source: (Birch & Burnett, 2009) 

 

The literature surveyed attempts at looking at the various aspects that influence the 

academics’ adoption of new technology. These factors have been classified by Birch 

and Burnett (2009) under the four categories: 
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 Effort Expectancy 

 Facilitating Conditions 

Institutional 
factors 
• motivations 
• enablers 
• barriers 

Individual 
factors 
motivators 
and 
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 Social Influence 

 

2.6 Literature Map: 

The literature map is on the next page.
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2.7 Aspects that Influence: 

2.7.1 Performance Expectancy: 

The purpose of all new technologies is to provide easier and smarter ways of 

accomplishing the same work. LMSs are no exception to this. The people who 

implement the LMSs at the grass root level are the teachers, instructors and 

lecturers. Their main aim is always to use their existing knowledge along with the 

presence of new technology to make their work easier. The design of a LMS has 

been done in such a way that it does not and cannot cater individual needs or 

requirements. Several issues arise when implementation of a LMS as part of 

teaching becomes institutional policy. Some of the issues that participants face are 

lack of time, overload of work, insufficient rewards and lack of clear institutional 

policies. This leads to wrong expectations and beliefs that instructors face with the 

new technology. Their expectancy is overshadowed by what is necessary to what is 

required. 

McGill, Klobas and  Renzi (2008)discuss the concept on how the user is 

impacted by using a particular system. The teacher’s views and ideas can mean how 

effective he/she is in his/her method of teaching, effectiveness or both. Sufficient 

work needs to be done on the use of LMS by lecturers and its impact on delivery 

methods. During the last decade, LMSs have evolved and this has brought hallmark 

changes to the way LMSs are being formulated. Newton (2003)has stressed the 

need for more research in this particular area. A clearer view of the case will result in 

not only having huge benefits to universities but also to those including lecturers, 

professors and administrators. Staples and Seddon (2004) have investigated the 

Technology to Performance chain (TPC) as postulated originally by Goodhue and 

Thompson (1995). They have investigated two situations namely:  

1. The voluntary use of LMS 

2. The mandatory use of LMS 

In both the situations, they have found that an excellent Task to Technology Fit 

(TTF) has a positive performance impact on users. Much of the research carried out 
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so far has focused on the factors that hinder the use of LMS by instructors.  Siemens 

(2006) has reported that for a majority of teaching staff, the time required to be 

devoted to learning the technology is often daunting. The other factors as reported 

by (Browne, Jenkins and Walker (2006) and Lazarus (2003)include the unavailability 

of technical supporting staff and the financial support for development of material for 

different subjects (Browne, et al., 2006). Of these issues, the most important factor 

that hinders a lecturer’s use of LMS happens to be time. Siemens (2006)has also 

stated that changing to a new LMS can be a challenging task and time consuming. 

The decision to proceed with such changes should be dealt separately for those who 

are confident computer users and those who are not.  

In addition to learning  the use of LMS,Siemens (2006)also points out that 

further demands on their time in the process of teaching is another deterrent in the 

use of the LMS.  It is not clear why time is such an important factor, however; 

Woods, Baker and Hopper (2004) have suggested that it may be due to the 

incidence of mixed mode of delivery for different courses. Yueh andHsu (2008), have 

shown in their findings that with a user-friendly design of the LMS, instructors would 

be more inclined to use it. This suggests that if the LMS helps the instructors in their 

work, then it will have greater acceptance. The introduction of LMS has changed the 

reactions of instructors. LMSs are information systems and their purpose is to store 

data in the form of course contents and provide the same to the learner’s 

communication pathways to help them in their learning process. Staples and Seddon 

(2004) have investigated the TPC model and have found the salient truth that the 

technology used should be befitting the task for which it is used. Goodhue and 

Thompson (1995) who originally coined the phrase Task Technology Fit (TTF) have 

defined it as “the degree to which a technology assists an individual in performing his 

or her portfolio of tasks” (p.216). The use of LMS by individual instructors includes 

the complete gamut of their teaching, the various aspects of course administration 

that need to be accommodated with their existing information technology skills. 

McGill, et al. (2008)carried out two studies with 67 instructors (42.2% females 

and 57.8 % males) in the age bracket of 25 to 65 (with the average age being 46.12 

years). The participants had a good grounding in IT as well as training. The results of 
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their two studies showed that TTF did have a direct influence on the teacher’s views 

of the effectiveness of the LMS on their performance. However, the extent of 

utilisation was not related to the performance impact or was related in such a way 

that could not be easily understood by the studies carried out. Good TTF could lead 

to a greater utilisation of the LMS with improved benefits. However, there is a limit to 

which it can be used for maximum benefits.  An inadequate TTF can lead to 

instructors spending more time than usual on problems that may result in a negative 

effect on their performance. Educational technologists feel that a strong fit between 

task and technology is not sufficient. They are of the opinion that it is more 

dependent on the teaching skills of the instructor than on how he/she manages to 

integrate the new technology into his/ her teaching methods. Their study shows that 

good instructors can accommodate the shortcomings of technology and produce a 

good TTF to suit their requirements (Renzi, 2008; Van den Dool & Kirschner, 2003). 

Hence more can be learnt on the performance impacts of LMS by studying 

“individual system features” and studying in actual practice how the instructor 

amalgamates his/her teaching method and technology rather than treating TTF 

separately. 

Schumacher and Suri (2008) have studied the requirements of Monash 

University staff about the features that are desirable in a Learning Management 

System. These participants rated compatibility with most web browsers as the most 

desirable feature (56%) with grade book, plagiarism tool and open source at 12% 

and 8% desirability. This shows compatibility with browsers as the highest 

requirement for proper performance of the LMS. 

Snowball & Mostert(2008)considered the views of the course coordinators 

and teachers. According to these authors, the LMS helped to improve the efficiency 

by which the course was executed. Communication through the news forum proved 

to be a quick way to communicate with the students.  Other support like last minute 

hints with assignments and posting lecture slides was very easy and could be carried 

out without any difficulty. The discussion forums proved to be of particular advantage 

to the teachers. The students who are preparing for the exams usually find 

themselves facing doubts and lack of understanding of the topics and content. In 
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order to clarify students’ questions, teachers are usually faced with a heavy workload 

to solve the problems of their students. Hence, the week just before exams is usually 

an exhausting week for teachers. However, due to the discussion forums, 49% of all 

the postings by students were made during this week. The high percentage of 

postings during the study week showed the effective use of discussion forums. 

Another advantage of the discussion forum was the teacher could identify easily 

areas that were not clearly understood by the students and have these areas 

clarified. The experience gained by educational technologists’ shows that good 

quality teaching requires the knowledge of the subtle differences of the multifaceted 

relationship between the methods of teaching, the contents of the courses and the 

technology. The knowledge thus gained should be used to develop suitable 

strategies that are specific to a particular context.  

2.7.2 Effort Expectancy: 

Any new technology requires a certain background to implement it. Due to the 

proliferation of personal computers for everyday use, most lecturers, teachers, and 

instructors have become conversant with computer jargon. Among this group of 

teachers, lecturers and instructors, some had also had the opportunity to work with 

some kind of LMS. This has created a sense of expectancy about the effort required 

to become effective users of a LMS. Another issue faced by most institutions is the 

cost factor in using a closed source LMS such as Blackboard. In order to circumvent 

this problem many institutions are in the process of changing to Moodle which is an 

open source LMS. This transition from one LMS to another has not been an easy 

one.  

Corich (2005) discussed several differences between Blackboard and Moodle. 

One of the primary aspects that could make a difference in the use of Moodle is the 

fact that it is free open source while Blackboard is not. As Moodle is gaining 

popularity in New Zealand’s e-learning community, its use and impact as an LMS 

cannot be ignored. Corich attempted to convert two courses from Blackboard to 

Moodle but was not successful in his attempt. He tried to do so again after six 

months but still could not succeed. Corich feels the online help for Moodle is not 

sufficient, however he created a new course manually for using Moodle. He also 
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feels that Moodle has a suitable environment in which materials can be organised 

sequentially and it thus makes a very attractive proposal for institutions to adopt this 

LMS. 

Moodle is a valid starting LMS for institutions that are introducing an e-

learning tool. However Corich feels that those who are using other LMSs would find 

it a frustrating experience to shift their course content into Moodle and successful 

implementation of this would require the services of an e-learning expert who can 

point out the advantages of Moodle and map out a plan for converting the courses. 

Schumacher and Suri (2008)have examined in detail the performance and 

effort of three LMSs: Blackboard, Moodle and Sakai. Their findings on the ease of 

use of Blackboard show that the interface for Blackboard is rather complicated for 

carrying out straightforward tasks. The accessibility and interoperability of 

Blackboard is also restricted to the provision of a supported version of Java. 

However, the other features such as communication tools for Blackboard are 

reported to be better. The whiteboard facility and discussion forum on Blackboard 

are more suitable to use than those on Sakai. Distributing resources on Blackboard 

are also more useful than those on Sakai since Blackboard allows a number of 

folders to be networked, both for documents as well as for activities. Again, the 

assessment and feedback tools on Blackboard are powerful even though the 

configuration of the grade book is complicated.  The staff responses to the ease of 

use of Moodle and Blackboard have revealed that Moodle is preferred overall in 

comparison to Blackboard. The authors have listed the following items: 

 “Ease of accessing the system  

 Context-sensitive help  

 User-friendly interface  

 Ease of uploading the resource files  

 Overall reliability of the system  

 Overall ease of use  

 Ease of linking the files appropriately” (Schumacher & Suri, 2008) 
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It was found that 44% of the staff in Monash University preferred Moodle and 36% 

preferred Blackboard. The staff responses about communicating with students also 

showed that Moodle was preferred to Blackboard. The assessment and feedback 

responses show a striking advantage of Moodle over Blackboard with over 70% of 

the staff in this study preferring Moodle. 

Mitchell, Clayton, Gower, Barr and Bright (2005)studied over 40 major 

aspects of e-learning and related subsidiary topics. The conclusions drawn from their 

study are pertinent. Answers to their first question “what factors inhibit or facilitate 

faculty in their decision to incorporate e-learning into their teaching?” were quite 

varied. The answers revealed that, depending upon the circumstances, certain 

factors helped some teachers. At the same time, the very factors that helped some 

teachers were seen as inhibiting factors for others. What appeared to be evident was 

that a spectrum of factors comes into play in creating the degree to which teachers 

adopt e-learning. The second point to be noted was that the level of e-learning varied 

from one tutor to the next. There appears to be a large diversity regarding the level 

that a tutor would like to adopt for her/his e-learning modules. This means that 

planning a certain type of LMS to suit the complete teaching faculty would not be 

advisable. This shows that different types of LMSs may suit differing requirements 

for tutors. Again, it is quite startling to discover that in spite of technological 

innovations even those who are keen on adopting the new technology (Embracers) 

are only using part of the available technology. Another important fact that has 

emerged is that even among information technology professionals; there are few 

who are advanced and some who are beginners in using LMSs. It should be the 

responsibility of the institutions concerned to develop long-range policies and plans 

that take cognisance of the fast changing developments and the prevalent 

pedagogical teaching methods.  

2.7.3 Social Influence: 

A concern for lecturers over time taken to integrate a new technology is 

considered as one factor in resistance to change. There is also fear that sufficient 

time may not be available to do justice for the lecturer’s course of teaching. 
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Institutional attitudes in not providing separate timeframes to adopt new technologies 

have also restrained instructors from embracing the new technologies.  

The learning management system for many of the new entrants is quite a 

formidable challenge. It is expected that they be provided with suitable support and 

help in their endeavour to embrace the new technology. Tammets, Tammets and 

Laanpere (2009) have also asserted that new learners need to be well supported 

and Wheeler (2008)has further added that they should be challenged in such a way 

that they continue with the program and not drop it in the face of any obstacles or 

difficulties.  Wheeler also adds that suitable “scaffolding” needs to be provided for 

learners in the beginning stages. 

One of the major inhibitors that stand in the way of the implementation of 

LMSs is the time devoted by individual instructors. Birch and Burnett (2009) have 

pointed out that with the increased demands on teachers and the short life cycles of 

courses, institutions find it difficult to allot separate time slots for the development of 

courses through LMS. This creates a situation in which the instructor feels she/he is 

overloaded (Moser, 2007).This problem becomes more profound when the institution 

is not financially sound and is unable to provide extra time for the instructors to 

maintain their course material and development within their stipulated time (Weston, 

2005). Another important factor that hinders the implementation of the LMS is that 

instructors feel they have less time to devote towards their own research as well as 

personal development, which subsequently provides the grounding for their 

promotions in their jobs (Howell, Williams, & Lindsay, 2005; Maguire, 2005). Lack of 

personal desire to exploit the full potential of e - learning as a part of their teaching 

course is also seen as an inhibitor in the use of  a LMS (Cowan, 2006). Resistance 

to change due to fear or unwillingness to take calculated risks is seen as an inhibitor 

in adopting new technology. Fear or unwillingness can be attributed to ignorance of 

the advantages provided by a LMS (Hunt, Eagle, & Kitchen, 2004;Weston, 2005). 

Institutions do not reward nor appreciate the efforts of those academics who adopt 

new technology (Moser, 2007).This also proves to be a hindrance for those who are 

new comers or late adopters in LMS adoption. 
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2.7.4 Facilitating Conditions: 

The introduction of LMS in any institution needs to be a concerted effort from 

all who are directly or indirectly involved in the academic process. This includes 

management, board of directors, policy makers, administrative personnel and finally 

teachers and students. In order for policies to be successful and effective, it is 

imperative for management to provide a conducive environment for the teachers as 

well as others involved.  

Grainger and Tolhurst (2005)examined two critical questions in detail. These 

were: 

1. “What organisational factors affected teachers’ use and perceptions of 

Information Communications Technology (ICT)?” 

2. “What organisations factors affected the use of new learning management 

system?”  (p.13) 

Grainger and Tolhurstfocused on three factors that affect the use and views of 

ICTs, the main features and characteristics of leadership, the make-up, significance 

and efficacy of training and the management approach to ICT execution. There are a 

number of factors that affect a teacher’s use and views of ICT and the way in which 

they integrate technology into existing pedagogical methods. Among surveys 

conducted, one survey revealed several vital factors that determine the effectiveness 

of ICT in institutions. The most important being the principal of an institution. The 

other important factors include teachers, planners of the curriculum, technical 

support staff, students, those who actually use ICT, human resource department 

responsible for training and development, school board, budgetary constraints and 

the committee for learning technologies  

The inherent flaw in any LMS is that it is not suitable to be applied across any 

kind of situation. The intentions and the teaching methods of the teachers may not 

match with the design of the LMS. In short, it is not a “pedagogically neutral tool” 

(Steel, 2009). Certain researchers have also studied to what extent the traditional 

form of classroom teaching coincided with that provided by the LMS (Apedoe, 

2005;Hedberg, 2006;Naidu, 2006). According to Naidu, the LMS is more of a tool to 
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deliver the content rather than engaging the learners in a more stimulating manner. 

Papastergiou (2006)has remarked that the LMS is not suitable for uniform 

assessment and hence can be inferred as a non-facilitating factor for the teachers. 

Holt andChallis (2007) have however come up with an interesting finding. The 

more technologically proficient a teacher is, the better he/she  would be able to 

weave his/her  teaching methods with the LMS in order to reach his/her  ultimate 

goal. At the same time, those teachers who are not so proficient with the latest 

technology will struggle in executing “pedagogically biased technologies”.  Steel 

(2009) has also mentioned that if a teacher’s belief does not coincide with the 

advantages afforded by the technology, then the result can be disastrous. In fact, 

teachers may use it in ways that are not congruent with their own teaching methods. 

It is important for the designers of the LMS to take into account the tacit 

nature of the views and beliefs held by teachers. The belief system held by teachers 

often acts as an obstacle and in many cases even filters out much of the essence of 

the LMS. Management should consider it mandatory prior to introduction of any LMS 

to address the tacit knowledge and beliefs so that these beliefs will not underpin the 

perceived goals of the LMS. The strengths possessed by any institution in terms of 

its ICT capabilities can be seen as an overriding factor in the success of any LMS. 

The supporting role played by the institution to help the teachers who are not strong 

in adopting this technology helps the teachers to embrace the technology in spite of 

their inherent beliefs or tacit knowledge. The presence of a supportive atmosphere 

creates a culture in which teachers are encouraged to use new technology without 

fear or hesitation. 

Hence, a teacher’s attitude towards the implementation of the new technology 

is a critical factor. The presence of new technology in an institution does not 

necessarily mean that teachers will start to use it. The usefulness of a new 

technology is thus determined by how willing the teachers are to use it and not by its 

mere availability for use. Lack of confidence and fear are factors that hinder a 

teacher from using new technology. The IT strengths of the institution could be used 

to train teachers to use the online help available for the LMSs. The online help would 
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give them the necessary knowledge along with confidence to proceed in going 

deeper in the use of the LMS. 

Vannatta and  Fordham (2004) found that the time devoted by a teacher to 

teaching and his/her willingness to change along with suitable support from the 

school system in the form of training can be a reliable predictor for the use of the 

technology. Educators and administrators also need to provide means by which the 

teaching can be improved (Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). This shows the importance 

of providing a suitable environment in the schools through a complete “holistic 

approach to technology use that permeates all aspects of the organisation’s culture”.  

Norris, Sullivan, Poirot and Soloway (2003)also add that individual characteristics 

towards the use of technology maybe important in the larger interests of the 

organisation.  

As mentioned earlier time is an important factor for the implementation of ICT. 

Anytime the teacher spends out of the class requires commitment from the 

institution. These may include setting up suitable training and other similar issues. 

The difference between corporate and academic environments is that tasks that 

need to be done immediately cannot be delayed for a suitable time later. For 

example assignments submitted by students need to be assessed and marked. At 

the same time in a corporate environment, development and implementation of 

programs or softwares could be postponed or discarded. The necessity for timely 

implementation of ICT in schools is what makes it a very difficult and complex 

process. 

Tearle(2003) analysed three distinct characteristics that influence ICT 

implementation in a school. The most important factor considered was the features 

of the whole school that is signified by a “strong leadership, excellence across the 

school operations, positive ethos and collaborative culture and well motivated and 

caring staff.”  

Selim (2007)considered suitable support in the work place as an important 

condition for the success of LMS and instructors have found the lack of support as 

an issue that could prevent their use of LMS. However, Browne, et al. (2006)have 

noted that facilitating conditions did not have much influence on the instructors. This 
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is also in line with the study carried out by (Renzi, 2008)who observed that support 

services did not have much of an effect on the way instructors used LMS in their 

teaching. 

Heinrich, Milne, Crooks, Granshaw and Moore (2006)stated that it was 

imperative that institutions be instrumental in providing suitable e-learning systems 

and provide complete training concerning the technical aspects as well as 

instructional requirements and ensure support in the future. 

Birch and  Burnett (2009) examined various barriers that were obstacles to 

lecturers/academics adopting new technologies and integrating the same into their 

teaching methods. Birch and Burnett have identified a “lack of academic leadership, 

clear vision and formal strategic planning, and the absence of clear institutional 

policies, processes and standards as being major inhibitors for academics” (Maguire, 

2005; McLean, 2005; Surry, Ensminger, & Haab, 2005). Covington, Petherbridge 

and Warren (2005) also found that the failure to make a thorough study of the course 

requirements and to determine what are the important aspects of the course 

compounded with the failure to develop a technique based on well formulated goals 

have also contributed to the slow dissemination of the use and spread of educational 

technologies. Top management support is also crucial for the “success of adoption 

and integration of the educational technology” (Benson & Palaskas, 2006;Surry, et 

al., 2005). Other factors like slow download times and bandwidth issues also 

contribute towards frustrating both the teacher and the student. Lack of suitable 

infrastructural support, no availability of proper software and hardware packages 

impede the adoption of technology (Capobianco & Lehman, 2004;Jones & Kelley, 

2003;Surry, et al., 2005). Cost of innovations and software has created another 

barrier in the adoption of these technologies for institutions as well as academics 

(Ebersole & Vorndam, 2003; Gulbahar, 2007). The failure to provide adequate and 

ongoing support has had a negative effect on the use of this technology (Gulbahar, 

2007;Mishra & Koehler, 2006;Surry, et al., 2005). Hence, it should be noted that 

training needs to be tailored to differentiate between early adopters and others. 

Hence, it is imperative that institutions are able to notice the requirements of different 

groups and provide the training accordingly in order to make the use of LMS 
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effective. The timing at which these trainings are provided should also be suitable as 

well as relevant to the interests of the academics (McLean, 2005). Mentors, role 

models and others who are well versed in the use of the new technology would help 

the academics in adopting the new technology (Covington, et al., 2005;Wang, 

Ertmer, & Newby, 2004). 

 

2.8 Conclusion: 

The literature surveyed has highlighted several aspects of LMS application 

within educational institutions. The issues faced by teachers with respect to the 

performance of the LMS and the effort required to deliver it to their full satisfaction 

have been examined. Institutional approach in providing support to teachers is found 

to be a crucial factor in the success of any new technologies. Another important 

factor that needs to be taken into account is the tacit knowledge and beliefs held by 

teachers. Social conditions such as peer pressure though they may appear 

insignificant do have an important role to play in the final implementation of the LMS.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction: 

In this chapter, the qualitative method used for this research is explained.  

Two institutes were chosen that used two different LMSs.Participants chosen from 

these institutes were from the field of Information Technology, all of whom had 

sufficient experience and background. The small sample of 16 participants provided 

a selective representation for this study. The method of gathering data was through 

interviews with both open and closed questions. 

3.2 Method Used: 

3.2.1 Qualitative Method: 

The two sciences that exist in the world can be said to be  

1. The science of the human world 

2. The science of the natural world(Schwartz, 2009) 

The science of the human world cannot be studied by mathematical analysis 

or with the help of existing theorems in order to arrive at certain conclusions. The 

focus here is on studying the subject through the individual and how the individual 

perceives that particular object. Concepts can be derived from such observations 

that lead to a good understanding of the questions raised. Attitudes and behavioural 

characteristics of the individuals are thus an important factor in this method. The 

activities involved in this study were investigated by studying the relationships and 

the regularity in which the factors occurred or in relationship to the situation in which 

they took place. 

 The main advantage of a qualitative method is that it gives fruitful 

explanations of phenomena, which are otherwise too complex to investigate. The 

other important factor in a qualitative method is the truthfulness of the information 

gathered. Interviews, surveys and questionnaires are the usual methods of gathering 

information.  
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3.2.2 Method Used: Case Study: 

Case study research gives a clear understanding of a particular issue and at 

the same time, the observations add to the experience already available from other 

researchers. The focus of case studies is to examine in detail the various events and 

activities, and the conditions under which they occur along with any intertwined 

relationships between events, activities and conditions. Thus, case studies can be 

said to be a safe and pragmatic way to investigate any current phenomena occurring 

in real life. The case study method can thus be used even though there is no clear 

demarcation between the object and the context under which it is studied(Soy, 

2006). 

One of the chief objections of the case study method is that few cases are 

examined and do not reflect the general mass that is under study. However, 

researchers have found that using case studies is a useful methodological tool and 

have employed case studies with success in different situations. The researchers 

find that if the studies are well organised and planned with carefully constituted 

questions for participants, the ensuing findings are reliable as well as dependable 

and can reflect the nature of the whole(Soy, 2006 ). 

A comparative case study has been used by the author in this study as it 

concerns two different institutions using two different LMSs.  

3.3 Data Gathering: 

3.3.1 Data Gathering Method: Interviews 

Two types of sampling techniques are: 

1. Probability sampling technique and 

2. Non probability sampling techniques (Zikmund, 2003) 

The latter technique was chosen as it provided the researcher a convenient 

way to sample the population. The cost and the time used were minimal which was 

an added reason for choosing this technique. In the non-probability sample, the data 

gathering provided a very direct approach to the participants/objects as well as 

providing the opportunity to interact with them to clarify any thoughts or ideas on the 

spot. Interviewing the participants directly made this possible.  
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3.4 Research Question: 

The main research question for this study was: “What are the lecturers’ 

experiences and perceptions of using Learning Management Systems (LMSs)?” In 

order to investigate further, four factors that were in relation to the above question 

were framed to obtain a deeper insight to different facets of the main question. 

These factors were as follows: 

1. Performance Expectancy 

2. Effort Expectancy 

3. Social Influence and 

4. Facilitating Conditions  

The sub-questions are as follows: 

1. What was the performance expectancy for lecturers using a LMS? 

2. What was the effort expectancy for lecturers using a LMS? 

3. What was the social influence for lecturers using a LMS? 

4. What were the facilitating conditions for lecturers using a LMS? 

To facilitate the research, two institutes were chosen as one of the institutes 

used Moodle (Institute M) while the other institute used Blackboard (Institute B) as 

their LMS. The participants chosen were from the Information Technology 

Department in each institution who were directly using the above tools.  

3.5 Procedure Used to choose the Participants: 

Potential interviewees were contacted in advance by email in order to find out 

if they were willing to participate in such an interview.  After they expressed their 

willingness, an information sheet was given to each participant explaining the 

purpose of the interview and their involvement. This information sheet also included 

the time the interview would take place. The participants were selected from institute 

B and institute M. Each participant was provided with the option to cancel the 

interview unconditionally. A consent form was duly signed by each of the participants 

at the time of the interview. All interviews were recorded with the average time per 
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interview being 15 minutes. The interviews were subsequently transcribed in order to 

provide data for analysis.  

Twelve participants thus consented to participate from institute B that used 

Blackboard and four from institute M that used Moodle. 

3.6 Method of Conducting the Interviews: 

The participants signed the consent form prior to the commencement of the 

interview. A copy of the questions that were to be asked was also given to the 

participants just prior to the interview. Each participant was interviewed individually 

and the answers recorded live on an audio recorder as well as written in long hand. 

The average time of the interview was about fifteen minutes. 

3.7 Unit of Measurement: 

The individual participants who were interviewed have been taken as the unit 

of measurement in this study. 

3.8 Theoretical Model Used: 

The United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT) 

has been used to investigate the research question. The factors detailed in the 

above model are: 

1. Performance Expectancy 

2. Effort Expectancy 

3. Social Influence and 

4. Facilitating Conditions  

The above factors from this model have been used to find answers to the 

main research question. (Refer to literature map in Chapter 2 page 27)According to 

the United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT), 

moderators determine the above factors. The moderators are as follows: 

 Gender 

 Age 

 Experience 
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 Voluntariness of Use/ Attitude of use 

The framework of the United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 

Model (UTAUT) is shown below (with how the moderators affect the key 

determinants and how it affects their behaviour of use): 

 

FIGURE 3.1: United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model 

(UTAUT) 

Source: (Jong & Wang, 2009) 

3.9 Research Questions Relating to the UTAUT Model: 

Research Questions to Interviewees UTAUT Model 

1. What age group are you?       

A. 20-24  

B. 25-29  

C. 30-34  

D. 35-39 

E. 40-44 

Moderator – Age 
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F. 45-49 

G. 50 or more 

2. Is this your first employment as a lecturer? Moderator – Experience 

3. If no, what was your first job? Moderator – Experience 

4. Which institute/ organisation were you 

working at prior to joining this institute? 

Moderator – Experience 

5. What is your total experience in years as a 

lecturer? 

Moderator – Experience 

6. How many of those years have you had 

experience with using LMS as a teaching 

approach for your curriculum delivery? 

Moderator – Experience 

7. What subjects / courses/ papers do you 

teach? 

Moderator – Experience 

8. How many of the subjects /papers/courses 

that you teach involve the use of learning     

management systems? 

Moderator – Experience 

9. Are you comfortable using the LMS? 

 

Key Determinant – Effort 

Expectancy ( sub-question 2) 

Moderator – Attitude to Use 

10. Do you correspond with your students by 

the email facility, which is part of the LMS, or 

do you use another   email system? 

Key Determinant – Facilitating 

Conditions 

Informs facilitating conditions (ease 

of communication with students, 

ease of use) (sub-question 4) 

11. How often do you email students? Information for demographics 
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12. Are you familiar with Blackboard, Moodle 

and/or any other LMS? 

Moderator – Experience 

13. What is the name of the present LMS in 

existence in your organisation? 

Information for demographics 

14. How long have you been using this 

particular LMS? 

Moderator – Experience 

15. How do you rate this LMS on a scale of 1-

10, where 1=poor and 10= excellent? 

Key Determinant – Performance 

Expectancy (sub-question 1) 

16. Was any other LMS used previously in 

your organisation?  If so, which and why was it 

changed? 

Scope – history 

17. Which aspects of the current LMS do you 

find most effective? 

Key Determinant – Performance 

Expectancy (sub-question 1) 

18. What aspects of this LMS do you not like? Key Determinant – Negative of 

Performance Expectancy 

19. Do you feel any improvements need to be 

done to make the LMS more effective? For 

example, changes in the discussion board, 

assignment submission, etc. 

Key Determinant – Facilitating 

Conditions (sub-question 4) 

20. What kind of feedback do you get from 

students with regards to the LMS? For 

example, course materials, discussion board 

and general usability. 

Key Determinant – Social Influence 

(sub-question 3) 

21. What new skills are required to use the 

LMS on an everyday basis? For example, use 

of Microsoft Word, PowerPoint and uploading 

Key Determinant – Effort 

Expectancy (sub-question 2) 
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course material.  

22. How long does it take to learn these skills? Key Determinant – Effort 

Expectancy (sub-question 2) 

23. What advantages does e-learning have 

over face-to-face contact?  

Key Determinant – Social Influence 

(sub-question 3) 

24. What advantages does face-to-face 

contact have over e-learning? 

Key Determinant – Social Influence 

(sub-question 3) 

25. Do you feel pressurised by the 

management to accept a pattern developed by 

them that would influence your style and 

method of delivery?  

Key Determinant – Social Influence 

(sub-question 3) 

Key Determinant – Facilitating 

Conditions(sub-question 4)  

26. Which subjects /papers/courses that you 

teach are more easily delivered through LMS 

and why?  

Key Determinant – Effort 

Expectancy (sub-question 2) 

27. Who supports you in your use of the new 

methods of teaching? 

Key Determinant – Facilitating 

Conditions (sub-question 4) 

28. Do you have any difficulties in assessing 

the work done by students through the LMS? 

Key Determinant – Effort 

Expectancy (sub-question 2) 

29. If so, is there any way you could suggest to 

improve on the assessment? 

Key Determinant – Performance 

Expectancy (sub-question 1) 

30. Is there anything else you would like to 

express regarding any factors that influence 

your curriculum delivery using the LMS? 

Key Determinant – Performance 

Expectancy (sub-question 1) 

TABLE3.1: Research Questions Relating to the UTAUT Model 
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3.10 Miscellaneous Factors: 

The content posted on the LMS system is partly based on the teacher’s 

concept of what the students would like or prefer. The content is however also based 

on curriculum requirements. The teacher bases his/her course content on the total 

curriculum to be covered and the depth to which it should go. The students may 

have issues with course content; hence, it is imperative that the teacher is in 

constant touch with the students to understand how well his/her methods are being 

taken by the students. Continuous feedback regarding grades and suggestions for 

improvement can then be achieved through regular emails.  The teacher also finds 

out through emails how well the students are gaining from the LMS and if necessary 

he/she can make the required corrections in his/her contents. 

Since LMS is a type of instruction in which there is little face-to-face rapport 

with the students, the need was felt to understand how rapport was established 

between teachers and their students with the use of emails. Hence, the following 

question was asked: 

11. How often do you email students? 

The ease with which a teacher picks up the threads of an LMS depends on 

his/her previous experience with any other LMS. All LMSs largely follow a standard 

pattern.  The knowledge gained by the teacher from the LMSs used by him/her 

before can thus be applied to any new LMS that he/she needs to pick up. Hence, the 

question below was asked: 

16. Was any other LMS used previously in your organisation?  If so, which and why 

was it changed? 

 

3.11 Summary: 

A case study method has been used as the means for arriving at the answers 

to the research question as it provided unique avenues to the research question. 

Interviews with individual participants have been used to obtain answers that inform 

the main research question as well as providing a comparison of the two systems 

used in the two institutes. The interviews were conducted systematically over a 
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period of two months depending on the availability of the participants. The interview 

questions have been matched to the theoretical model used in order to show 

concordance with the research question. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

4.1 Introduction: 

Responses to interview questions are grouped under five headings: 

performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions 

and moderating factors. The results are presented in tabular form in this chapter and 

have been analysed in Chapter 5. Participants from institute B are identified as B1, 

B2, B3, B4, B5, B6, B7, B8, B9, B10, B11 and B12 and participants from institute M 

are identified as M1, M2, M3 and M4. 

4.2 Responses: 

4.2.1 Performance Expectancy: 

15. How do you rate this LMS on a scale of 1 – 10, where 1= poor and 10 = 

excellent? 

17. Which aspects of the current LMS do you find most effective? 

18. What aspects of this LMS do you not like? 

19. Do you feel any improvements need to be done to make the LMS more 

effective? For example, changes in the discussion board, assignment 

submission, etc. 

29. If so, is there any way you could suggest to improve on assessment? 

30. Is there anything else you would like to express regarding any factors that 

influence your curriculum delivery using the LMS? 
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Participants Responses 

B1 15. 8 = nearly excellent 

17. D. Others: Course documents. 

18. Not intuitive as it should be. 

19. It should be streamlined. Make it more easy to use. 

29. Not applicable. 

30.  

 Could give more training. 

 Pedagogical: things they need to think about.  

 Get more out of it than just being a repository. 

 Give students more understanding about the benefits. 

 

B2 15.  6 = does stupid things. 

 Inefficient and time consuming  

 Have usability issues. 

17. Use discussion board, email and gradebook. 

But the most effective would be to post resources available to 

students. 

18. Has usability issues. 

19. Gradebook: You need to go in and out of the system and have to 

enter each student’s marks individually. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. It is a document management system. 

B3 15. 8. 
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17.  B. Email 

D. Others: Course documents  

18. Lack of ability to deal with new versions of software for example 

MS Word 2007. 

19. No. 

29. Not applicable. 

30.  

 Useful complement to my teaching style. 

 Access material at all times. 

Teach without fear of giving all the information: Can concentrate on 

more important things than acquisition of information. 

B4 15.  8 

17. B. Email 

C. Grade book 

D. Others: Announcements, Course Information, Staff Information, 

Assignments and External Links. 

18.  

 Not open source that means coursing problem. 

 Cannot modify, improve or add. 

19. Use Moodle instead of Blackboard. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. 

 Use of iLectures (Curtin iLectures) 
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 Would like to change to Moodle. 

B5 15.  6: time consuming to set up 

17.  

A. Discussion Board (do not use) 

B. Email 

C. Grade book (do not use) 

Others: Course Documents 

18.  

 Getting the course documents into the course document folder. 

 Lots of clicks involved to get any job done. 

19.  

Improvements needed in: 

 Clicking and more clicking. 

 Blackboard not upgraded to use word. 

29.  Don’t use it at all. 

30. Suppose that is it …happy using it. 

B6 15.  6 or 7 = alright, not explored much. 

17. 

B. Email: Most effective. 

C. Grade book: Most effective. Most direct use. 

18. No real problem. 

19. Not really. Quite comfortable with it. 

29. Not applicable. 
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30. I have been around long enough. Not to worry terribly much. 

Constantly review overheads, add material and adjust accordingly.  

B7 15.  5 or 6. 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: use it 

B. Email: good 

C. Grade book: very good. 

18. Virtual classroom. The new system has brought some changes 

but the changes are not emphasised and was never told before. 

19. Virtual classroom. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. 

 Integrate Turnitin in Blackboard. 

 Integration of PeopleSoft and Blackboard at system level. 

B8 15.  4. 

17. I do use discussion board, email and grade book. But I hate it. 

Don’t like it at all. I feel it inhibits discussion. 

18. Gradebook. Find it very cumbersome. You have to enter each 

student’s mark individually and each time you need to go in and out of 

the system. It is not like a matrix. 

19. Gradebook is obsolete. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. Running a plain text interface would be good as it takes a lot of 

time to load up on computers, which have a dial up connection. 
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B9 15. 8: since it is better now. 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: Not keen 

B. Email: It is ok. Limited in what it does, Web2Txt to replace 

C. Grade book: Use it extensively and I am quite happy with it. 

D. Others: Document holding areas: Document repository, course 

details, course documents and assignments. 

Another aspect: Group session: Find it quite useful. Online Quizzes: 

Quite good. But the automatic markings are not always good. 

18. Choose not to use it. Wiki looks quite good. 

19. Number of clicks to get any job done. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. No. But there is a danger that when a lecturer set up a course he 

needs to review the entire course material as it can get outdated. 

Something, which can be overlooked, is that the course content will 

have external links, which may get outdated. 

B10 15. 3 = Lots of repetition as an administrator. 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: use 

B. Email: use 

C. Grade book: use 

D. Others: Course Documents. 

18. The administration side of things, repetition, does not allow 

customisation. 

19. Mentioned above. 
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29. Not applicable. 

30.  

 Great flexibility 

 Work from home 

 Save trees 

B11 15. 8 = because in Blackboard you need to load one file at a time and 

cannot load an entire folder. 

17.  

B. Email 

C. Grade book 

D. Others:  Announcements, Course Information, Course Documents 

and Assignment folder 

18. Loading of one file at a time. 

Sometimes while using Blackboard it comes up with “security expired” 

(don’t know whether it is management). Therefore, when this happens 

one is hesitant to use it.  

19. Loading of individual files at a time in need of improvement. 

29. Alternative methods can be used for submission of assignments: 

email attachment, CD or memory stick. 

30.  

 Good tool to use. 

 All your materials and assessment tools ready in advance.  

 Control the visibility of what is there (show what is needed). 

For example you can load all the materials required for the 

entire semester and then show them to students only when it is 

needed. 
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B12 15. 6 or 7. 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: is good 

D. Others:   Announcements 

18. Not easy to manage files, not convenient and user friendly. 

19. Improvements need to be made in the File Management System. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. Not 100% satisfied but it is a useful tool. 

M1 15. 7 

17.  D. Others: Weekly schedule, resources used for each week’s 

schedule 

18. The interface is always not very intuitive. 

19. Don’t use it enough to comment on it. 

29. No. 

30. Another useful tool. My current curriculum delivery is face-to-face 

and the LMS used is for the face-to-face delivery itself. Not teaching 

any distance courses. 

M2 15. 8 – for all. 

17. C. Grade book: find it very useful 

The best feature would be to access material from home. 

18. Tests are designed and managed by Cisco, and so there is no 

flexibility to reword or clarify the questions. 

19. Don’t feel any improvements need to be made for Cisco. Our 
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proprietary system is very basic and it could include gradebook and 

forums. 

29. Not applicable. 

30. For me, LMS is an excellent support tool but cannot replace face 

to face. 

M3 15. 7 or 8: Clunky and old. 

17.  

B. Email: Very effective. 

C. Grade book: Not using gradebook. Assessments are manual. 

D. Others: Online assessments in one paper only. 

18. Clunky, Interface not user friendly. 

19. There should be better help facilities to sort out problems. 

29. Not applicable. 

30.  

 Flexibility: Ability to upload materials either new or revised. 

 News forum to communicate directly. 

Eg. Mytec: Is a one stop through which students can view their results 

either internally or externally. 

M4 15. 2 = It is not designed to be used like a computer application. It is 

more like a website where after you upload a file you need to create a 

link to it. 

17. D. Others: Forums: Post something and be assured that everyone 

gets it. It is a replacement for an email list. Multi choice questions 

available rather than creating one. 
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TABLE4.1: Responses of Participants in regards to Performance Expectancy 

4.2.2 Effort Expectancy: 

9. Are you comfortable using the LMS? 

21. What new skills are required to use the LMS on an everyday basis? For 

example, use of Microsoft Word, PowerPoint and uploading course material. 

22. How long does it take to learn these skills? 

26. Which subjects/papers/ courses that you teach are more easily delivered 

through LMS and why? 

28. Do you have any difficulties in assessing the work done by students 

through the LMS? 

18. The time it takes to load up the data. 

19.  Loading of the data. 

29. To make it easier to move files around. 

30. Covered everything. 

Participants Responses 

B1 9. Absolutely. 

21. No. 

22.  Not applicable. 

26. Interactive Multimedia. The Level 5 and 6 papers need face to 

face. 

28. No. 

B2 9. Yes. 

21. Should be computer literate. 
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22. 1 - 4 hours of training courses. 

26. For one paper used discussion board that is easier. More difficult 

via email. 

28.No. 

B3 9. Yes. 

21. No. 

22. Not applicable. 

26. No, because in class I use a lot of group discussions. 

B4 9. Yes 

21. No. 

22. Not applicable. 

26.  All to some extent still need some personal contact. 

28. No. 

B5 9. Only use a portion of it and I am comfortable using it. 

21. Don’t think so. 

22. Not a long time. Some things like setting up a course is done just 

once a semester so sometimes forget how to go about it, but once 

that is sorted then no problem. 

26. Professional Skills: theory involved. 

28. The last time could not read the assignments sent by the students 

through Blackboard. Out of a class of 50, 30 assignments could not 

be accessed. 
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B6 9. Yes. 

21. Pretty much straight forward. 

22. Not directly. 

26. None, not particularly. 

28. No. 

B7 9. Yes. 

21. No. 

22. Not applicable. 

26. All. 

28. No, do not use it for assessing work. 

B8 9. It’s okay. 

21. Fumble my way around. 

22. As long as it takes. 

26. None. 

28. No. 

B9 9. Yes. Certain sections I avoid. 

21. A new person needs to know all the features. Need to understand 

navigation. 

22. It’s a gradual process. Can use the buddy system. 

26. All. Help by having all the material online. Not a big difference of 

easily being delivered. I’m selective of what I use and what for. 
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28. No. 

B10 9. Yes. 

21. No. 

22. Not applicable. 

26. All. Students use it every week. 

28. Don’t use as an assessment tool. Not looked at it. 

B11 9. Yes. 

21. Some basic skills are required. 

22. Doesn’t take long to learn these skills. Training sessions are 

provided for staff development in this area. 

26. Business Computing. Good communication and provision. 

28.  Sometimes not able to open files. 

B12 9. Yes. 

21. No. 

22. Not applicable. 

26. None. When there is a lot of code involved I use the Disk system. 

M1 9. More or less about 90% 

21. It’s more difficult for tutors than students.  

22. Special training sessions are conducted to learn these skills. 

26. Neither of them. More comfortable teaching face to face. 

28. No. 
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M2 9. No, not good at using Moodle but good with using Cisco and our 

proprietary system. 

21. For our proprietary system a person needs to have basic 

knowledge of a network and how to access a server using Windows 

networks. 

22. In case of Cisco there is a Cisco Course Instructor that gives you 

the different features of the LMS and how to find your way through. 

26. Only the Cisco paper. For the others it just acts like a support tool. 

28. No. In case of Cisco all the grades are online whereas in our 

proprietary system the grades are not online. 

M3 9. Yes, I am now. 

21.  I absolutely feel new skills need to be learnt. The system is not 

very intuitive. Need to learn things the first time around. 

22. Not long with appropriate phone calls in a few minutes. 

26. Both are okay. Theory and lectures are easily delivered. 

28. No. 

M4 9. Yes in a limited way. 

21. I do not think any new skills need to be learned. But, it should 

have a Helpdesk support where you can call and they can sort out the 

problem for you. 

22. Not applicable. 

26. Don’t know. 

28. It is time consuming. First, to get the students to upload their 

assignments then download then and save it as a different file name 
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TABLE4.2:  Responses of Participants in regards to Effort Expectancy 

4.2.3 Social Influence: 

20. What kind of feedback do you get from students with regards to the LMS? 

For example, course materials, discussion board and general usability. 

23. What advantages does e-learning have over face-to-face contact? 

24. What advantages does face-to-face contact have over e-learning? 

25. Do you feel pressurised by the management to accept a pattern 

developed by them that would influence your style and method of delivery? 

Participants Responses 

B1 20. Not really. 

23. YAMS: a group that does not like early morning class. With e-

learning it is available anytime for them to access.  

24. It is a wonderful way to see your students. In face-to-face you can 

find out whether they have clicked with what you are saying. 

25. No. 

B2 20. Most of them expect things the way they are. 

23.  

 Helps in distance education. 

 Participate in learning 

 Central repository. 

24.  

and then after making comments and marking them to upload it back 

on. I do it this way so that I too can have an electronic copy of what 

has been corrected. 
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 The best communication happens face to face. 

 80% of our communication is body language.  

The way we gesture makes meaning. 

25.No. 

B3 20. I feel students are quite happy. 

23. 24 *7 access. 

24. Personal touch and ability to use things like body language and non-

verbal communication. 

25. No. 

B4 20. Nothing 

23.  

 No need to commute 

 At own pace 

 Automatic marking 

 Ability to build knowledge 

 Available all the time 

24. “Humans are animals and they need social contact.” 

 Personal tutor for some students gives confidence. 

 Tutor has the opportunity to observe the student while performing 

a task or exercise and suggest improvements. 

25. Sometimes. 

B5 20. All materials together in one place. Do not have to go hunting for it. 

23. Own pace and own time. 

24. 
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 Immediate feedback 

 Answer straight away for the questions asked. 

25.  It’s the way it is done. 

B6 20.  No comments. 

23. Appears to you in an adequate way. 

24.  

 Interaction with lecturer and other students. 

 One-to-one interaction. 

Interaction right around. Hear other people’s views. 

25. No. Could be used more effectively. 

B7 20. Satisfactory. 

23.  

 Space and time. 

 Economy 

24.  

 Expressions 

 Realistic 

 Qualitative feelings. 

25. No. 

B8 20. No. 

23. Don’t like it by itself. E-learning should be an add on to face-to-face. 

24. There are multiple channels of communication. 

25. No. Stuff them. 
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B9 20.  Like LMS. Not keen on discussion board. Like grade book, online 

quizzes and other types of activities. But occasionally have problems 

with assignments. 

23. Not a lot. 

 Some students think that since all the material is on Blackboard, 

no need to attend class. 

 No clarification 

 Discipline 

Time slot: Can do it in their own time. 

24.  

 Clarification 

 Cross checking 

Discipline of regular timetable 

25.  Not now. When Blackboard introduced all courses were to be online 

as much as possible and students have to relearn each lecturer’s style.   

B10 20. No feedback. 

23. Convenient, not on campus. 

24. Lots of advantages. Expressions, body language. 

25. Like their pattern but you don’t have to follow it. 

B11 20. Students like it as the resources are available anywhere 24*7. 

23.  

 Unless you take notes in a classroom there is no copy of what has 

been taught. 

 It is 24*7. 

 The copies are available electronically. 
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24.  

 Real time feedback: instantaneous  

 Room for further discussion, good discussion and debate, human 

to human interaction. 

 There are feelings and reactions involved. 

 More effective than e-learning because body language is 

involved. Lack in your language can be made up with your body 

language. Have on the spot question. 

25.No. 

B12 20. Rarely 

23. Just convenient. 

24. Can explain more to the students and be specific to them. 

25. No. 

M1 20. Not direct feedback but they (students) seem to be using it ok. 

23. 

 Learn at a time that suits them 

 Not physically present at the same location  

24.  

 Observe and perhaps understand how students are coping with 

the content 

 Many students feel comfortable talking in class rather than using 

the computer for communication. 

25.  No, not by management. It’s just the nature: need to adapt with the 

new surroundings. 

M2 20. The feedback is positive. The grades and materials are online. In 



Lecturers’ Experiences and Perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems 
2010 

 

Page 69 of 159 
 
 

case of Cisco have online questions as well. 

23.  

 Materials are accessible anytime. 

 Online notes and quizzes for personal study. 

24.  

 More ability to understand student problems. 

 Direct feedback. 

 Effectively teach the material to them. 

 Answering of student questions. 

More personal for the students: they feel supported. 

25. There is a push from management to use Moodle and I should start 

looking at it. 

M3 20.  Students are satisfied. No problem with usability and they appreciate 

the use of news forums to keep them informed. 

23.  

 All materials available in one place and know where to look for. 

 The assessments are automatically marked. 

“However there is an enormous amount of effort to construct online 

assessments”.  

24. 

 Interaction between lecturers and students and between students 

themselves 

 .Allows the tutor to gauge whether students have the message 

and if not can present the information in a different way to cater to 

the various learning capacities of students. 

25. No. 
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M4 20. Students like the fact that they can use it and that it keeps them 

informed  

23. I use e-learning as a backup to face to face. Moodle is replacing the 

network drive and the email system now. 

24. Don’t know. 

25. There is a pressure to use Moodle. 

TABLE 4.3: Responses of Participants in regards to Social Influence 

4.2.4 Facilitating Conditions: 

10. Do you correspond with your students by the email facility, which is part of 

the LMS, or do you use another email system? 

19. Do you feel any improvements need to be done to make the LMS more 

effective? For example, changes in the discussion board, assignment 

submission, etc. 

25. Do you feel pressurised by the management to accept a pattern 

developed by them that would influence your style and method of delivery?  

27. Who supports you in your use of the new methods of teaching? 

Participants Responses 

B1 10. Both. Done a Postgraduate Diploma in Computer Based Learning. 

19. It should be streamlined. Make it more easy to use. 

25. No. 

27.  A. Teaching colleagues 

B2 10. Both. 

19. Gradebook: You need to go in and out of the system and have to 
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enter each student’s marks individually. 

25.No. 

27.  B. LMS support staff 

B3 10. Both. 

19. No. 

25. No. 

27. No. Don’t need support. 

B4 10. Both 

19. Use Moodle instead of Blackboard. 

25. Sometimes. 

27. No support needed. 

B5 10. Use the one that is present in the LMS, unless they (students) 

choose another email system to reply. 

19.  

Improvements needed in: 

 Clicking and more clicking. 

 Blackboard not upgraded to use word. 

25. It is the way it is done. 

27. None of the above. If I get stuck just ask for help from someone 

else in the room. 

B6 10. Correspond with students within the LMS. 

19. Not really. Quite comfortable with it. 



Lecturers’ Experiences and Perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems 
2010 

 

Page 72 of 159 
 
 

25. No. Could be used more effectively. 

27. A. Teaching colleagues: Different ways of doing things. 

B7 10. Generally with LMS for Level 7 and 8.But use both. 

19. Virtual classroom. 

25.  No. 

27. 

B. LMS support staff 

C. IT support staff 

B8 10. Yes for the whole class and use groupwise to email them. 

19. Gradebook is obsolete. 

25. No. Stuff them. 

27. A colleague 

B9 10. Both. If need to send an email to the entire class use the LMS one 

but if individual then use another email system. 

19. Number of clicks to get any job done. 

25. Not now. When Blackboard introduced all courses were to be 

online as much as possible and students have to relearn each 

lecturer’s style. 

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues: Mostly 

B. LMS support staff: Sometimes, only once a year 

C. IT support staff:  Refer to LMS support staff 
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B10 10. Both.  

19. Mentioned above. 

25. Like their pattern but you don’t have to follow it. 

27.  Nobody 

B11 10. Use both. 

19. Loading of individual files at a time in need of improvement. 

25. No. 

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues 

B. LMS support staff 

C. IT support staff 

B12 10. Another email system but occasionally use Blackboard. 

19. Improvements need to be made in the File Management System. 

25. No. 

27. IT support staff: Not helpful in this area. 

M1 10. Another email system 

19. Don’t use it enough to comment on it. 

25. No, not by management. It is just the nature: need to adapt with 

the new surroundings. 

27.   

A. Teaching colleagues 

B. LMS support staff 
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C. IT support staff 

M2 10. Normal email account. 

19. Don’t feel any improvements need to be made for Cisco. Our 

proprietary system is very basic and it could include gradebook and 

forums. 

25.  There is a push from management to use Moodle and I should 

start looking at it. 

27.  

A.Teaching colleagues: for Cisco 

C. IT support staff: for our proprietary system. 

M3 10. Using the news forum and Moodle. 

19. There should be better help facilities to sort out problems. 

25. No. 

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues 

B.LMS support staff: Mostly LMS staff and it is quicker and strong. 

Our polytech is very advanced in the use of Moodle. 

M4 10. Both. If I need to communicate with the entire class I use the 

forums present in the LMS. 

19.  Loading of the data. 

25. There is a pressure to use Moodle. 

27. C. IT support staff: Get someone to help you. 

TABLE 4.4: Responses of Participants in regards to Facilitating Conditions 
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4.2.5 Moderating Factors: 

Factors Questions 

Gender Male/Female 

Age 1. What age group are you? 

A. 20-24 

B. 25-29 

C. 30-34 

D. 35-39 

E. 40-44 

F. 45-49 

G. 50 or more 

Experience 2. Is this your first employment as a lecturer? 

3. If no, what was your first job? 

4. Which institute/organisation were you working prior to joining 

this institute? 

5. What is your total experience in years as a lecturer? 

6. How many of those years have you had experience with using 

LMS as a teaching approach for your curriculum delivery? 

7. What subjects/courses/papers do you teach? 

8. How many of the subjects/papers/courses that you teach 

involve the use of learning management systems? 

12. Are you familiar with Blackboard, Moodle and/or any other 

LMS? 

14. How long have you been using this particular LMS? 
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Attitude to use 9. Are you comfortable using the LMS? 

TABLE 4.5: Moderating Factors 

4.2.5.1 Gender: 

The table below shows the number of male and female participants in each 

institute.  

Participants Institute B  Institute M 

Male 7 4 

Female 5 0 

TABLE 4.6: Gender 

4.2.5.2 Age: 

This section looks at the question below. The question is then summarised in 

the table 4.7 below. 

1. What age group are you? 

A. 20-24 

B. 25-29 

C. 30-34 

D. 35-39 

E. 40-44 

F. 45-49 

G. 50 or more 

 

Age Institute B Institute M 

30 – 34   1 

35 – 39  1  
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40 – 44   1 

45 – 49  1  

50 or more 10 2 

TABLE 4.7: Age 

4.2.5.3 Experience: 

This section looks at the questions below. The responses are then 

summarised in the table 4.8 below. 

2. Is this your first employment as a lecturer? 

3. If no, what was your first job? 

4. Which institute/organisation were you working prior to joining this institute? 

 

Institute Industry Academics 

B B1,B2,B4,B7,B9,B12 B1,B2,B3,B4,B5,B6,B8,B10,B11,B12 

M M1,M3,M4 M2,M3 

TABLE 4.8: Experience 

 

4.2.5.4 Lecturing Experience and Familiarity with LMS: 

This section looks at the questions below. The responses are then 

summarised in table 4.9. 

5. What is your total experience in years as a lecturer? 

6. How many of those years have you had experience with using LMS as a teaching 

approach for your curriculum delivery? 
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TABLE 4.9: Lecturing Experience and Familiarity with LMS 

4.2.5.5 Familiarity with Blackboard, Moodle and others LMSs: 

This section looks at the questions below. The responses are then 

summarised in table 4.10. 

Institute Participants Lecturing Experience 

(in years) 

Familiarity with 

LMS (in years) 

B B1 35 10 

B2 15 10 

B3 29 7 

B4 35 20 

B5 15 7 

B6 20 10 

B7 20 10 

B8 31 8 

B9 16 10 

B10 10 10 

B11 25 8 

B12 15 7 

M M1 11 2 

M2 7 5 

M3 30 2 

M4 9 5 
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12. Are you familiar with Blackboard, Moodle and/or any other LMS? 

TABLE 4.10: Familiarity with different LMSs 

4.2.5.6 Attitude to Use:  

This section looks at the question below. The responses are then summarised 

in the table 4.11 below. 

9. Are you comfortable using the LMS? 

Attitude Blackboard Moodle Others 

Positive B1,B2,B3,B4,B6,B7,B10,B11,B12 M1 M2 

Neutral B5,B8,B9 M3,M4  

Negative - - - 

TABLE 4.11: Attitude to Use 

4.3 Summary: 

The responses obtained from the interviewees have been grouped into United 

Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT) and they have been 

analysed with colours and rankings in Chapter 5. 

 

Institute Blackboard Moodle Other LMSs 

(WebCT and 

others:Cisco,

proprietary) 

B B1,B2,B3,B4,B5,B6,B7,B8,B9,B10,B11,

B12 

B3,B4,B7 B3,B4 

M M1 M1,M3,M4 M2 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS 

5.1 Introduction: 

Straub (2009)in his paper “Understanding technology adoption theory and 

future directions for Informal learning” has explained in depth the different theories 

that are in use and have been used to study how the general population accepts 

innovation. He has pointed out several factors that are pivotal in the adoption 

theories that the different models have used. The four models that he has focused 

on are as follows: 

 Roger’s Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) 

 The Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) 

 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and  

 United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT) 

Straub talks about the dependency of new technology on factors such as 

society’s perceptions of the process of development.  The absorption of technology 

depends on: 

1. The manner in which each constituent individual perceives the new 

technology  

2. How each person moulds it to adapt to her/his purposes. 

The success of the technology depends on how the individual acquires 

knowledge with respect to her/his emotional mind-set. The prevalent attitudes and 

methods also play an important role in the adoption of new technology.  

The adoption theory (CBAM) looks at the acceptance of technology from an 

individual point of view and examines the basic constituents that make up the 

complete issue of change. The diffusion theory (IDT) explains how a complete 

segment of the population accepts a technology. This theory examines the time 

involved in acceptance of an innovation with respect to the existing norms prevalent 

in the society. The way in which the complete population either takes to the new 

technology or decides to forgo it for some other technology is also studied in this 

theory.  
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The adoption and diffusion theories have certain aspects in common. Both 

theories accept that though the decision to adopt an innovation can be said to be an 

event, the complete route to final acceptance is a process. The different values, 

viewpoints and personal views over a time can affect an individual’s decisions. 

These different theories have a preconception that the innovation would be adopted 

by the individual or population as it is specifically designed for the study of 

acceptance by the individual or the entire mass. In case this adoption or diffusion 

does not take place, it is taken for granted that the whole process has suffered a 

setback rather than the actual progress of the knowledge/technology diffusing into 

the population. 

Most of the theories in existence have three characteristics in common. The 

first one being each individual has certain beliefs or attitudes that promote her/him to 

accept a change. Secondly, the ease with which an innovation can be brought into 

practice and how well it can fit into a person’s lifestyle. Finally, the environmental 

suitability can either support the individual to accept a new technology or reject it.  

 

5.2 Different Theories: 

5.2.1 Roger’s Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT): 

According to Roger, the process of diffusion consists of five stages that every 

individual goes through prior to acceptance and implementation.  

 Stage 1: The first time the individual knows about a new technology 

 Stage 2:  The period during which the individual learns  the basic features of 

the new technology 

 Stage 3: The decision to adopt the innovation or reject it 

 Stage 4: Putting the new technology into practice after accepting it 

 Stage 5: The period of reflection. During this period, the individual ponders 

over the actions he/she has taken and contemplates whether he/she should 

continue with the new technology or leave it. 
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Roger’s model has four factors that describe diffusion as a special form of 

transmitting information.  

1. Innovation 

2. Channels of communication 

3. Existent social systems and 

4. Time 

Further Roger states that other factors that are influential in the adoption of 

new technology are: 

1. Accessibility to communication 

2. Better financial status 

3. Higher approach in society  

4. Readiness to take risks and 

5. Higher level of intelligence 

5.2.2 Hall’s Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM): 

The most influential theory so far has been Roger’s IDT;however, this cannot 

be applied to all situations. CBAM considers adoption of technology through the 

views of the person who is adopting that particular technology. It also addresses 

what kind of reservations and concerns a person may have that would have an effect 

on her/his adopting the new technology. This gives the policy makers a set of 

guidelines from the user’s perspective about how users would adapt to the change 

and also provides them with a template to predict requirements in the future. This 

model suffers from some striking limitations, as positive feedback from users is not 

taken into account. Even though users may not like to accept change, they definitely 

have some encouraging comments that could be helpful. The CBAM model helps 

policy makers to step outside their own area of convictions and look into possible 

good outcomes of a particular innovation and minutely examine the effects this  has 

on those who are most affected. 
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5.2.3 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM): 

This model differs from the other two models in this manner – Roger’s IDT 

and Hall’s CBAM dealt with the environment in which the technology was being 

adopted, however TAM addresses the type of technology that is being introduced. 

The fact that most programs and innovations have a relatively short life span has 

prompted educational institutes to put into action and make it mandatory that the 

latest information technologies be accepted and implemented without any time 

delay.  

Key concepts: 

Davis (1989) research provided the first insights into how any individual views 

a new technology and how this new technology would affect the way in which she/he 

would put the technology into use. Davis highlighted two factors about any new 

innovation which he felt would lead us to determine how a technology would 

eventually be used. The first one is the ease with which a new technology can be 

used. The second factor is how well the use of the new technology would increase 

the individual’s performance and efficiency in her/his work (Davis, 1989). 

This model has a certain flaw as it takes into consideration the abilities of the 

user in putting the technology into use. However, later research shows that the 

abilities of a person and ease of use are two separate issues and need to be 

considered separately. This model does not take into consideration factors such as 

age, gender and several other issues that affect a person’s outlook towards new 

technology.  Factors such as these that have not been addressed can influence the 

decision to use a particular innovation. 

5.2.4 United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT): 

Venkatesh, Morris, Davis and Davis (2003)have considered eight of the most 

prevalent theoretical models that have been used to gain understanding of an 

individual’s acceptance of technology and use of it. The study carried out by 

Venkatesh, et al. (2003)compared the results of various models with the subjects in 

four different working environments. The results were quite revealing as the eight 

models showed a variance of 17-53% in the use of the different information 

technologies. This helped in bringing together the more important and deciding 
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factors from the eight models which led to the formation of the “the unified model for 

understanding technology acceptance”.  This model stands out from the other 

models as it addresses four key determinants. They are as follows: 

1. Performance Expectancy: This is based on the individual’s perceptions and 

views as to how the new technology would help and support her/him in 

carrying out her/his duties. This is also influenced by the person’s previous 

experience of the use of some other kind of similar technology.  

2. Effort Expectancy: The ease with which an individual feels she/he will be able 

to use the technology goes a long way in her/his intention to use the new 

technology.  

3. Social Influence: The extent to which an individual feels the pressure from 

her/his surroundings, for example her/his peers, to use a certain type of 

technology. 

4. Facilitating Conditions: Support from the organisation in which the person is 

working makes the person believe to accept and implement the new 

technologies. 

The four moderators that Venkatesh, et al. (2003) have identified as being critical to 

the acceptance of new technologies are: 

1. Gender 

2. Age 

3. Experience 

4. Voluntariness of use 

Description 

Key 

Determinant   

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

The degree to which an individual 

believes that a technology will assist 

them in performing job duties, this is 

influenced by previous constructs of 

perceived ease of use (Davis, 1989). 
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TABLE 5.1: Description of key determinants and moderators in the United 

Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology model 

(Straub, 2009) 

5.3Theoretical Model Chosen: 

The model chosen for the use of this thesis is the United Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT). This model has been chosen 

as the participants from both the institutes fall well within the four key determinants 

and the three moderators. The questionnaire, which was used to get the feedback on 

Effort expectancy 

 

The degree to which an individual 

perceives a particular technology to be 

easy to use (adapted from (Davis, 

1989) 

Social influence  

 

The degree to which an individual feels 

social pressure to use a particular 

technology, based on the construct of 

subjective norm from the theory of 

reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

1980). 

Facilitating conditions The degree to which an individual 

believes that his or her organization is 

supporting the change 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male, female 

Age Continuous 

Experience Ordinal – low, medium, high 

Voluntariness of use A categorical variable (high, low) 
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the use of LMS, is within these key determinants and moderators. How the questions 

relate to each determinant and moderator is shown in the table 5.2 below: 

 Description 

Key 

Determinant   

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. How do you rate this LMS on a scale of 1-10, 

where 1= poor and 10 = excellent? 

17. Which aspects of the current LMS do you find 

most effective? 

18. What aspects of this LMS do you not like? 

29. If so, is there any way you could suggest to 

improve on assessment? 

30. Is there anything else you would like to express 

regarding any factors that influence your curriculum 

delivery using the LMS? 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Are you comfortable using the LMS? 

21. What new skills are required to use the LMS on 

an everyday basis? For example, use of Microsoft 

Word, PowerPoint and uploading course material. 

22. How long does it take to learn these skills? 

26. Which subjects/papers/ courses that you teach 

are more easily delivered through LMS and why? 

28. Do you have any difficulties in assessing the 

work done by students through the LMS? 

Social 

influence  

 

20. What kind of feedback do you get from students 

with regards to the LMS? For example, course 

materials, discussion board and general usability. 
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23. What advantages does e learning have over 

face-to-face contact? 

24. What advantages does face-to-face contact 

have over e learning? 

25. Do you feel pressurised by the management to 

accept a pattern developed by them that would 

influence your style and method of delivery? 

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Do you correspond with your students by the 

email facility, which is part of the LMS, or do you 

use another email system? 

19. Do you feel any improvements need to be done 

to make the LMS more effective? For example, 

changes in the discussion board, assignment 

submission, etc. 

25. Do you feel pressurised by the management to 

accept a pattern developed by them that would 

influence your style and method of delivery?  

27. Who supports you in your use of the new 

methods of teaching? 

Moderator Description 

Gender Male/Female 

Age 1. What age group are you? 

H. 20-24 

I. 25-29 

J. 30-34 

K. 35-39 

L. 40-44 
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TABLE 5.2: Questions grouped according to each determinant and moderator 

The questions framed for interviewing the participants were checked by the 

supervisor for approval and corrections. The approved questionnaire was initially 

M. 45-49 

N. 50 or more 

Experience 2. Is this your first employment as a lecturer? 

3. If no, what was your first job? 

4. Which institute/organisation were you working 

prior to joining this institute? 

5. What is your total experience in years as a 

lecturer? 

6. How many of those years have you had 

experience with using LMS as a teaching approach 

for your curriculum delivery? 

7. What subjects/courses/papers do you teach? 

8. How many of the subjects/papers/courses that 

you teach involve the use of learning management 

systems? 

12. Are you familiar with Blackboard, Moodle 

and/or any other LMS? 

14. How long have you been using this particular 

LMS? 

Attitude to use 9. Are you comfortable using the LMS? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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tried on one participant. The results were sent to the supervisor who agreed the 

same format could be used for the rest of the participants. Thus, the initial participant 

served as a pilot case. 

5.4 Use of colours and scores: 

The intensity of colours shows the rating progressing from 1-10. 1 being the 

lightest colour and 10 being the brightest signifying the maximum possible score. 

5.5 Answers by Participants: 

* The age of each participant has been removed to protect anonymity. 

5.5.1 Institute B: 

Blackboard User 1: B1 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15.  8 = nearly excellent (8) 

17.  D.Others: Course documents.  

18. Not intuitive as it should be.  

19. It should be streamlined. Make it 

more easy to use. 

 

29. Not applicable.  

30.  

 Could give more training. 

 Pedagogical: things they need to 

think about.  

 Get more out of it than just being 

a repository. 

Give students more understanding 
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about the benefits. 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Absolutely. (10) 

21. No.  

22.  Not applicable.  

26. Interactive Multimedia. The Level 5 

and 6 papers need face to face. 

 

28. No.  

Social influence  20. Not really.  

23. YAMS: a group that does not like 

early morning class. With e-learning it is 

available anytime for them to access.  

 

24. It is a wonderful way to see your 

students. In face to face you can find out 

whether they have clicked with what you 

are saying. 

 

25. No. (0) 

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Both. Done a Postgraduate Diploma 

in Computer Based Learning. 

 

19. It should be streamlined. Make it 

more easy to use. 

 

25. No.  

27.  A. Teaching colleagues (2) 

Moderator               Description  
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Gender Female  

Experience 2. No.  

3. Computer Programmer in New 

Zealand Insurance Company. 

 

4.  Polytechnic   

5. 35 years.   

6. 10 years.  

7. Two papers in Masters. 

In BCS: Level 5: Professional Skills, 

Level 6: Information Gathering. 

 

8.  All.  

12. Familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 10 years.  

Attitude to use 9. Absolutely. (10) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.3: Responses of Blackboard User 1 

  

The above table 5.3 gives us a picture of the responses provided by one 

Blackboard user. She had a vast experience in teaching of over 35 years. With 

respect to performance expectancy, the participant rated it as 8 on a scale of 10 

which is nearly excellent. However, the participant felt that more training could be 

beneficial. More thought needs to be put into the methods of teaching and at the 

same time more value needs to be derived from it rather than being a passive user 

of the LMS. The students should also be alerted to the various benefits that are 

possible from the use of the LMS. The effort expected of her to put the LMS into 
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practice was not an issue and she quite at ease in the use of the LMS. The social 

influence exerted by the management to adopt the LMS in no way affected her 

delivery of the course content. Her colleagues also provided her with sufficient 

facilitating conditions to execute the use of LMS. 

 

Blackboard User 2: B2 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant 

Performance 

Expectancy 

15.  6 = does stupid things. 

 Inefficient and time consuming 

 Have usability issues. 

(6) 

17. Use discussion board, email and 

gradebook. 

But the most effective would be to post 

resources available to students. 

 

18. Has usability issues.  

19. Gradebook: You need to go in and 

out of the system and have to enter 

each student’s marks individually. 

 

29. Not applicable.  

30. It is a document management 

system. 

 

Effort 

Expectancy 

9. Yes. (7) 

21. Should be computer literate.  

22. 1 - 4 hours of training courses.  
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26. For one paper used discussion 

board that is easier. More difficult via 

email. 

 

28.No.  

Social 

Influence 

20. Most of them expect things the way 

they are. 

 

23.  

 Helps in distance education. 

 Participate in learning 

 Central repository. 

 

24.  

 The best communication 

happens face to face. 

 80% of our communication is 

body language.  

The way we gesture makes meaning. 

 

25.No. (0) 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

10. Both.  

19. Grade book: You need to go in and 

out of the system and have to enter 

each student’s marks individually. 

 

25.No.  

27.  B. LMS support staff No (3) 

Moderator Description  

Gender Female  
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Experience 2. No.  

3. Was teaching at University in United 

States. 

 

4. Tactics Training.  

5. 15 years.  

6. 10 years now.  

7. Three papers in Masters. In 

Bachelor’s level: Level 5 and 6 that 

includes a lot of computing and 

information papers. 

 

8. All.  

12. Familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 10 years.  

Attitude to use 9. Yes. (9) 

TABLE 5.4: Responses of Blackboard User 2 

The above table 5.4 gives the responses of the second Blackboard user. She 

has over 15 years of experience. According to her, the performance expectancy was 

just 6 on a scale of 10. The reasons for such a rating stemmed from the fact that she 

found it inefficient and time consuming compounded with usability issues. The main 

benefit that she discovered of the LMS was that it served as a document 

management system.  She was able to match the effort expected comfortably. The 

social influence with respect to the management policies did not bother her and she 

did not feel pressurised. She received adequate support from the LMS staff. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 



Lecturers’ Experiences and Perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems 
2010 

 

Page 95 of 159 
 
 

Blackboard User 3: B3 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 8. (8) 

17.  B. Email 

D. Others: Course documents  

 

18. Lack of ability to deal with new 

versions of software for example MS 

Word 2007. 

 

19. No.  

29. Not applicable.  

30.  

 Useful complement to my teaching 

style. 

 Access material at all times. 

 Teach without fear of giving all the 

information: Can concentrate on 

more important things than 

acquisition of information. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes. (7) 

21. No.  

22. Not applicable.  

26. No, because in class I use a lot of 

group discussions. 

 

28. No.  
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Social 

Influence 

20. I feel students are quite happy.  

23. 24 *7 access.  

24. Personal touch and ability to use 

things like body language and non-verbal 

communication. 

 

25. No. (0) 

Facilitating 

conditions 

10. Both.  

19. No.  

25. No.  

27. No.Don’t need support. (0) 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. No.  

3. University of Malaya in Kuala Lumpur.  

4. Wellington Institute of Technology.  

5. 29 years.  

6. 7 years.  

7. Internet Application.  

8. Internet Application  

12.  Familiar with Blackboard and 

Moodle. 

Other LMS: WebCT 
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14. 7 years.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes. 

 

(7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.5: Responses of Blackboard User 3 

The above table 5.5 gives the responses of the third Blackboard user. He has 

over 29 years of experience in tertiary education. This participant rated the 

performance expectancy as 8 on a scale of 10. He felt it was useful and 

complementary to his teaching style with accessibility to material at all times. He 

could deliver the content and at the same time hold back some content in order to 

make the students think. The effort expected for the use of the LMS was not a 

problem for him and he did not need any help from peers or others such as LMS 

support staff or IT support staff. Thus, he felt the social influence of the management 

to put the LMS into use was not there at all. 

Blackboard User 4: B4 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15.  8  

17. B. Email 

C. Grade book 

D. Others: Announcements, Course 

Information, Staff Information, Assignments 

and External Links. 

 

18.  

 Not open source that means coursing 

problem. 
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 Cannot modify, improve or add. 

19. Use Moodle instead of Blackboard.  

29. Not applicable.  

30. 

 Use of iLectures(Curtin iLectures) 

 Would like to change to Moodle. 

(8) 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes (7) 

21. No.  

22. Not applicable.  

26.  All to some extent still need some 

personal contact. 

 

28. No.  

Social 

influence  

20. Nothing (4) 

23.  

 No need to commute 

 At own pace 

 Automatic marking 

 Ability to build knowledge 

 Available all the time 

 

24. “Humans are animals and they need 

social contact.” 

 Personal tutor for some students 

gives confidence. 

 Tutor has the opportunity to observe 

the student while performing a task 
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or exercise and suggest 

improvements. 

25. Sometimes.  

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Both (4) 

19. Use Moodle instead of Blackboard.  

25. Sometimes.  

27. No support needed.  

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. No   

3. In industry  

4. Taught in a university in Australia  

5. 35 years  

6. 20 years  

7.  

 OS Fundamentals 

 Network OS 

 OS internals 

 

8. All  

12.  

 Blackboard: Familiar 

 Moodle: Familiar 

 Other: WebCT 
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14. 10 years.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes 

 

(7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.6: Responses of Blackboard User 4 

The above table 5.6 gives the responses of the fourth Blackboard user. He 

has over 35 years of experience. He rated the performance expectancy as eight on a 

scale of 10; however, he felt that iLecturescould be made part of the existing 

Blackboard. Though the rated the performance as 8 he felt he would like to change 

to Moodle. He was quite comfortable with respect to the effort required to use the 

LMS. He felt sometimes there was some pressure from the management to adopt 

the LMS.  He did not need any support from the management or his colleagues. 

Blackboard User 5: B5 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

15.  6: time consuming to set up (6) 

17. 

A. Discussion Board (do not 

use) 

B. Email 

C. Grade book (do not use) 

D. Others: Course Documents 

 

18.  

 Getting the course 

documents into the course 

document folder. 

 Lots of clicks involved to get 
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any job done. 

19.  

Improvements needed in: 

 Clicking and more clicking. 

 Blackboard not upgraded to 

use word. 

 

29.  Don’t use it at all.  

30. Suppose that is it …happy using 

it. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

 

9. Only use a portion of it and I am 

comfortable using it. 

(6) 

21. Don’t think so.  

22. Not a long time. Some things 

like setting up a course is done just 

once a semester so sometimes 

forget how to go about it, but once 

that is sorted then no problem. 

 

26. Professional Skills: theory 

involved. 

 

28. The last time could not read the 

assignments sent by the students 

through Blackboard. Out of a class 

of 50, 30 assignments could not be 

accessed. 

 

Social 20. All materials together in one 

place. Do not have to go hunting for 

(4) 
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influence  it. 

23. Own pace and own time.  

24.Immediate feedback 

Answer straight away for the 

questions asked. 

 

25.  It’s the way it is done.  

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Use the one that is present in 

the LMS, unless they (students) 

choose another email system to 

reply. 

(4) 

19.  

Improvements needed in: 

 Clicking and more clicking. 

 Blackboard not upgraded to 

use word. 

 

25. It is the way it is done.  

27. None of the above. If I get stuck 

just ask for help from someone else 

in the room. 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. No   

 3. Polytechnic   

4. The one mentioned above.  
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5. 15 years  

6. 7 years.  

7.  Professional Skills, Introduction 

to Databases 

 

8. Both.  

12. Only familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 7 years now.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Only use a portion of it and I am 

comfortable using it. 

(6) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.7: Responses of Blackboard User 5 

The above table 5.7 gives the responses of the fifth Blackboard user. He has 

over 15 years of experience. The performance expectancy rated by him was a 6 on a 

scale of 10, as he felt it was time consuming though he was not unhappy in the use 

of it. The effort expectancy required to execute the LMS was not a problem as he 

was only using a portion of it. The social influence exerted by the management was 

always prevalent according to him and that was part of the protocol. The support he 

received was from peers, colleagues or anybody else physically present in the near 

vicinity.  

 

Blackboard User 6: B6 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

Performance 

expectancy 

15.  6 or 7 = alright, not explored much. (6) 

17. 

B.Email: Most effective. 
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 C.Gradebook: Most effective. Most 

direct use. 

18. No real problem.  

19. Not really. Quite comfortable with it.  

29. Not applicable.  

30. I have been around long enough. 

Not to worry terribly much. Constantly 

review overheads, add material and 

adjust accordingly.  

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes. (7) 

21. Pretty much straight forward.  

22. Not directly.  

26. None, not particularly.  

28. No.  

Social 

influence  

20.  No comments. (3) 

23. Appears to you in an adequate way.  

24.  

 Interaction with lecturer and other 

students. 

 One to one interaction. 

 Interaction right around. Hear 

other people’s views. 

 

25. No. Could be used more effectively.  

Facilitating 10. Correspond with students within the (4) 
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conditions 

 

LMS. 

19. Not really. Quite comfortable with it.  

25. No. Could be used more effectively.  

27. A. Teaching colleagues: Different 

ways of doing things. 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Female  

Experience 2. No.  

3. Was working in U.K. in a university.  

4. Was working in a High school NZ 

Tertiary Institute. 

 

5. 20 years.  

6. 10 years.  

7.Two papers in Masters.  

8. All at informational level.  

12.Familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 10 years.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes. (7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.8: Responses of Blackboard User 6 

The above table 5.8 gives the responses of the sixth Blackboard user. She 

has over 20 years of experience. The performance expectancy rated by her was 
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6or7 on a scale of 10, as she has been doing her job for a long time she used only 

certain portions of the LMS that suited her. By constantly reviewing the course 

material, she added or deleted material to suit her requirements. She was quite 

comfortable in the effort required of her to use the course material. The social 

influence exerted by the management could be used more effectively. She receives 

sufficient support from the teaching staff but felt that each one had her/his style of 

doing the job. 

Blackboard User 7: B7 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15.  5 or 6. (5) 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: use it 

B. Email: good 

C. Grade book: very good. 

 

18. Virtual classroom. The new system 

has brought some changes but the 

changes are not emphasised and was 

never told before. 

 

19. Virtual classroom.  

29. Not applicable.  

30. 

 Integrate Turnitin in Blackboard. 

 Integration of PeopleSoft and 

Blackboard at system level. 

 

Effort 9. Yes. (7) 
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expectancy 
21. No. 

 

22. Not applicable.  

26. All.  

28. No, do not use it for assessing 

work. 

 

Social 

influence  

20. Satisfactory. (0) 

23.  

 Space and time. 

 Economy 

 

24.  

 Expressions 

 Realistic 

 Qualitative feelings. 

 

25. No.  

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Generally with LMS for Level 7 and 

8.But use both. 

(3) 

19. Virtual classroom.  

25.  No.  

27. 

B. LMS support staff 

C. IT support staff 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  
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Experience 2. No.  

3. In defence.  

4. House of Siemens, SNI.  

5. 20 = 16 years + 4 years in defence.  

6. 8 – 10 years.  

7.  

 Three Master papers 

 Supervise Thesis  

 One paper in level 7  

 

8. All.  

12. Familiar with Blackboard and 

Moodle. 

 

14. 10 years.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes, comfortable (5) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.9: Responses of Blackboard User 7 

The above table 5.9 gives the responses of the seventh Blackboard user. He 

has had over 20 years of teaching experience. The performance expectancy rated 

by him was 5or6 on a scale of 10. He suggested that Turnitin needs to be integrated 

with Blackboard and the integration of PeopleSoft and Blackboard at system level 

needs to be done. The effort expected to execute the LMS was quite comfortable for 

him. He felt he was under no social influence from the management and received 

sufficient help from the LMS support staff and IT support staff. 
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Blackboard User 8: B8 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15.  4. (4) 

17. I do use discussion board, email and 

grade book. But I hate it. Don’t like it at all. 

I feel it inhibits discussion. 

 

18. Gradebook. Find it very cumbersome. 

You have to enter each student’s mark 

individually and each time you need to go 

in and out of the system. It is not like a 

matrix. 

 

19. Gradebook is obsolete.  

29. Not applicable.  

30. Running a plain text interface would be 

good as it takes a lot of time to load up on 

computers, which have a dial up 

connection. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. It’s okay. (5) 

21. Fumble my way around.  

22. As long as it takes.  

26. None.  

28. No.  

Social 

influence  

20. No. (0) 

23. Don’t like it by itself. E-learning should  
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be an add on to face to face. 

24. There are multiple channels of 

communication. 

 

25. No. Stuff them.  

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Yes for the whole class and use group 

wise to email them. 

(2) 

19. Gradebook is obsolete.  

25. No. Stuff them.  

27. A colleague  

Moderator               Description  

Gender Female  

Experience 2. No.  

3. Australia  

4. Massey University.  

5. 31 years.  

6. 8 years.  

7. A paper in Master’s level and also 

supervising master students in their thesis. 

 

8.  The master’s paper.  

12. Familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 8 years.  

Attitude to 9. It’s okay. (5) 
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use 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.10: Responses of Blackboard User 8 

The above table 5.10 gives the responses of the eighth Blackboard user. She 

has over 31 years of experience. She rated the performance expectancy as 4 on a 

scale of 10.She felt that operating a plain text interface would be a good idea as 

sufficient time could be saved in case a dial up connection is used. The effort 

required to execute the LMS was not too high without any social influence from the 

management. She stated that she received sufficient support from her teaching 

colleagues.   

Blackboard User 9: B9 

 Description  Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 8: since it is better now. (8) 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: Not keen 

B. Email: It is ok. Limited in what it 

does, Web2Txt to replace 

C. Grade book: Use it extensively 

and I am quite happy with it. 

D. Others: Document holding areas: 

Document repository, course 

details, course documents and 

assignments. 

Another aspect: Group session: Find it 

quite useful. Online Quizzes: Quite good. 

But the automatic markings are not always 

good. 
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18. Choose not to use it. Wiki looks quite 

good. 

 

19. Number of clicks to get any job done.  

29. Not applicable.  

30. No.But there is a danger that when a 

lecturer set up a course he needs to review 

the entire course material as it can get 

outdated. Something which can get 

overlooked is that the course content will 

have external links which may get 

outdated. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes. Certain sections I avoid. (5) 

21. A new person needs to know all the 

features. Need to understand navigation. 

 

22. It’s a gradual process. Can use the 

buddy system. 

 

26. All. Help by having all the material 

online. Not a big difference of easily being 

delivered. I’m selective of what I use and 

what for. 

 

28. No.  

Social 

influence  

 

20.  Like LMS. Not keen on discussion 

board. Like grade book, online quizzes and 

other types of activities. But occasionally 

have problems with assignments. 

(4) 

23. Not a lot.  
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 Some students think that since all 

the material is on Blackboard, no 

need to attend class. 

 No clarification 

 Discipline 

 Time slot: Can do it in their own 

time. 

24.  

 Clarification 

 Cross checking 

 Discipline of regular timetable 

 

25.  Not now. When Blackboard introduced 

all courses were to be online as much as 

possible and students have to relearn each 

lecturer’s style.   

 

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Both. If need to send an email to the 

entire class use the LMS one but if 

individual then use another email system. 

(8) 

19. Number of clicks to get any job done.  

25. Not now. When Blackboard introduced 

all courses were to be online as much as 

possible and students have to relearn each 

lecturer’s style. 

 

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues: Mostly 

B. LMS support staff: Sometimes, 

only once a year 

C. IT support staff:  Refer to LMS 
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support staff 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. Yes    

 3. Not applicable  

4. Computer Science New Zealand.  

5.16 years. From DOS systems to the 

current one. 

 

6. 10 years  

7. Teach a Level 4 and Level 5 paper and 

two Level 6 papers.  

 

8. All of the above.  

12.  

 Blackboard competent user  

 Moodle: Aware of it but not used it. 

 Other LMS: PB Wiki: some people 

use Wiki’s 

 

14. 10 years  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes. Certain sections I avoid. 

 

(5) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.11: Responses of Blackboard User 9 

The above table 5.11 gives the responses of the ninth Blackboard user. He 

has over 16 years of experience. He rated the performance expectancy as 8 on a 
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scale of 10, as he felt that there was sufficient improvement in the LMS over the 

years. The course content according to him needed constant updating lest it get 

outdated.  The effort expected to execute the LMS was quite comfortable, however 

he did not use certain portions of the LMS. The social influence exerted by the 

management is no longer present according to him. The students also had to learn 

the style of the different teachers in the use of the LMS. He had sufficient support 

from his teaching colleagues and in case he required any support from the IT staff he 

would be referred by them to the LMS support staff which was usually once a year. 

Blackboard User 10: B10 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 3 = Lots of repetition as an 

administrator. 

(3) 

17.  

E. Discussion Board: use 

F. Email: use 

G. Grade book: use 

H. Others: Course Documents. 

 

18. The administration side of things, 

repetition, does not allow customisation. 

 

19. Mentioned above.  

29. Not applicable.  

30.  

 Great flexibility 

 Work from home 

 Save trees 

 

Effort 9. Yes. (7) 
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expectancy 21. No.  

22. Not applicable.  

26. All. Students use it every week.  

28. Don’t use as an assessment tool. Not 

looked at it. 

 

Social 

influence  

 

20. No feedback. (3) 

23. Convenient, not on campus.  

24. Lots of advantages. Expressions, body 

language. 

 

25. Like their pattern but you don’t have to 

follow it. 

 

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Both.  (2) 

19. Mentioned above.  

25. Like their pattern but you don’t have to 

follow it. 

 

27.  Nobody  

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. Yes.  

3. Not applicable.  

4. Massey University.  

5. 10 years.  
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6. 10 years.  

7. Teach two Masters paper and one 

degree paper. 

 

8. All.  

12. Familiar with Blackboard and WebCT.  

14. 10 years.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes. (7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.12: Responses of Blackboard User 10 

The above table 5.12 gives the responses of the tenth Blackboard user. He 

has an experience of over 10 years. He has rated the performance expectancy as 

only 3 on a scale of 10, as he felt that there was lot of repetition as an administrator. 

However, he admitted that it provided great flexibility as he could work from home 

and unnecessary printouts were not required as it meant saving trees. The effort 

expected to use the LMS was quite comfortable for him. The social influence exerted 

by the management did not mean anything to him. This was because even though 

you may like the pattern developed by the management there was no compulsion to 

put it into use. He did not need anyone to support him in the use of the LMS.  
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Blackboard User 11: B11 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 8 = because in Blackboard you need to 

load one file at a time and cannot load an 

entire folder. 

(8) 

17.  

B.Email 

C.Grade book 

D.Others:  Announcements, Course 

Information, Course Documents and 

Assignment folder 

 

18. Loading of one file at a time. 

Sometimes while using Blackboard it 

comes up with security expired (don’t know 

whether it is management). So when this 

happens one is hesitant to use it.  

 

19. Loading of individual files at a time in 

need of improvement. 

 

29. Alternative methods can be used for 

submission of assignments: email 

attachment, CD or memory stick. 

 

30.  

 Good tool to use. 

 All your materials and assessment 

tools ready in advance.  
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 Control the visibility of what is there 

(show what is needed). For example 

you can load all the materials 

required for the entire semester and 

then show them to students only 

when it is needed. 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes. (7) 

21. Some basic skills are required.  

22. Doesn’t take long to learn these skills. 

Training sessions are provided for staff 

development in this area. 

 

26. Business Computing. Good 

communication and provision. 

 

28.  Sometimes not able to open files.  

Social 

influence  

20. Students like it as the resources are 

available anywhere 24*7. 

(0) 

23.  

 Unless you take notes in a 

classroom there is no copy of what 

has been taught. 

 It is 24*7. 

 The copies are available 

electronically. 

 

24.  

 Real time feedback: instantaneous  

 Room for further discussion, good 

discussion and debate, human to 
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human interaction. 

 There are feelings and reactions 

involved. 

 More effective than e-learning 

because body language is involved. 

Lack in your language can be made 

up with your body language.  

 Have on the spot question. 

25.No.  

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Use both. (5) 

19. Loading of individual files at a time in 

need of improvement. 

 

25. No.  

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues 

B. LMS support staff 

C. IT support staff 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. No.  

3. Was teaching in a secondary school  

4. Fiji Institute of Technology  

5.25 years  

6. 8 years  

7.Business Computing  
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TABLE 5.13: Responses of Blackboard User 11 

The above table 5.13 gives the responses of the eleventh Blackboard user.  

He has over 25 years of experience. The performance expectancy as rated by him 

was 8 on a scale of 10. He raised a point that Blackboard was capable of accepting 

only files rather than folders. The files also needed to be loaded one at a time. He 

admitted that it was a good tool to use as all your material and assessment tools are 

ready in advance. The control of course content on the LMS was a good feature as 

only that which is required needs to be revealed from time to time. The effort 

expected of him to execute the LMS was quite comfortable. He did not feel any 

social influence from the management and received sufficient support from his 

colleagues, LMS/IT support staff. 

Blackboard User 12: B12 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

15. 6 or 7. (7) 

17.  

A. Discussion Board: is good 

D. Others:   Announcements 

 

18. Not easy to manage files, not  

8. All.  

12. Just familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 8 years  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes. 

 

(7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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convenient and user friendly. 

19. Improvements need to be made in the 

File Management System. 

 

29. Not applicable.  

30. Not 100% satisfied but it is a useful 

tool. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes. (7) 

21. No.  

22. Not applicable.  

26. None. When there is a lot of code 

involved I use the Disk system. 

 

Social 

influence  

20. Rarely (0) 

23. Just convenient.  

24. Can explain more to the students and 

be specific to them. 

 

25. No.  

Facilitating 

conditions 

10. Another email system but occasionally 

use Blackboard. 

(2) 

19. Improvements need to be made in the 

File Management System. 

 

25. No.  

27. IT support staff: Not helpful in this 

area. 
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Moderator               Description  

Gender Female  

Experience 2. No.  

3. Lecturer in China then a programmer.  

4. Auckland University  

5. 15 years.  

6. From 2002 so around 7 years  

7. Programming and Website 

Development. 

 

8. All.  

12. Familiar with Blackboard.  

14. 7 years.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes. (7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.14: Responses of Blackboard User 12 

The above table 5.14 gives the responses of the twelfth Blackboard user.  

She has over 15 years of experience. The performance expectancy as rated by her 

was 6or7 on a scale of 10. She commented that she was not a 100% satisfied with it 

but feels that it is a useful tool. The effort expected of her to execute the LMS was 

quite comfortable. She did not feel any social influence from the management and 

felt that the IT support staffs were not helpful in that area. 
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5.5.2 Institute M: 

Moodle User 1: M1 

 Description Rating  

Key 

Determinant   

 

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 7 (7) 

17. D. Others: Weekly schedule, resources 

used for each week’s schedule 

 

18. The interface is always not very 

intuitive. 

 

19. Don’t use it enough to comment on it.  

29. No.  

30. Another useful tool. My current 

curriculum delivery is face to face and the 

LMS used is for the face to face delivery 

itself. Not teaching any distance courses. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. More or less about 90% (9) 

21. It’s more difficult for tutors than 

students.  

 

22. Special training sessions are 

conducted to learn these skills. 

 

26. Neither of them. More comfortable 

teaching face to face. 

 

28. No.  

Social 

influence  

20. Not direct feedback but they (students) 

seem to be using it ok. 

(2) 
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 23. 

 Learn at a time that suits them 

 Not physically present at the same 

location  

 

24.  

 Observe and perhaps understand 

how students are coping with the 

content 

 Many students feel comfortable 

talking in class rather than using the 

computer for communication. 

 

25.  No, not by management. It’s just the 

nature: need to adapt with the new 

surroundings. 

 

Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Another email system (4) 

19. Don’t use it enough to comment on it.  

25. No, not by management. It’s just the 

nature: need to adapt with the new 

surroundings. 

 

27.   

A. Teaching colleagues 

B. LMS support staff 

C. IT support staff 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  
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Experience 2.  Been a lecturer only at polytechnic.  

3. Computer Programmer  

4.  

 Provident Life Insurance 

 NZ District Board 

 Unices 

 Watties Industry 

 Trust Bank Waikato 

 

5. 11 years  

6. Using it over 2 years  

7. Managing Information Systems ITB7321 

IT in Business ITB6210 

 

8. Both of the above  

12. Personally used Blackboard as a 

student and Moodle as a tutor 

Not any other LMS 

 

14. 2 years now.  

Attitude to 

use 

9. More or less about 90% 

 

(9) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.15: Responses of Moodle User 1 

The above table 5.15 gives the responses of the first Moodle user.  He has 

over 11 years of experience. The performance expectancy as rated by him was 7 on 

a scale of 10. He also commented it was a useful tool and said that his current 
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curriculum delivery was face-to-face and he was not teaching any distance courses. 

The effort expected of him to execute the LMS was 90% i.e. quite comfortable. He 

did not feel any social influence from the management and felt that it was just the 

nature and need to adapt with the new surroundings. He received support from 

teaching colleagues and LMS/IT support staff. 

Moodle User 2: M2 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 8 – for all. (8) 

17.  C.Gradebook: find it very useful 

The best feature would be to access 

material from home. 

 

18. Tests are designed and managed by 

Cisco, and so there is no flexibility to 

reword or clarify the questions. 

 

19. Don’t feel any improvements need to 

be made for Cisco. Our proprietary 

system is very basic and it could include 

gradebook and forums. 

 

29. Not applicable.  

30. For me, LMS is an excellent support 

tool but cannot replace face to face. 

 

Effort 

Expectancy 

9. No, not good at using Moodle but good 

with using Cisco and our proprietary 

system. 

(3) 

21. For our proprietary system a person 

needs to have basic knowledge of a 
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network and how to access a server 

using Windows networks. 

22. In case of Cisco there is a Cisco 

Course Instructor that gives you the 

different features of the LMS and how to 

find your way through. 

 

26. Only the Cisco paper. For the others it 

just acts like a support tool. 

 

28. No. In case of Cisco all the grades 

are online whereas in our proprietary 

system the grades are not online. 

 

Social 

Influence 

20. The feedback is positive. The grades 

and materials are online. In case of Cisco 

have online questions as well. 

(3) 

23.  

 Materials are accessible anytime. 

 Online notes and quizzes for 

personal study. 

 

24.  

 More ability to understand student 

problems. 

 Direct feedback. 

 Effectively teach the material to 

them. 

 Answering of student questions. 

 More personal for the students: 

they feel supported. 
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25. There is a push from management to 

use Moodle and I should start looking at 

it. 

 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

 

10. Normal email account. (4) 

19. Don’t feel any improvements need to 

be made for Cisco. Our proprietary 

system is very basic and it could include 

gradebook and forums. 

 

25.  There is a push from management to 

use Moodle and I should start looking at 

it. 

 

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues: for 

Cisco 

C.   IT support staff: for our 

proprietary system. 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. Yes.  

3. Not applicable.  

4. When I studied in University during my 

final year took tutorials for students in the 

first year. 

 

5.7 years.  

6. 5 years.  
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7.  

 Networking: 2 papers 

 Cisco papers: 1-4 

 Mobile wireless: 2 papers 

 

8. All the above.  

12.  

Not familiar with Blackboard or Moodle. 

Other LMS: Cisco and our proprietary 

system - familiar with. 

 

14. As given above.  

Attitude to use 9. No, not good at using Moodle but good 

with using Cisco and the proprietary 

system. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.16: Responses of Moodle User 2 

The above table 5.16 gives the responses of the second Moodle user.  He 

has over 7 years of experience. The performance expectancy as rated by him was 8 

on a scale of 10. He also commented that LMS is an excellent support tool but 

cannot replace face-to-face. He did not use Moodle but used the institution’s own 

proprietary system as far as effort expectancy is required. He did feel there was a 

social influence from the management and a push for him to start using Moodle. He 

received support from teaching colleagues and IT support staff. 
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Moodle User 3: M3 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 7 or 8: Clunky and old. (7) 

17.  

B. Email: Very effective. 

C. Grade book: Not using grade book. 

Assessments are manual. 

D. Others: Online assessments in one 

paper only. 

 

18. Clunky, Interface not user friendly.  

19. There should be better help facilities to 

sort out problems. 

 

29. Not applicable.  

30.  

 Flexibility: Ability to upload materials 

either new or revised. 

 News forum to communicate 

directly. 

Eg.Mytec: Is a one stop through which 

students can view their results either 

internally or externally. 

 

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes, I am now. (7) 

21.  I absolutely feel news skills need to be 

learnt. The system is not very intuitive. 
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Need to learn things the first time around. 

22. Not long with appropriate phone calls in 

a few minutes. 

 

26. Both are okay. Theory and lectures are 

easily delivered. 

 

28. No.  

Social 

Influence 

20.  Students are satisfied. No problem 

with usability and they appreciate the use 

of news forums to keep them informed. 

 

23.  

 All materials available in one place 

and know where to look for. 

 The assessments are automatically 

marked. 

 “However there is an enormous 

amount of effort to construct online 

assessments”.  

 

24. 

 Interaction between lecturers and 

students and between students 

themselves. 

 Allows the tutor to gauge whether 

students have the message and if 

not can present the information in a 

different way to cater to the various 

learning capacities of students. 

 

25. No. (0) 
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Facilitating 

conditions 

 

10. Using the news forum and Moodle.  

19. There should be better help facilities to 

sort out problems. 

 

25. No. (4) 

27.  

A. Teaching colleagues 

B.LMS support staff: Mostly LMS staff and 

it is quicker and strong. Our polytech is 

very advanced in the use of Moodle. 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. Yes.  

3. Not applicable.  

4. New Zealand Post Office  

5. 30 years. 23 years in this polytech and 7 

years as a training instructor. 

 

6. 2 years.  

7. Three papers  

8. Two papers  

12. Familiar with Moodle and have been 

using it for 2 years now. 

 

14.2 years.  
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Attitude to 

use 

9. Yes, I am now. 

 

(7) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.17: Responses of Moodle User 3 

The above table 5.17 gives the responses of the third Moodle user.  He has 

over 30 years of experience. The performance expectancy as rated by him was 7or8 

on a scale of 10.  He gave it this rating because he felt it was clunky and old. He also 

commented that the LMS was flexible i.e. could upload materials either new or 

revised and also said the news forum was good since you could communicate 

directly. The effort expected of him to execute the LMS was quite comfortable. He 

felt that there was no social influence from the management. He received support 

from teaching colleagues and LMS support staff.  

Moodle User 4: M4 

 Description Rating 

Key 

Determinant   

 

Performance 

expectancy 

 

15. 2 = It is not designed to be used like a 

computer application. It is more like a 

website where after you upload a file you 

need to create a link to it. 

(2) 

17. D. Others: Forums: Post something 

and be assured that everyone gets it. 

Replacement for an email list. Multi 

choice questions available rather than 

creating one. 

 

18. The time it takes to load up the data.  

19.  Loading of the data.  
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29. To make it easier to move files 

around. 

 

30. Covered everything.  

Effort 

expectancy 

9. Yes in a limited way. (6) 

21. I don’t think any new skills need to be 

learned. But, it should have a Helpdesk 

support where you can call and they can 

sort out the problem for you. 

 

22. Not applicable.  

26. Don’t know.  

28. Its time consuming. First to get the 

students to upload their assignments then 

download then and save it as a different 

file name and then after making 

comments and marking them to upload it 

back on. I do it this way so that I too can 

have an electronic copy of what has been 

corrected. 

 

Social 

influence  

20. Students like the fact that they can 

use it and that it keeps them informed  

(5) 

23. I use e-learning as a backup to face 

to face. Moodle is replacing the network 

drive and the email system now. 

 

24. Don’t know.  

25. There is a pressure to use Moodle.  

Facilitating 10. Both. If I need to communicate with (4) 
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conditions 

 

the entire class I use the forums present 

in the LMS. 

19.  Loading of the data.  

25. There is a pressure to use Moodle.  

27. C. IT support staff: Get someone to 

help you. 

 

Moderator               Description  

Gender Male  

Experience 2. Yes.  

3. Not applicable.  

4. Real Time Information Limited situated in 

Hamilton. 

 

5. 9 years.  

6. 4 or 5 years with limited use.  

7.  Programming, Databases, System 

Design and Analysis 

Previously used to teach: Research 

Methods, Multimedia, and Special Topic: 

Artificial Intelligence. 

 

8. Three of the above.  

12. Familiar with Moodle.  

14. 4 years.  

Attitude to 9. Yes in a limited way. (7) 
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use . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TABLE 5.18: Responses of Moodle User 4 

The above table 5.18 gives the responses of the fourth Moodle user.  He has 

over 9 years of experience. The performance expectancy as rated by him was 2 on a 

scale of 10.  He gave it this rating because he stated that it was not designed to be 

used as a computer application but was more like a website where you have to 

upload a file and then create a link to it. The effort expected of him to execute the 

LMS was comfortable but in a limited way. He felt that there was a social influence 

from the management, i.e. there was a pressure to use Moodle. He received support 

from IT support staff.  
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5.6 Table with scores in each determinant: 

Participants Gender Experience Performance 

Expectancy 

Effort 

Expectancy 

Social 

Influence 

Facilitating 

Conditions  

B1 Female 35 years 8 10 0 2 

B2 Female 15 years 6 7 0 3 

B3 Male 29 years 8 7 0 0 

B4 Male 35 years 8 7 4 4 

B5 Male 15 years 6 6 4 4 

B6 Female 20 years 6 7 3 4 

B7 Male 20 years 5 7 0 3 

B8 Female 31 years 4 5 0 2 

B9 Male 16 years 8 5 4 8 

B10 Male 10 years 3 7 3 2 
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TABLE 5.19: Responses with scores of Blackboard Users 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 5.20: Responses with scores of Moodle Users 

 
The above two tables are further grouped according with the data sorted in the following way: 

Institution/Gender/performance expectancy/effort expectancy/social influence/facilitating conditions. 

B11 Male 25 years 8 7 0 5 

B12 Female 15 years 7 7 0 2 

Participants Gender Experience Performance 

Expectancy 

Effort 

Expectancy 

Social 

Influence 

Facilitating 

Conditions  

M1 Male 11 years 7 9 2 4 

M2 Male 7 years 8 3 3 4 

M3 Male 30 years 7 7 0 4 

M4 Male 9 years 2 6 5 4 
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Participants Gender Experience Performance 

Expectancy 

Effort 

Expectancy 

Social 

Influence 

Facilitating 

Conditions  

B1 Female 35 years 8 10 0 2 

B6 Female 20 years 6 7 3 4 

B2 Female 15 years 6 7 0 3 

B8 Female 31 years 4 5 0 2 

B12 Female 15 years 7 7 0 2 

       

B4 Male 35 years 8 7 4 4 

B3 Male 29 years 8 7 0 0 

B11 Male 25 years 8 7 0 5 

B9 Male 16 years 8 5 4 8 

B5 Male 15 years 6 6 4 4 

B7 Male 20 years 5 7 0 3 

B10 Male 10 years 3 7 3 2 
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TABLE 5.21: Responses that are grouped Institution/Gender/ Determinant 

5.7 Summary of responses for each determinant:

       

M1 Male 11 years 7 9 2 4 

M3 Male 30 years 7 7 0 4 

M4 Male 9 years 2 6 5 4 

M2 Male 7 years 8 3 3 4 
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5.7.1 Performance Expectancy: 

Among the participants who were interviewed, the performance expectancy 

ranges from a minimum low of 2 to a maximum high of 8. It is noted among the 

female participants the range is between 4 and 8 with four of the five participants 

rating between 6 and 8. From this rating, it is quite clear that the female participants 

have a healthy respect for the LMS and are quite happy with the use of it. Among 

the males, it was found that eight of the 11 participants have rated it between 6 and 

8. Only three participants have given a rating of 5 and below. One participant in the 

age group 40-44 with 9 years of experience has rated it as 2. This participant was 

using Moodle as the LMS. In general, the trend shows that participants who used 

Blackboard are more ready to accept the system rather than users of Moodle. 

5.7.2 Effort Expectancy: 

All the female participants who were interviewed were users of Blackboard. 

Their rating ranges from a minimum low of 5 to a maximum high of 10. This 

indicates clearly that they were quite at ease in the use of Blackboard. The trend 

observed among the males is a little different. Out of the 11 males, seven of them 

gave a rating between 5 and 7. All seven of them were users of Blackboard. This 

indicates that they were in general quite comfortable with the use of the LMS. 

Among the Moodle users, the trend continues to be the same with three out of four 

rating the effort expectancy as 7 or 8 with only one user giving a low rating of 3. 

5.7.3 Social Influence: 

Among all the participants interviewed, irrespective of the type of LMS used 

by them, their reaction to social influence has been similar. Twelve of the 16 

participants rated the social influence between 0 and 3, which tends to show that 

they were under no kind of pressure from management to accept and use the LMS. 

Only four participants have given a rating of 4 or 5. In general, it appears the social 

influence is less important, perhaps due to the high degree of experienced 

possessed by the participants. 
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5.7.4 Facilitating Conditions: 

The support received from users of Moodle and Blackboard shows a marked 

demarcation. Moodle users have rated it at 4 out of 10 indicating that they receive 

some support from IT /LMS support staff or teaching colleagues. The Blackboard 

users have given a rating between 0 and 8 out of 10. This shows that support to use 

Blackboard varies among individuals, irrespective of their gender or experience. 

5.8 Summary: 

The results derived from the participants have been analysed in the current 

chapter and further discussions are presented along with the research question in 

the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

6.1 Introduction: 

The primary aim of this research was to determine the lecturers’ experiences 

and perceptions of using LMSs. In this chapter, the various findings which were 

revealed during interviews are discussed in relation to the existing literature. The 

findings have been explored to check whether the issues brought forth in the 

literature match with those discovered; if not, what are the differences involved and 

what further research can be initiated to explore the subject further.  

6.2 Findings: 

6.2.1 Demographics: 

Information gathered about the participants in relationto their moderating 

influences are: 

Of the five females, all of whom worked at Institute B, only one of them was 

aged less than 50 (compared to three of the 11 males). The great majority (10 out of 

12) of the participants from institute B were aged 50 or more (compared to 2 out of4 

from Institute M). Dobson(2006)in his paper “Broken Down by Sex and Age: 

Australian University Staffing Patterns 1994-2003” has also found that the academic 

workforce who are above the age of 49 comprises 32.4% and it is steadily increasing 

at a rate of 35.1% per year. The Employment Relations Act of New Zealand states in 

Section 30 that it is illegal to discriminate on the grounds of age. The section also 

adds that people do not have to retire at any specific age. This has indirectly 

contributed to the increasing age of the academic staff. 

The experience of the females in Institute B matched well with the males. All 

the females had 15years or more experience that compared well with males in the 

same range of experience with the exception of one male who had only 10 years of 

experience. 

In comparison with the experience gained by Moodle users, the Blackboard 

users had a higher level of experience in their profession. 
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The age of the participants is also not a deciding factor in their requirement 

for support in the use of the LMS. 

Most participants of both the institutes were of the common opinion that there 

was no pressure on them to use the LMSs and at the same time, they did not feel 

the needforsupport from IT/LMS staff or colleagues due to their sufficient 

experience. In other words, they had high performance expectancy and low social 

and facilitating conditions. 

6.2.2 Performance Expectancy: 

Siemens (2006) from his findings has reported that most of the teaching staff 

found that the time required for learning the technology is often daunting. From our 

findings with the participants interviewed, it has been found that the time required 

learning the new technology did not figure at all. Siemens (2006) has also reported 

that since the teachers had to deliver class lectures in the usual face- to-face 

method, they found time was an issue in the use of the LMS. However, only one of 

the participants interviewed commented that it was time consuming to set up the 

system and one other has commented that it was inefficient and time consuming. 

 The disparity in our findings can be attributed to the fact that all participants 

interviewed were conversant with the use of the computer and related technologies. 

This comfort level in the use of new technologies because of their previous use of 

similar technologies could be the factor which explains that time spent in learning 

new technologies was not an issue. 

 Staples and Seddon (2004) have investigated the Technology to Performance 

chain (TPC) and have discovered that there being very good concordance between 

the task which the teachers are to carry out and their ease with the use of new 

technology goes a long way in making LMS more voluntarily usable by the teachers. 

The teachers interviewed had a solid background in the use of computers hence 

their task for delivering their course materials did not appear to be a challenge. In 

this case it could be said that the TPC was automatically satisfied with those who 

had grounding in computers.  
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 Schumacher and Suri (2008) have commented that the most desired feature 

of an LMS should be its compatibility with web browsers. From our findings this 

aspect does not feature at all. However the issues raised by the participants range 

from usability issues and inability to deal with new versions of software to those who 

do not find the interface very intuitive. Compiling the course documents into their 

respective folders was also an issue with one participant who mentioned that it took 

a lot of clicks to get the job done. 

 Snowball and Mostert (2008) have commented that LMS’shave helped to 

improve the efficiency by which the course was executed. Some of the reasons put 

forth by them include communication through the news forum which proved to be a 

quick way to communicate with students as well as other last minute hints with 

assignments and posting lecture slides could be carried out without much hassle. 

 Our findings have revealed that discussion boards, email and gradebook were 

quite effective and the best way to be in contact with the students was through email.  

One of the participants felt that email was limited in its use and used the gradebook 

quite extensively and was quite happy in using it.  

6.2.3 Effort Expectancy: 

 Corich (2005) has expressed his views on Blackboard and Moodle by stating 

that Moodle being a free open source has the distinct advantage of gaining more 

popularity than Blackboard. Corichis of the opinion that Moodle does not have 

sufficient online support as is required. Institution M did not use Blackboard for 

reasons unknown hence the staff had to use Moodle as their LMS. The views 

expressed by the participants from institution M have been quite interesting and 

revealing. All of the four interviews expressed a good degree of comfort in the use of 

Moodle. 

 Corich tried to convert some courses from Blackboard to Moodle and found it 

frustrating and in the end was not successful in his attempt. The participants of 

institution M faced no such problem since such a conversion was not required. 
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 Schumacher and Suri (2008) found that staff preferred the use of Moodle to 

Blackboard, citingease of accessing the system, context-sensitive help, user friendly 

interface, ease of uploading the resource files, overall reliability of the system and 

overall ease of use. The responses of the participants varied to those found by 

Schumacher and Suri. Even though they were able to use Moodle quite competently, 

initially many of them did face a few issues in learning the system and becoming 

proficient. One of them commented that a suitable helpdesk would be of most use in 

case someone runs into some difficulties. Learning new skills was also a 

requirement to use the LMS for one of the participants. Overall it was felt by all the 

participants that an initial input had to be exercised in order to gain proficiency with 

Moodle. The learning curve for using Moodle varied widely among the participants. 

One of them attended special training sessions to learn the new skills while others 

felt no training was required or only minimal help was required by phone to get 

going. 

 Mitchell, Clayton, Gower, Barr and Bright (2005) found that certain factors 

help some tutors while the very same factors that helped those tutors were a 

hindrance to some. The point that they have raised is that more factors come into 

play depending on the extent to which the tutors have adopted e-learning. Even 

those who are keen on embracing the new technology are using only a part of it. The 

interviewees’ views reflect some of this aspect as a few of them does not use the 

entire scope of the LMS. One of the participants who used Blackboard avoided 

certain sections and another used only a portion of it. The participants from 

institution B who were Blackboard users had a solid grounding in computers as they 

were from the IT field. Learning the new technology and applying it was not at all an 

issue with them. However some felt that some papers were more suitable for LMS 

application than others. Assessment of papers was another issue which Blackboard 

users found difficult in comparison to Moodle users. Blackboard users in general 

found it difficult to assess the students’ work or did not use it at all. One of them 

found it very time consuming to get the students to upload their assignments then 

download them and save it as a different file name, then after making comments and 

marking them, to upload them back onto the system.  



Lecturers’ Experiences and Perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems 
2010 

 

Page 148 of 159 
 
 

6.2.4 Social Influence: 

 Cowen (2006) in his findings has mentioned that the lack of personal desire to 

exploit the full potential of e learning as a part of teaching is seen as an inhibitor in 

the use of LMS. The responses of the interviewees indicate that they do not fully 

exploit the various facilities available in the LMS; rather they use it more like a 

repository system in which contents and course material are posted in order to make 

them available for the students. 

 Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen (2004) and Weston (2005) have commented that 

resistance to change due to fear or unwillingness to take calculated risks is seen as 

an inhibitor in adopting new technology. According to them the fear or unwillingness 

could be attributed to ignorance of the advantages provided by a LMS. The 

interviewees were quite willing and did not show any fear to adopt the new 

technology. This maybe because they were well informed of the advantages of using 

an LMS. Background in IT could also be a factor in enabling them to take up the new 

technology without fear. 

 Moser (2007) has indicated that institutions do not appreciate efforts made by 

those academics who adopt new technology. According to Moser this could be a 

hindrance in adoption of an LMS. The participants interviewed came from two 

institutions whose management had introduced the LMS as a policy and expected 

the teachers to adopt the same as part and parcel of their jobs. Theseinterviewees 

also did not feel any lack of appreciation or encouragement to be a hindrance in their 

use of the LMS. 

 The interviewees were quite positive about the feedback they received from 

the students. Availability of course material 24/7 and having all the materials in one 

place figured as some of the main feedback received from the students. Elaborating 

on the advantages of e-learning, the interviewees stated that it did help in distance 

learning as well as get the student community to participate in learning. The 

convenience of working on a course at home or any other location desired by the 

students, at their own pace and time happens to be some of the key factors in favour 

of e-learning. The courses taught by the interviewees were of the mixed mode with a 
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fair amount of face-to-face learning. Under this mixed mode of teaching the teachers 

opined that students might not attend class physically if they felt all the course 

materials were available online. The teachers in general felt that face-to-face 

teaching was necessary and online teaching would serve as a complementary role. 

Reasons given by the teachers were students could get their problems sorted as well 

as many reactions could be read from their body language which is not possible by 

online methods. Thus, the teacher had a chance to observe the student while 

performing a task or exercise and suggest improvements. 

6.2.5 Facilitating Conditions: 

 Steel (2009) has remarked that if a teacher’s belief does not coincide with the 

advantages offered by the technology, then the results can be disastrous. The author 

from her findings could not notice any disastrous results from those interviewees 

who found the LMS difficult or did not fully trust in it. Steel also points out that the 

management prior to the introduction of any LMS should understand the tacit 

knowledge and beliefs of the teachers so that the perceived goals of the LMS are not 

underachieved. He states that the supporting role played by the institution to help 

teachers who are not strong in their tacit knowledge and also have different beliefs 

goes a long way in helping the teachers embrace the new technology. The 

responses from the participants support this view by expressing that suitable support 

from IT staff or LMS support staff or even colleagues with prior experience goes a 

long way in ironing out their problems and issues.  

 Vannatta and Fordham (2004) have found that the time devoted by a teacher 

to teaching and his/her willingness to change along with suitable support from the 

school system in the form of training can be a reliable predictor for the effective use 

of the technology. The interviewees were from a good solid IT background hence 

this particular factor expressed by Vannatta and Fordham did not apply in this 

particular situation. Thus, an IT background has its advantages for those who need 

to use LMS as a part of their teaching methods.  

 Selim (2007) considers suitable support at the workplace as an important 

condition for the success of the LMS. The findings support this view. The 
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participants, even though they were from the IT background and were comfortable 

with the use of computers; do find it helpful to have support from colleagues, LMS 

support staff and other staff with previous experience. 

Brown et.al. (2006) and Renzi (2008) have expressed that support services 

do not have much effect on the way instructors use LMS in their teaching. The 

current findings contradict this view as the participants felt that suitable support at 

crucial points is very helpful in their use of the LMS. Capobianco and Lehman 

(2004), Jones and Kelley (2003) and Surry et.al (2005) have also expressed the fact 

that lack of suitable infrastructural support and non-availability of proper software 

and hardware packages impede adoption of technology.    

 

6.3 Implications of interviewing only computing lecturers: 

 The participants in this study were all from the IT field. All the participants thus 

already possessed a sound grounding in computers and were not strangers to the 

use of packages and other software. LMS being a package was quite easy to use for 

all the participants and they did not face any formidable issues in use of the 

software. 

6.4 Limitations: 

6.4.1 Sample size: 

 The study has been limited to 16 participants. The results obtained may or 

may not be applicable to the entire population in the IT educational field. 

6.4.2 Institutions:  

 The number of institutions in which the participants were selected has been 

only two. The environment and facilities existing in these two institutes may or may 

not be representative of other institutes. 

6.4.3 LMSs: 

 The packages used by the participants were two of the major packages 

available in the industry namely Blackboard and Moodle. The results obtained are 
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exclusive to the above two packages only and further research is needed to test their 

applicability in respect to other packages. 

6.4.4 Participants: 

 The majority of the participants interviewed were above 50 years of age with 

only four of them being below 50. The views expressed by the participants do not 

indicate any hindrances due to their ages. 

6.4.5 Discipline:  

 The study has been limited to one discipline only. The results inferred from 

this study may or may not be applicable in other disciplines. Further research needs 

to be carried out to confirm the findings of this research. 

6.5 Research Question addressed: 

What are lecturers’ experiences and perceptions of using Learning 

Management Systems (LMSs)? 

Using the United Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model 

(UTAUT) the above research question has been split into four parts: 

1) What was the performance expectancy for lecturers using a LMS? 

2) What was the effort expectancy for lecturers using a LMS? 

3) What was the social influence for lecturers using a LMS? 

4) What were the facilitating conditions for lecturers using a LMS? 

Each of the above parts has been analysed and the findings have been 

discussed in section 6.2. 
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PERSONAL REFLECTION: 

The author had submitted the thesis for approval however it was rejected and had 

to be redone due to the comments of the examiners. At the time of submission more 

than 120 hours of work which included field interviews had been put into the thesis 

work. The news of the rejection was very difficult to bear as it involved many hours of 

work which was apparently not fruitful and the whole thesis had to be redone under 

another supervisor with a different approach. Having come to the end of the Masters 

programme without any failure in any subject, the author decided to complete the 

program by resubmitting the whole thesis even though it would take more work and 

time. After revising the thesis and looking back on the ground covered, the author 

has gained more self-esteem that she could fight against the odds and obstacles and 

surmount them with will and determination. The second attempt has been very 

thorough and thought provoking giving new insights into the topic that the author 

feels would be of great benefit to the educational community.  

The progress of any such venture is always determined by the one-to-one 

relationship with the supervisor. The demands and requirements of the new 

supervisor have been quite different from the previous one. New practices and 

methods which were introduced by her could be easily adopted due to her 

competent guidance and knowledge of the topic. One of the new procedures that 

the new supervisor taught included the use of endnote for organising the 

references, thus making the whole job of referencing a very easy one.  

The new version of the thesis looks at the issue in a different perspective. The 

model that is used to explore the thesis questions is the “United Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT)”. The following factors arise 

from the use of the UTAUT theory that has been successfully used to address the 

questions and provide answers to them:  

a. Performance Expectancy 

b. Effort Expectancy 

c. Social Influence 
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d. Facilitating Conditions 

The use of the above four key determinants has helped in providing the author 

with the basis for analysing the answers of the interviews and arriving at logical and 

suitable conclusions. In short the whole thesis has be woven around the above four 

key determinants. 

The use of the new model (UTAUT) changed the entire approach to the thesis. 

The amount of time spent on redoing the thesis has been almost identical to the first 

submission as it amounted to writing the whole thesis afresh.  

The entire journey of obtaining the Masters Degree has been quite enjoyable, 

albeit challenging and difficult at times. Moments such as this has deepened the 

author’s resolve to fight against seemingly difficult and formidable situations and 

find solutions. The learning curve has been quite steep which has enabled the 

author to equip herself to face similar situations and conditions in life. Perseverance 

towards the achievement of any goal is a primary ingredient but not easy to learn. 

The Masters Programme has equipped the author with a   key requirement for 

success in future venturesand she hopes that this exercise would serve as a 

milestone for all other ventures.  
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