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E-learning Success Factors: comparing perspectivé®m academic staff and students
Abstract

This article advances knowledge on the factors teatl to successful e-learning in
universities, through a comparative study of thespectives of academic staff and students.
In particular, it contributes to the limited knowlge bases on the effectiveness of e-learning
in Saudi Arabia, and on the differences in perspestof different groups of stakeholders in
e-learning. Based on previous research, a questi@nvas designed and distributed to
convenience samples of academic staff and stu@endgrg Saud University, Saudi Arabia.
Respondents were invited to express their opinemanding the importance of a number of
factors to the success of e-learning. Principal @ament Analysis was conducted on each
dataset, in turn, to assess the loading of itentg factors, and the variance explained. The
most important finding from this study is that {erspectives of students and academic staff
differ, with there being nine factors for acadewstiaff and seven for students. Categories that
are common to both groups are: student charadgtstishstructor characteristics, ease of
access, and support and training. The order fadean&s is: student characteristics, ease of
access, instructor characteristics, and supporttemding; and, the order foe students is:
instructor characteristics, student characterissapport and training, and ease of access.

Keywords: interactive learning environments; adult learniogrntry-specific developments
1. Introduction

E-learning has been implemented in many univessitigifferent countries (Garrison, 2011).
Sangra, Vlachopoulos & Cabrera (2012, p.152) defiHearning as:an approach to
teaching and learning, representing all or part thie educational model applied, that is
based on the use of electronic media and devicaeds for improving access to training,
communication and interaction and that facilitateke adoption of new ways of
understanding and developing learningg-learning systems provide learning opportunities
that are free from the constraints of place ancktiend support new teaching and learning
approaches. E-learning includes learning thatllg tlependent on the e-learning system, as

well as blended learning, involving a mix of traaiital learning methods and e-learning.



Despite the significant investment in e-learningtsgns in both developed and developing
countries, the level of use of these systems bylean&s and their students is often low
(Bhuasiri et al., 2012; Ssekakubo, Suleman & Mars@811). A number of researchers have
sought to contribute to solving this issue by redeahat focusses on the factors that affect
the adoption of e-learning (e.g. Boateng et al2&ing & Boyatt, 2015) or user satisfaction
with the e-learning system (Gonzalez-Gomez et28l12; Sun et al., 2008; Teo & Wong,
2013). Other researchers have sought to identdyirtipact of e-learning systems on student
learning (e.g. Mohammadyari & Singh, 2015). An rai&gtive approach to the evaluation of
the experience of e-learning, that also has thenpiad to inform an agenda for further
development of e-learning systems, is to exploeedtitical success factors (CSF’s) or the
characteristics of e-learning systems that, from tiser perspective, contribute to their
success. The concept of critical success factassitearoots in the organisational strategy
literature. CSFs are the most important factors shauld be managed in order to enhance
the chances of project and/or organisational sgcd&sino and Leidecker (1984: 24) define
CSFs ascharacteristics, conditions or variables that, wheroperly sustained, maintained,
or managed, can have a significant impact on tleesss of a firm competing in a particular
industry”. The strength of a CSF approach to evaluation isitltan generate a clear agenda

for the management and enhancement of a phenoniSoaret al., 2008).

A limited number of studies have sought to idengfearning CSF’s. These studies have
been conducted in a wide range of contexts inctydschools (e.g. Taha, 2014) and
universities (e.g. Selim, 2007; Puri, 2012). Iniédd, the country in which the studies have
been conducted varies significantly. Of particulevance to this study are the three prior
studies in Saudi Arabia. Two of these focus on tdehnical side of e-learning systems
(Alhomod and Alshafi, 2012; AlTameem, 2013), leayiRryan and Sterigioulas’s (2012)

study as the only important predecessor to thidystiniat was conducted in Saudi Arabia. In
addition, the e-learning stakeholder groups comsttién previous studies varies. Most focus
on student perspectives (e.g. Musa & Othman, 2], 2012; Selim, 2007). Other

researchers consider academic staff perspectivggsAlemed, 2013, Naveed et al., 2017), but
only Taha (2014) and Abed-Gawad (2015) considep#rspectives of both groups. Hence,

the research questions that this study seeks tessldre:

« What do academic staff perceive to be the factioas affect the success of e-

learning?



» What do students perceive to be the factors tliattthe success of e-learning?
» Are there any differences between students’ peimeptof CSF’'s and those of

academic staff?
More specifically, this research:

» Identifies and provides a ranking of the e-learn@fgF's for students at a major
university in Saudi Arabia

» Identifies and provides a ranking of the e-learn@gF’'s for academic staff at a
major university in Saudi Arabia

e Undertakes a critical comparison of these two sEGSFs

» Offers recommendations for enhancing the succesdesrning.

2. Context

This study is based in Saudi Arabia. Saudi Arabia iarge country with a significant and
growing higher education system (Aljubaili, 201#).particular, the Saudi government has
been proactive in supporting the development obehiag for students on traditional courses
and for those engaged in distance learning coyedosari, 2011). In 2005, the National

Centre of ELearning and Distance Learning (NCEDIgsvestablished by the Ministry of

Higher Education. The NCEDL encourages Saudi usittes and helps them in their efforts
to adopt and implement their eLearning systemsalsib supports the digitalization of print
resources such as books, and other learning reso@fd-Dosari, 2011). Universities have
responded positively to government and NCEDL itites and many are proactively

embedding e-Learning in their educational processes

King Saud University (KSU) was chosen as the casgext for this research. KSU is one of
the largest and oldest universities in Saudi Aradnal was one of the first Saudi universities
to implement an eLearning system. The universitg established in 1957 by King Saud bin
Abdul-Aziz as Riyadh University, but was renameddKiSaudi University in 1982. The
university was the first university to be estabdidhin the Saudi Arabia Kingdom (KSU,
2017). Since 2014, the total number of registetadesnts at the university exceeded 61,000.
60% of students are male, and the rest female. urtieersity employees around 5000

academic staff, of whom 63% are male.



According to Abouzahra, (2011), KSU has deployedess technologies as part of their
eLearning system including Blackboard, virtual sfa®ms, Learning Management Systems
(LMS), class recording facilities, and online exaation facilities. The eLearning system
implemented in KSU serves on campus, off campud, distance students. The system is
also implemented throughout the colleges, depatisn@md deanships in the university. A
dedicated deanship was established in 2010 to dspehe implementation and supervision
of any elLearning systems related project. Moreotrex, university was awarded a United
Nations prize for successfully implementation o¢itheLearning system (KSU, 2010) and
United Nations Public Service Awards, 2010).

3. Literature review

3.1 Prior studies on e-learning CSF’s

There are a limited number of prior studies thatehaought to identify e-learning CSF’s.
These studies are have been conducted in a wide @indifferent contexts. For example,
some studies are based in schools (e.g Menchacek&I® 2008; Taha, 2014;), and others in
universities (e.g. Abed-Gawad & Woollard, 2015; M Othman, 2012; Paechter, Naier &
Macher, 2009; Puri, 2012; Selim, 2007). In additithe country in which the study has been
conducted varies significantly. For example, S€l007), studied student perspectives on e-
learning CSFs in United Arab Emirates, whilst R2012), Musa & Othman (2012), Paechter
et al., (2009), and Abdel-Gawad & Woollard (201&)dsed students’ perspectives in India,

Australia, Malaysia, and Egypt, respectively.

Most importantly, for the purposes of this studye fparticipants in the studies vary. For
example, most of the studies listed in the preveersience focused on student perspectives.
Other studies consider the perspectives of acadstait (e.g. Ahmed, 2013; Naveed et al.,
2017. There are also some studies that consideridves of more than one group. For
example, Taha (2014) and Abdel-Gawad (2015) imyatstd students’ and teachers’
perspectives, whilst Bhuasiri et al.(2012) studi€zil experts’ and faculty members’
perspectives and FitzPatrick & Thaddeus (2012) useluded students, teachers and e-
learning expertsThe factors considered by the most informative ludse studies are
summarized in Table 1. This table shows that tlergome consensus with respect to the
clusters of CSF’s, even if some authors use shgtifferent terminology for these groups.
These clusters are: instructor characteristics,destu characteristics, technology

infrastructure, e-learning systems and online legrresources, and support and training. On
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the other hand, there is a considerable variatidhe number of and actual individual factors
studied and/or identified by the various authorscakdingly, there is scope for further
studies to investigate the CSF's for e-learningaddition, the studies that have conducted an
evaluation of CSF’s for two different groups usithg same e-learning system in the same
university or other educational setting have shdvat there are differences between the two
groups in the specific factors that they see asgoassociated with success. For example, in
investigating the factors that impact on e-learnimgplementation in Bahraini secondary
schools, Taha (2014) some differences betweenthesamples in relation to the categories:
teachers’ characteristics, technology, and desigd aontent. Bhuasiri et al. (2012)
investigated ICT experts and faculty members’ perpes in developing countries; they
also found differences between the two groups.rTiesults have shown differences between
the two groups in terms of the dimensions (categoadf factors) and the ranking of the
factors themselves. For example, the ICT expeestlts showed that learner characteristics
are the most important category of factors for shecess of the eLearning system while
faculty members regarded Infrastructure and sysjeaiity as the most important category.
In terms of actual factors, ICT experts ranked cot@ap training, perceived usefulness,
attitude toward e-learning, computer self-efficaend program flexibility as the most
important factors for the success of the system.tl@nother hand, perceived usefulness,
attitude toward elLearning, program flexibility, atedirection, and course quality are the

most important factors from faculty members’ pahtiew.

3.2 Studies in Saudi Arabia on e-learning CSF’s

In Saudi Arabian context, very limited research hasn done to identify eLearning CSFs.
The most wide-ranging study of e-learning CSF'Saudi Arabia, was conducted six years
ago by Fryan and Stergioulas (2011) has focusadvastigating CSFs of eLearning systems
in five Saudi academic institutions. Using mixedseach methods (questionnaire and
interviews), they attempted to identify eLearningSKS from student and instructor
perspectives in five Saudi Arabian universitiesey identified four categories of eLearning,
which together contained 52 different factors. Hosre despite being the most
comprehensive and important research that attenmptetentify eLearning CSFs in a Saudi

context, nevertheless, Fryan and Stergioulas’'sqRfEsearch did not order these categories.

Two other studies (AlTameem, 2013; Alhomod and Afsh2013) have also attempted to
identify eLearning CSFs. AlTameem (2013) has foduse the technical side of eLearning
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system when he attempted to identify the techrimabrs which impact the implementation
of an eLearning system. AlITameem (2013) has foltbepealitative research methods and his
research resulted on identifying three main factord they are the reliability of Information
and communications Technology (ICT), the implemérgecurity systems, and the available
technical support for the users of the system. Feomider scope, Alhomod and Alshafi
(2012) have also focused on the technical side Lefaming systems by involving the
perspectives of system management and users. Acgdathe results of their research, the
most important factors are those concerning useming, organisation commitment,
management support, technical support, positivieidé of users, easy to use tools, sufficient
training for engineers, sufficient eLearning initi@s, sufficient manpower, availability of

information on the eLearning website, support fratimer departments.

3.3 Summary and contribution

The various studies discussed above have idenafiegimber of CSF'’s relating to e-Learning

and have grouped them into various categories.chtegories and the specific CSF’s vary
between studies, but there are some common patfeabge 1 summarises these CSF’s into
five main categories that emerge from the liteetdrgainst each category, the authors that
mention CSF’s in that category are identified. Bibtauthors necessarily included each of the
identified factors in this table. This list was dsas a basis for the questionnaire survey

design, with both academic staff and students.
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Table 1: eLearning CSFs from prior research




4. Methods

4.1. Participants

Two related surveys were used to collect data knese the study objectives. Both surveys
were conducted in King Saud University in Saudi BAaa using convenience samples of
academic staff and students, respectively. Data gathered from 230 academic staff
(65.7% response rate) and 306 students (respotsé1a®%). Whilst the final dataset is
based on a convenience sample, the demographstistatire broadly consistent with those
of the population as described earlier in sectidn 3

Table 2 summarises academic staff sample in tefnma®, gender, nationality, academic
degree, and job title. It shows that most participd67%) have a PhD, and that, with respect
to job title, the biggest group are Assistant os@sate Professors (55%). Also, the majority
are Saudi nationals (89%). Arguably, a little morteresting is the age of the academic staff,
with 55% in the 26-40 years old group. With regardyender, more than two thirds of the
staff are male, possibly a reflection of the Samdiure where women’s freedom to work is

limited.
Frequency| Percentage
Age Younger than 25 1 0.4
26 to 40 years 128 54.9
41 to 55 years old 72 30.9
Over 55 years old 32 13.7
Gender Male 160 68.7
Female 73 31.3
Nationality Saudi 206 88.8
Non-Saudi 26 11.2
Less than bachelor 0 0
Academic degree Bachelor degree 15 6.4
Master’s degree 61 26.2
PhD 157 67.4
Instructor 20 8.6
Lecturer 58 24.9
Job title Assistant professor 84 30.1
Associate professor 57 24.5
Professor 14 6.0
Education 51 15.9
Science 46 14.4
Arts 54 16.9
Economic and business Management 23 7.2
Food and Agricultural Sciences 4 1.2




Computer 14 4.3
Nursing 2 0.06
Discipline Law and Political Science 7 2.1
Pharmacy 4 1.2
Medicine 2 0.06
Architecture 2 0.06
Languages and Translation 5 1.5
Engineering 14 4.3
Sports Science and Physical Activity 1 0.3
Dentistry 1 0.3

Table 2: Academic staff demographic data

Table 3 summarises the student profile in termagef, gender, nationality, academic degree
for which they are studying, and their current yefstudy (e.g. first year, second year). This
table shows that the majority of the participants af Saudi nationality (99%), and are

undergraduates on years 2,3,4, or 5 of their coqus€%), and, as such 77% are between the
ages of 21 and 25.

Frequency Percentage
Age Younger than 20 6 2.0
21to 25 yearsold 235 76.8
26 to 30 years old 42 13.7
Older than 30 23 7.5
Gender Male 243 79.4
Female 63 20.6
Nationality Saudi 302 98.7
Non-Saudi 4 1.3
Academic degree Bachelor 289 94.4
Postgraduate 17 5.6
Academic year 1 19 6.3
2-3 110 36.3
4-5 119 39.3
More than fifth 55 18.2

Table 3: Student demographic data

4.2 Procedure and materials

10

Two questionnaires were designed for purpose décnhg the suitable data from the two
study populations (students and academic staffgs@annaire design was informed by the
literature review which identified potential CSFErd their categorization (Table 1), together

with an earlier study conducted by the authors &k’€ with e-learning experts; this study




was also conducted in Saudi Arabia, but adoptedaditgtive approach based on structured

interviews.

The two questionnaires are related in that, wherappropriate, the two groups were asked
the same questions, in order to maximize compatyabfit the core of both questionnaires
was a bank of five-point Likert-style statementsheeelating to an eLearning CSF, for which
participants were invited to express their opiniegarding its importance to the success of e-
learning. One of the limitations of this study, amither studies on e-learning CSF’s is that
participants/ definitions of success may vary. Andgraphics section collects data about the
respondents’ demographics status. There are mintferahces between the two
guestionnaires. For example the demographics ddiiected differs, and in the Likert-style
statements terminology has been adapted to refflegiarticipants’ role (staff or student). For
example, in the student characteristics sectioastipns used “my” before the main question
statement; for example; “my enthusiasm to use theamning system”. In addition, the
guestionnaires start with a general introductiuat is tailored to the respondent population

(e.g. students or academic staff).

To ensure that the questionnaires were fit for pseptwo pilot studies were conducted. The
first pilot study used an English language vergibthe questionnaire to collect data from a
sample of five Saudi students and four Saudi acadstaff who are currently studying in the
UK. As a result, eight questions were in corrededlarified. The second pilot was based on
an Arabic version of the questionnaire, which wessridbuted to fifty members of the actual
study population. 21 students and 12 academic cbafiplete the questionnaire. In this stage,
five additional questions were either clarified removed. For example, the respondents
were asked about the reliability of the computetworks in their institution; however, as
respondents felt that this question was covereeuadother question that asked them about
the reliability of the computer infrastructure iergeral, this question has been removed. In
another question, reference to the ‘currency’ ef @available learning material was reported
to be unclear; this was changed so that it refaxwete learning materials being ‘up-to-date’.
Nevertheless, it is acknowledged, that, as with saltveys, respondents may interpret

guestions differently.
4.3 Data analysis

Data was loaded into SPSS for analysis. A few indete questionnaires were removed. The

remaining questionnaires were analysed. Descripstadistics were generated for the
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demographic variables. In order to identify thetdas that academic staff and students
consider to be critical to the success of e-legnly academic staff and students, two

separate exploratory factor analyses were performed

5.Findings

Once descriptive statistics had been generatetabdlity of the dataset for Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA) was established using thes&aMeyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Spheri@pth datasets had a KMO index above
the acceptable minimum of 0.50, and Barlett's temi a level of significance above the

required level of .05%, and hence the data was ddemuitable for EFA (Table 4).

Academic staff: KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequalc;B98

Approx. Chi-Square | 3949.433
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity [ 703

Sig. 0.000
Students: KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequalc;B86
Approx. Chi-Square | 4737.845
Df 666
Sig. 0.000

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Table 4: KMO and Batrtlett's Test Data

Next, Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was usedlentify the factors which explain
most variance in the data sets. The extractiorrait used is that the cumulative Percentage
of Variance and Eigenvalue for the factor to bentdied (extracted) is > 1. This resulted in
the identification of nine factors for both the demic staff and student samples. Next,
orthogonal varimax rotation was used to generat®raponent matrix, which shows the
loading of items onto the identified factors fortbaata sets. All items with a loading value
less than 0.5, and all factors with less than tteons loading onto were removed. This
resulted in the removal of two factors from thegoral nine factors for the student sample.
The final step of EFA analysis is to name the fiiagtors in a way that reflects the nature the
items loaded on it. Tables 6 and 7 show the fiaeldrs and the items loading onto them for
both datasets. The nine academic staff factorsagxpl total of 62.6% of the variances in the

data sets, and the seven student factors expladf@bdf the variances.
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Factor ltems Component
S3 The student’s ability to find things in eLeaggystem 0.721
Student S4 Student’s experience and knowledge about comgpute 0.689
characteristics | 52 The student's learning style affecting the UseLearning 0.666
S1 Students’ willingness to participate in e-leagni 0.569
S6 The student’s understanding of the purpose 0.542
E-learning ES5 Language Support 0.669
system T6 Ability to search for learning material usingtivebsite 0.591
T4 Internet speed 0.589
E4 Ease of learning material preparation 0.545
Experience | E7 Course interactivity 0.634
E8 Availability of communications with the instroctin the 0.633
elLearning system
T8 Reliable technical infrastructure 0.589
Ease of access T1 Easy access to internet 0.787
T2 Browsing is easy 0.760
T3 Availability of online communication tools (eegmail) 0.620
Instructor I3 The clarity of my explanation of the eLearning 0.717
characteristics | components
I2 My ability to motivate the students to use thearning 0.705
system
I1 My enthusiasm while teaching using eLearnindgoo 0.638
I5 My style of teaching using eLearning technolsgie 0.606
14 My ability to use the eLearning system effediyve 0.566
Ease of use of | E1 Ease of registration on e-learning course. 0.682
eLearning E2 Access to the e-learning resources on and ofpoa 0.682
support E3 The layout and design of information 0.670
Support and | ST3 Availability of online help desk 0.786
training ST2 Friendliness of support team 0.722
ST4 Availability of training 0.686
E-learning E11 Measurement of learning progress 0.680
tools I7 My ability to motivate students to get engagedmline 0.649
discussions
E9 Availability of online test/quizzes. 0.547
Engagement | S5 The level of student’s enjoyment while usindhtextogy 0.649
16 My friendliness in general and while teaching 0.631
Table 5: Final Academic Staff Factors
Factor ltems | Component|
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Technology T2 Browsing is easy 0.789
Infrastructure | T1 Easy access to internet 0.711
T3 Availability of online communication tools (e-gail) 0.684
T7 Availability of sufficient computer labs 0.642
T8 Reliable technical infrastructure 0.527
Instructor I1 Instructor’s enthusiasm while teaching usingabeng 0.751
characteristics | tools
12 Instructor’s ability to motivate the studentsuge the 0.740
elLearning system
|4 Instructor’s ability to use the eLearning systeffectively 0.739
I3 The clarity of instructor’s explanation of theearning 0.718
components
I5 Instructor’s style of teaching using eLearniagtnologies 0.674
Student S3 My ability to find things in eLearning system 700
characteristics | S6 My understanding of the purpose of differentgaf the 0.664
elLearning system
S4 My experience and knowledge about computers 10.66
S5 The level of my enjoyment while using technology 0.659
S2 My learning style is affecting my use of eLeagi 0.637
S1 My willingness to participate in e-learning (63
elLearning E8 Availability of online test/quizzes. 0.729
systems E7 Availability of communications with the instroctin the 0.636
resources elLearning system
E6 Course interactivity 0.602
E10 Measurement of learning progress 0.532
E11 Whether the learning material is up-to-date. 50D.
Support and ST4 Availability of training 0.722
training. ST3 Availability of online help desk 0.679
ST1 Availability of offline technical support 0.670
ST2 Friendliness of support team 0.523
Ease of access | E1 Ease of registration on e-learning course 0.71b
E2 Access to the e-learning resources on and ofpaa 0.688
Searching E4 Language Support 0.702
support T6 Ability to search for learning material usingetivebsite 0.536

6. Discussion

Table 6: Final Student Factors

The aim of this study was to identify the CSF’saasasted with e-learning, and to investigate

whether the factors are the same for both acadstaitand students. As such, it contributes

to the limited knowledge bases on the effectivermésslearning in Saudi Arabia, as well as

that on the differences in perspectives in differgroups of stakeholders of e-learning.
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Accordingly, the most important finding from thitudy is that the perspectives of students
and academic staff differ. The identification andkrowledgement of the different
perspectives should prompt decision makers to denghe two perspectives. Failure to
satisfy either perspectives could lead to unusabtiesirable e-learning systems.

While the starting questionnaires were almost idahtin terms of factors and their
associated items, the results of EFA have showifferehce in the perceptions of these two
groups in terms of how they view CSFs associateth wlLearning systems. The most
noticeable difference is the difference in the nemdif factors for the two groupsiz, nine

for academic staff and seven for students. Thifemihce in numbers of factors could be
related to the greater level of experience thatlacec staff have with e-learning systems,
and is an indication of their more sophisticatedislen processes. Nevertheless, there are a
number of categories that are common to both grotiEse are: student characteristics,
instructor characteristics, ease of access, anplosupnd training. In addition, there are two
other factors that are similar, but not identicatwieen the two groups: e-learning system
(academic staff) and technology infrastructure dstis). Finally, the relative ranking of
factors varies between the groups, with, for acadestaff the most important three critical
success factors (in order of importance reflectgdhe percentage variance they explain)
being: student characteristics, e-learning systand the experience of the system. The
following table shows the different categories fmrademic staff sample and the total

variance each category explained.

Total Variance Explained
Component Factor label % of Variance

1 Student characteristics 28.5
2 E-learning system 8.1
3 Experience 5.4
4 Ease of access 4.30
5 Instructor characteristics 3.80
6 Ease of use of eLearning support 3.38
7 Support and training 3.36
8 E-learning tools 3.00
9 Engagement 2.76

Total - 62.6

Table 7: Academic staff component matrix

For students, the most important three CSF’s (ideorof importance) are: technology

infrastructure, instructor characteristics, andlett characteristics.
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The factors that each group regards as the mosirtang is a significant indicator of their
perspective on e-learning systems. For examplejeaci@ staff are in the role of teachers,
and therefore prioritize student characteristicerasther factors. Or, in other words, whilst
they acknowledge the importance of the charactesist the learning system, they regard the
students and their interaction with that systenba@sg of prime importance. On the other
hand, in prioritizing the technology infrastructurgtudents are reflecting on their own
experience with the technology — and are priontizfactors such as easy browsing, easy
access to the internet, availability of sufficiesdmputer labs, and reliability. They also
regard instructor characteristics, including instous’ enthusiasm, and competence regarding

the e-learning system to be an important suppoféotpr.

Total Variance Explained
Component Factor label % of Variance
1 Technology Infrastructure 27.40
2 Instructor characteristics 7.70
3 Student characteristics 5.24
4 elLearning systems resources 4.92
5 Support and training. 4.00
6 Ease of access 3.50
7 Searching support 3.04
Total - 61.46

Table 8: Students component matrix

Such insights are not available from earlier stsidgnce most of these studies have focused
on the student perspective (Selim, 2007; Puri, 20ddel-Gawad and Woollard, 2015).
Those studies that have included students anddesibave done so in specific contexts, such
as schools (Taha, 2014) and distance learning (Nexacand Bekele, 2008).

Another important observation on the findings frtns study relates to the CSF’s identified.
These are, like many previous studies, unique. Miubker studies on e-learning CSFs
generate categories of factors, but these categueagy considerably between studies. For
example, Selim (2007) identified seven factorshuwiiree focusing on student characteristics,
and the other four being instructors’ charactarsstitechnology, support and elLearning
system. Taha (2014) identify the following fouregries: students’ characteristics, teachers’
characteristics, technology, and design and contAbtlel-Gawad and Woollard (2015) and
resulted identified four categories of elLearning F€Stutors’ characteristics, learners’

characteristics, and technology, and curriculumunmeat Whilst there are some recurrent
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categories, there is no consensus on the CSF&slarning. There are a number of potential
reasons for this, including differences in reseaaichs and objectives, difference in research
approach (e.g. quantitative v qualitative), daterasfearch, and country and culture of the
study sample. In addition, where there is some esgemt on categories, there remain
differences in the relative ranking of CSF’'s. OWerthere is evident scope for further

research into CSFs for e-learning, both in Saudbfg and in other countries.

7. Conclusions

This research makes a useful contribution to utadeding the factors that might affect the
success of e-learning, and can be used to infowergment and university policy making
regarding investment in e-learning. Being well-imh@d regarding what matters and is
important when designing and implementing an eliegrsystem is vital for the success of
these systems. In addition to the saving of thatin®n resources (funds, time, and labour),
having a successful eLearning system can impactirttegye of the higher educational
institution (Taha, 2014). In particular, given tlidferent perspectives of students and
academic staff it is important for those involvedthe implementation of e-learning systems
to consider the perspectives of all stakeholdeds wser groups and not to assume that the
‘success’ for one group implies ‘success’ for aeotfiroup. Academic staff can benefit from
this study by understanding the students’ perspean eLearning, which should help them
to reflect on their role in promoting better andrmeffective learning among their students.

Given the diversity of findings from the differestudies into the CSFs for e-learning, there is
scope for considerable further research, to asoettee factors that contribute to this
diversity. It would, for instance, be useful if eeschers were to build a stronger knowledge
base around the factors associated with the suafesdearning amongst specific student
groups (e.g. first year undergraduates) or witlpactfic countries. In addition, qualitative
studies would have the potential to develop a deepderstanding of the experience of e-
learning. They might offer insights into the resms and support that academic staff and
students find the most helpful, and into the impaicttontext (such as ‘on campus’ and
distance learning) on e-learning success. More ifsgaty, Saudi Arabia, like other

countries, has its own traditions, culture, andtext) it would be beneficial to explore further
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the extent to which these aspects influence thdeimgntation, adoption, and CSF's of

eLearning systems.
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E-learning Critical Success Factors: comparing per spectives from academic staff and

students

Highlights

» Academic staff and students disagree on e-leagritigal success factors (CSF’s)
» Key are student and instructor characteristice easiccess, support & training

» The relative ranking of factors varies betweenttin@ groups



