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Distance learning and e-learning are rapidly becoming popular modes of studies among
students and working adults worldwide. This trend is also visible in Malaysia, with the
emergence of several higher education distance learning institutions using e-learning to
support its learning activities such as the Open University of Malaysia and the Wawasan
University. However, an important point of concern to both educators and researchers are
the distance learners’ acceptance of e-learning. Therefore, this study aimed to investigate
the acceptance of e-learning among distance learners at the Open University of Malaysia in
Malaysia. This cross-sectional survey used questionnaires to obtain the necessary data. The
questionnaires used to measure distance learners’ acceptance of e-learning were adapted
from the research instruments used by Poon, Low and Yong (2004). A total of 112 students
from the Open University branch campus in Kuching, Sarawak, Malaysia responded to the
questionnaires. Most of the students surveyed reported moderate levels of e-learning
acceptance. The findings of this study indicated that institutions offering distance learning
via e-learning should provide some non-credit courses to improve students’ acceptance of
e-learning.
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Introduction

Several distance learning tertiary institution such as the Wawasan Open University and the Open
University of Malaysia had emerged in recent times reflecting the growing importance of distance
learning in Malaysia (Jefferies & Hussain, 1998). The use of electronic learning (e-learning) as a medium
of instruction in distance learning is also becoming increasingly important in Malaysia (Jefferies &
Hussain, 1998; Poon et al., 2004) and worldwide (Volery & Lord, 2000). E-learning as a form of distance
learning is being promoted as the educational medium of the future (O’Malley, 1999). E-learning includes
web-based courses, computer-mediated communications and multimedia enhanced delivery medium and
it has the potential to make the learning process an active one. However, distance learners need to be
ready for this type of learning technology as past experiences showed that new technologies do not
necessarily lead to major improvement in education (Stephenson, 2001).

Purposes of the study

This study aimed to determine how well distance learners at a distance learning tertiary institution in
Malaysia accept e-learning as an instructional medium. Specifically, the research objectives of this study
were to:

* ascertain distance learners’ level of e-learning acceptance, and
* investigate possible factors affecting e-learning acceptance.

Literature review

Acceptance of e-learning (AEL)

Dillon and Morris (1996, p. 4) defined students’ acceptance as “the demonstrable willingness within a
user group to employ information technology for the tasks it is designed to support”. Although, e-learning
is increasingly used in the Malaysian tertiary distance learning institutions, the question of how well
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learners accept e-learning as a learning medium has not been well-researched. Hong, Lai and Holton
(2003) investigated a web-based course at Universiti Malaysia Sarawak and reported that more than half
of their participants had high level of acceptance with the web-based course. The students who had high
level of acceptance indicated that the web-based course was convenient and flexible. Nonetheless, some
students faced difficulties with the web-based learning environment. They found the web-based course to
be a new learning experience and felt that they needed more guidance and time to adapt to the learning
environment (Hong et al., 2003). Meanwhile, Poon et al. (2004) studied web-based learning environments
at several local universities in Malaysia and reported that their participants were not fully comfortable
with e-learning. Likewise, Poon et al. (2004) posited one possible reason was that the students were
unfamiliar with the e-learning medium. On the positive side, Hong et al. (2003) and Poon et al. (2004)
reported that students generally agreed that e-learning helped in their studies. However, past research
showed that a number of factors such as students’ and instructors’ characteristics (Hong et al., 2003;
Ndubisi, 2004; Poon et al., 2004), technology support and system (Poon et al., 2004; Rafaeli & Sudweeks,
1997), institutional support (Passmore, 2000; Latifah & Ramli, 2005), course content and knowledge
management (Selim, 2005; Rosenberg, 2001), and online tasks and discussion groups (McDonald, 2001;
Webb, Nemer, Chizhik, & Surgue, 1998) could influence learners’ acceptance of e-learning.

Students’ characteristics

Poon et al. (2004), Folorunso, Ogunseye, and Sharma (2006), Selim (2005) and Volery and Lord (2000)
reported that students’ characteristics such as their satisfactions with time and place flexibility of the
system; students’ involvement and participation; students’ cognitive engagement; students’ level of self-
confidence; students’ technology self-efficacy; students’ initiative and motivation and students’ anxiety
could influence acceptance of e-learning among students.

Instructors’ characteristics

Hong et al. (2003) and Shea, Swan, Fredericksen and Pickett (2001) believed that lecturers played an
important role in successful e-learning experience. Lecturers must ensure an optimum level of
interactions and discussions with students to enhance the e-learning experience. Moreover, lecturers could
influence and motivate students to accept e-learning environment (Ndubisi, 2004; Ndubisi &
Chukwunonso, 2004; Selim, 2005). According to Salmon (2000) and Abouchedid and Eid (2004),
instructors’ characteristics such as confidence, positive behaviours, facilitation, knowledge sharing and
creativity could promote interactions and motivate students to learn in an e-learning environment.

Technology support and system

Other factors contributing to the acceptance of e-learning are the infrastructure of technology and
technical support of e-learning system (Folorunso et al., 2006; Poon et al., 2004; Selim, 2005). It is
important to look into the reliability and quality of the system as it plays an important role in the
acceptance of e-learning. To create e-learning acceptance, the technology and the e-learning system must
be well maintained and up-to-date (Folorunso et al., 2006; Poon et al., 2004; Selim, 2005). The system
must have minimal technical problem and support various platforms and applications. Rafaeli and
Sudweeks (1997) reported that if the technology and communication technology used were reliable,
students studied better in e-learning environment and had higher e-learning acceptance.

Institutional support

To improve e-learning adoption, institutional support should not be neglected (Latifah & Ramli, 2005).
Educational institutions should provide better technology facilities, copyright system, accreditation
system and human and technical support (Poon et al., 2004). Passmore (2000) asserted that students’
satisfactions and progress in e-learning depended on institutions providing adequate facilities and
infrastructures of technology and support.

Course content and knowledge management

Well-designed course content provided students with better learning experiences (Gan, 1998; Parker,
1997) and helped students accessed information easily (Carlson & Zhao, 2004). The self-instructional
materials or learning packages available on the course website should include a variety of support
services for students (Selim, 2005; Silong & Ibrahim, 2002), linked to additional learning materials
available in other websites (Selim, 2005), and multimedia presentation or animation and narration rather
than just text-based materials (Zhang, Zhao, Zhou, & Nunamaker, 2004). Rosenberg (2001), on the other
hand, stated that knowledge management could support creativity and information sharing between
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students and instructors. Students could learn better with knowledge sharing among them and instructors;
this would become a new learning mode in e-learning (Poon et al., 2004).

Online tasks or discussion groups

A well developed assignment or online task created opportunity for a two-way feedback among students
about their learning experiences (MacDonald, 2001) and increased interactivity and development of
students’ cognitive skills (Silong & Ibrahim, 2002). Online tasks or online assignments helped students to
resolve difficulties in writing assignments. Discussion groups allowed students to achieve critical thinking
and retained information longer than students who studied individually (Gokhale, 1995; Webb, Nemer,
Chizhik, & Surgue, 1998).

Research methodology

Research design

This study used a cross-sectional survey design (Nesbary, 1999) by employing the administration of self-
administered questionnaires to gather the required data for the research.

Research participants

The Open University of Malaysia (OUM) was the distance learning tertiary institution investigated, with
approximately 3,157 students at its Kuching Campus in 2004 (Open University Malaysia, 2005) as the
targeted population. Questionnaires were distributed to 150 selected OUM students from the open market
bachelor and diploma programmes (business and management courses, education courses and technology
management courses), and the special teachers bachelor programmes (education courses), covering those
who were in their first semester to the final semester of study using purposive sampling, carried out
between 2™ August 2005 and 30™ September 2005. The total number of questionnaires returned was 112.

Research instruments

Data were collected from the participants using questionnaires. The first part of the questionnaire
gathered information pertaining to the participants’ age, gender, marital status, working experience,
computer use experience and educational background. The second section of the questionnaires
determined the learners’ acceptance of e-learning based on the research instrument validated and proven
reliable for use in research on e-learning by Poon et al. (2004). The five factors measured in this section
included: “students’ behaviours and attitudes,” “technology and system,” “interactive applications,”
“institutional factors” and “instructors’ characteristics” (Poon et al., 2004).

Data analysis

The data obtained from the questionnaires were analysed and presented using descriptive statistics such as
means and standard deviations.

Results

Demographics

The participants in the study were almost equal in terms of gender with 54 (48.2%) males and 58 (51.8%)
females. They were aged between 20-30 (60, 53.6%), 31-40 (35, 31.2%) and 41-50 (15, 13.4%). There
was almost equal number of single (49, 43.8%) and married (59, 52.7%) students. Only 19 (17.0%)
students were not working while the rest had between 1-5 (32, 28.5%), 6-10 (21, 18.8%), 11-15 (23,
20.5%) and 16 and above (17, 15.2%) years of working experiences. Most of the students had Form 5 or
Form 6 (50, 44.6%) educational background, followed by college diploma (39, 34.9%) and bachelor
degree (23, 20.5%). Majority of the students had between 1-5 years (59, 52.7%) and more than 5 years
(48, 42.8%) of computer use experiences.

Reliability of the questionnaire

The Cronbach Alpha coefficients for the second section of the questionnaire relating to the acceptance of
e-learning ranged from 0.638 to 0.851 (refer Table 1). The reliability levels were satisfactory and mostly
exceeded the conventional acceptance level of the coefficient, i.e., 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978). In addition, the
reliability values obtained in this study were consistent with those reported by Poon et al. (2004).

Proceedings ascilite Melbourne 2008: Full paper: Lim, Hong & Tan 543



Table 1: Reliability of the acceptance of e-learning section of the questionnaire

Factors affecting acceptance of e-learning Cronbach Alpha coefficients
Students’ behaviours and attitudes 0.782
Technology and system 0.812
Interactive applications 0.816
Institutional factors 0.638
Instructors’ characteristics 0.851

Descriptive measures of acceptance of e-learning

Table 2 shows that distance learners generally had moderate level of acceptance for e-learning. Students
reported highest mean for “institutional factors,” followed by “students’ behaviours and attitudes,”

“Interactive applications,” “instructors’ characteristics,” and “technology and systems.” The following
section discusses the analyses for each of the five AEL factors.

Table 2: Means and standard deviations for factors influencing acceptance of e-learning

Acceptance of e-learning factors OUM
Mean  Standard Deviation

Institutional factors 3.87 0.748
Students’ behaviours and attitudes 3.80 0.746
Interactive applications 3.73 0.737
Instructors’ characteristics 3.72 0.752
Technology and system 3.59 0.760
Mean 3.74 0.748

1) The items had responses in the Likert format with 5 = Strongly Agree
(SA), 4 = Agree (A), 3 = Neutral (N), 2 = Disagree (D) and 1 = Strongly
Disagree (SD).

2) For the overall mean scores, scores of 1.0 - 2.9 = low level, 3.0 — 3.9 =
moderate level and 4.0 — 5.0 = high level.

Generally, the scores shown in Table 3 on the factor related to “students’ behaviours and attitudes”
demonstrated moderate level of acceptance of e-learning, with mean of 3.80. Overall, the students were
anxious to complete their studies successfully. The e-learning system at OUM could increase students’
self-motivations and desires to complete their studies successfully. They were capable of interacting with
the e-learning system. In fact, most students could cope with the required level of cognitive engagements
and were able to involve themselves in the e-learning system. The students also preferred higher level of
cognitive engagements in the distance learning course. Furthermore, they had the initiatives and
motivations to learn and perceived themselves as having high level of self-confidence in using the system.
Generally, the students perceived time and place flexibility of the e-learning system as advantageous. All
the means for the items in this factor were in the range of 3.65 to 3.97.

Table 3: Responses to Factor 1: Students’ behaviours and attitudes

OUM
Mean Std deviation
1. Iam anxious in completing my degree 3.97 0.875
2. Ibelief in my capability to interact with technology 3.88 0.699
3. Tam cognitively engaged in doing the e-learning activities 3.87 0.800
4. Iam willing to participate in e-learning activities 3.83 0.642
5. T have the initiative and motivation to learn and use the system 3.76 0.701
6. I have high level of self-confidence in using the system 3.67 0.776
7. 1am satisfied with time and place flexibility of the system 3.65 0.732
Mean 3.80 0.746

The students demonstrated moderate level of acceptance of e-learning during their studies at OUM for the
factor “technology and system” with mean of 3.59 (refer Table 4). The means for items in this factor were
in the range of 3.27 to 3.79. The participants found that information required was easy to access and
credible. Screen layout and design, colour and background and help-screen of the e-learning system were
generally adequate for learning. The information technology infrastructure was reliable and secured and
they believed that adequate investments were provided to support the e-learning system. The students,
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however, did experience some problems or slightly negative experiences with navigating the e-learning
system. The students also perceived that browsing speed and connectivity to online tutorials were not
very satisfactory.

Table 4: Responses to Factor 2: Technology and system

OUM

Mean Std

dev
1. The system allows easy access to information 3.79 0.773
2. The configuration colour and background are clear and harmonious for the 3.76 0.647

system

3. There is information credibility in the system 3.73 0.697
4. The guidance screen is clear and easy to use 3.71 0.663
5. The IT infrastructure is reliable and secure 3.65 0.768
6. There is adequate investment in infrastructure to support electronic performance 3.65 0.756
7. The screen layout and design are appropriate 3.56 0.745
8. Tam rarely disconnected during online tutorial 3.36 0.868
9. Tam satisfied with the browsing speed 3.38 0.773
10. I do not experience problems while navigating 3.27 0.910
Mean 3.59 0.760

The scores shown in Table 5 indicated that the participants had moderate level of e-learning acceptance
for the factor “interactive application” with mean of 3.73. They were able to get engaged in online
discussions, believing that it could improve knowledge sharing, exchanging of ideas and the quality of
learning though the students perceived it as rather time consuming. The students felt that they focused
more on the quality of learning when they were engaged in online mode especially in discussion forums
or chat rooms where they could ask questions and received answers from peers and instructors. In fact,
students felt that work qualities could be improved by browsing and emulating the works of others. In
addition, they could easily upload their coursework and discovered that interactive applications in the e-
learning system were beneficial. However, some students gave low emphasis on browsing peers’
feedbacks (refer item 12 in Table 5, mean = 3.46).

Table 5: Responses to Factor 3: Interactive applications

OUM
Mean Std dev
1. I think sharing knowledge through online discussions is a good idea 4.04 0.702
2. Online discussion enables students to exchange ideas and comments 3.88 0.836
3. I benefit from using interactive applications 3.82 0.726
4. Tam able to ask questions and receive answers 3.73 0.671
5. Browsing classmates’ works helps reflect own shortcoming 3.73 0.697
6. I think sharing knowledge through online discussions is time consuming 3.71 0.843
7. Iam able to concentrate on the quality of learning 3.69 0.672
8. Thave discussions with course mates via e-learning system 3.68 0.830
9. Uploading coursework is easy 3.66 0.717
10. Browsing classmates’ works helps improve the quality of own work 3.65 0.654
11. Uploading coursework is an appropriate method 3.63 0.737
12. 1 browse peers’ feedbacks of most of my classmates 3.46 0.758
Mean 3.73 0.737

As observed in Table 6, the scores on “institutional factors” showed that they demonstrated moderate
level of e-learning acceptance with mean of 3.87. The students viewed the course content delivery method
as the most important under the “institutional factors”. In terms of copyrights, the students generally
agreed that it was important for institutions to have legal copyrights and accreditation toward the online
learning programme. Moreover, they also felt that the resources in the virtual library and e-resources were
relevant to the course. They believed that they could perform better in face-to-face learning environment
(refer item 7, mean = 3.77, item 8, mean = 3.67, and item 9, mean = 3.74).
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Table 6: Responses to Factor 4: Institutional factors

OUM
Mean Std dev
1. Accreditation is important in choosing an e-learning course 391 0.754
2. Auvailability of virtual library is an important factor 3.92 0.725
3. The course content method of delivery is important 4.32 0.832
4. It is important that an institution has the copyrights of the online learning 3.97 0.765
programme
5. Electronic resources are easily accessible by clicking on related links in the 3.80 0.769
Internet
6. Materials in virtual library is relevant to the course 3.75 0.729
7. Face-to-face delivery is complementary to e-learning 3.77 0.723
8. Itis equally effective to learn in online environment or classroom mode 3.67 0.690
9. I perform better in the classroom mode of learning 3.74 0.744
Means 3.87 0.748

The participants had moderate level of e-learning acceptance for the factor related to “instructors’
characteristics,” as shown in Table 7 and the mean for this factor was 3.72. In particular, they felt that the
instructors’ knowledge and familiarity with the Internet technology improved the efficiency of e-learning
experiences. The instructors were approachable, could be easily contacted, encouraged students’
interactions, ensured sufficient online learning resources and provided explanations on the use of course
website from start. However, the students felt that the instructors gave opinions or encouragements to
students only when they did not understand or showed anxiety on a problem. The instructors involved
themselves actively only when students did not give correct answers to the problems assigned. However,
generally, the responses indicated that the instructors were enthusiastic in teaching and were able to solve
most problems efficiently.

Table 7: Responses to Factor S: Instructors’ characteristics

OUM
Mean Std dev
1. Instructors’ knowledge on using the Internet technology affects efficiency of 3.95 0.733
online learning
2. Instructors are friendly and approachable 3.90 0.677
3. Instructors are easily contacted 3.86 0.696
4. Instructors explain how to use the website at the beginning of the semester 3.84 0.823
5. Instructors encourage student interactions 3.81 0.777
6. Instructors provide sufficient learning resources online 3.79 0.699
7. Instructors solve emerging problems efficiently 3.70 0.721
8. Instructors provide fast feedbacks to queries in the discussion forum 3.64 0.733
9. Instructors are enthusiastic in teaching and explaining via the web 3.64 0.733
10. Instructors reply e-mail queries rapidly 3.53 0.771
11. Instructors do not intervene unless students asked for the correct answers 3.27 0.910
Mean 3.72 0.752
Discussion

Students’ acceptance of e-learning

Overall, the students’ scores from the study showed moderate level of e-learning acceptance. Likewise,
Poon et al. (2004) also found that their students in various local universities demonstrated moderate level
of AEL. This study showed that the students reported highest mean for “““institutional factors” followed
by students’ behaviours and attitudes,” “interactive applications,” “instructors’ characteristics,” and
“technology and systems.” In contrast, Poon et al. (2004) found that “students’ behaviours and attitudes”
was ranked highest, followed by “technology and systems,” “institutional factors,” “interactive
applications,” and “instructors’ characteristics” among distance learning students in various local
universities in Malaysia.

99 ¢

29 cer

Institutional factors
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Selim (2005) stated that the efficiency and effectiveness in delivering the e-learning based components of
a course is one of the most critical factors to students’ acceptance of e-learning and success in e-learning
courses. The findings of this study showed that although the scores from institutional factors indicated
moderate level of acceptance of e-learning, it was the factor with the highest mean score. Past studies had
shown that institutions need to evaluate their copyright policies and intellectual property issues which
involved creation, ownership, and distribution of distance learning courses (Guernsey & Young, 1998). It
is also important for the e-learning courses to be accredited as accredited courses would make the
students more willing to accept e-learning (Poon et al., 2004). These past findings were in line with the
results of the present study in which the students considered legal issues such as copyrights and
accreditation of the e-learning programmes to be important contributing factors. The study revealed that
the availability of online information, virtual libraries and other computer-based facilities were important
features of e-learning and Poon et al. (2004) reported that these features could impact on the students’
study habits.

Nonetheless, the present study also revealed that distance learning students still showed a preference for
face-to-face learning sessions rather than relying solely on the e-learning environment. This was
consistent with results reported in several local and foreign studies (Ndubisi, 2004; Poon et al., 2004).
This observation indicated that face-to-face learning method was still perceived to be more effective in
distance learning. However, several studies in the western context such as Dewhurst, Macleod and Norris
(2000) and Tweddle et al. (2000) indicated that students were generally satisfied with online learning.
Nevertheless, unifying face-to-face learning with some e-learning models may help distance learners to
cope better with their studies (Hong et al., 2003).

Students’ behaviours and attitudes

On “students’ behaviours and attitudes,” the scores showed moderate level of e-learning acceptance.
Majority of the students felt that they had the initiative and motivation to learn with the e-learning system
and completed their studies successfully. The students also viewed their involvement and participation in
e-learning as important. This was consistent with the writings of Leidner and Jarvenpaa (1995) and Alavi
and Yoo (1997). Their review of the literatures indicated that learning is best accomplished through active
involvement of students. Poon et al. (2004) also stated that students’ participations could enhance their
learning interests. In addition, Selim (2005) and Volery and Lord (2000) stated that students’ behaviours
and attitudes toward e-learning are a critical success factor for AEL. This is in line with the findings of
the study where “students’ behaviours and attitudes” was the second highest mean scores among the
factors influencing the acceptance of e-learning. Venkatesh (2000) and Agarwal and Prasad (1997)
further reported that users’ self-efficacy could influence the use of technology. According to Taylor and
Todd (1995) and Selim (2005), self-efficacy is a measure of users’ confidence in their ability to use
technology for learning. Hence, as pointed out by Woodrow (1991), it is important to be aware of the
students’ attitudes and behaviours towards e-learning as it is a critical criterion for e-learning readiness
and acceptance.

Interactive applications

Previous studies agreed that knowledge sharing through online discussions was important as having
online discussions enabled students to exchange ideas and comments (Selim, 2005). Likewise, in this
study, the students rated “interactive applications” as the third most important factor demonstrating
moderate level of e-learning acceptance. The findings of the study also reported that students were able to
engage themselves with online discussions. Moreover, the students considered knowledge sharing and
exchanging of ideas as factors that could improve the quality of learning through e-learning system. In
fact, Poon et al. (2004) believed that knowledge sharing in online discussions would help students and
was an essential part of distance learning. The e-learning systems could also allow students to view
questions posted during online tutorials and to obtain answers either from the instructors or among peers.
Benigno and Trentin (2000) suggested that interactions with peers and the supports available via online
discussions correlated with acceptance of e-learning and the performances of distance learning students.
However, in the case of Poon et al. (2004), most of the students gave low emphasis in giving feedbacks to
peers as was similarly reported in this study. This could mirror the traditional views of learning which
placed more importance on getting the correct answers and believing that instructors should provide the
answers (Poh & Abu Samah, 2006
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Instructors’ characteristics

The present study reported that the students’ scores for instructors showed moderate level of e-learning
acceptance. In a teaching institution, instructors play a central role in the students’ acceptance of e-
learning (Selim, 2005). Instructors should be knowledgeable in using the Internet technology as it could
affect the learning process and assisted them in creating conducive e-learning environments. Collis (1995)
reported that students believed instructors could help them in learning if they were knowledgeable in
computer usage, adopted interactive teaching style and were able to perform basic troubleshooting tasks.
Accordingly, Sharman and Wright (1995) stressed that an instructor should demonstrate how e-learning
approach could be an effective method for acquiring information and for developing the ability to think
critically.

Instructors should have a better understanding of the students; encouraged student-student interactions
and involved them in online discussions (Durling, Cross, & Johnson, 1996; Mason, 1998). Results in the
present study indicated that students were not actively engaged in the e-learning system unless they were
guided and facilitated by instructors who were also active in using the e-learning system. This was
supported by Armitt, Slack, Green and Beer (2002) who believed that there should be an instructor to
facilitate the e-learning process as students might not collaborate spontaneously with peers. Thus,
interactions between instructors and students were an important motivation factor for students to learn.
Hence, to facilitate interactions between instructors and students, instructors should provide various office
and after-office hours contact methods for students (Volery & Lord, 2000). Poon et al. (2004) suggested
that instructors should maintain constant interactions with students via online forum discussions and
emails. Instructors were also expected to utilize video conferencing as and when needed to improve
interactions with students (Singh, 2005).

Technology and system

Several researchers had identified the interfaces of course web-page (Hong et al., 2003; Rafaeli &
Sudweeks, 1997) and e-learning system (Folorunso et al., 2006; Poon et al., 2004) as important aspects of
the “technology and system” factor in acceptance of e-learning. In the present study, the results indicated
that students had moderate level of e-learning acceptance for the factor of “technology and system”. Hong
et al. (2003) and Rafaeli and Sudweeks (1997) stated that an e-learning system or a web-page with
harmonious configuration of colour and background enhanced students’ interest to study. Attractive
combination of colours with appropriate graphics and animations on web sites were useful in delivering
information in a user-friendly way (Carlson & Zhao, 2004; Hong et al., 2003; Poon et al., 2004).
Likewise, the finding of this study showed that students indicated that the design of e-learning system
could help in their learning.

Conversely, the study also found some problems faced by students in navigating the e-learning system. In
addition, poor Internet services, software and infrastructures could impede distance learning programmes
(Folorunso et al., 2006; Hong et al., 2003). These technical problems could affect the students’
willingness to accept e-learning (Hong et al., 2003). Therefore, a user-friendly system is important
especially to assist students who have problems in using some of the e-learning tools. Moreover, students
thought that the infrastructure of the technology and e-learning system should be upgraded. According to
Folorunso et al. (2006), educational institutions should identify and upgrade their e-learning system in
order to enhance the acceptance of e-learning among students. Thus, the interfaces of e-learning courses
and the institutional information technology infrastructure should be user friendly, reliable and secure
(Poon et al., 2004; Rafaeli & Sudweeks, 1997). Nevertheless, the cost of upgrading the necessary
technology and e-learning system could be prohibitive and this is what the relevant institutions need to
seriously reflect on (Selim, 2005).

Conclusions

The findings from this study showed that more could be done to improve the students’ acceptance of e-
learning. Distance learning institutions in Malaysia should assist and prepare their students for distance
learning and in particular guide them in utilizing e-learning. As proposed by various past research, the
institutions should also provide courses to guide students to maximise the use of e-learning for learning
purposes. It is hoped that the findings of this study could assist distance learning institutions in Malaysia
improve the quality of learning experiences and help spur further research in the area of acceptance of e-
learning, as undoubtedly, e-learning and distance learning would be one of the pillars of higher education
in future (Jefferies & Hussain, 1998).
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