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Summary 
 

Universities world-wide develop e-learning courses, but do not always have a clear 
understanding what is needed to develop such courses. Before a university implements e-
learning courses, the driving and limiting factors should be explored. To this end we 
conducted a survey at Jönköping University in Sweden. Every staff member at the 
university who had devoted at least 10% of her/his time to teaching during the last year 
was asked to complete the questionnaire. The questionnaire was answered by 159 
teachers. The driving factors of using e-learning were found to be primarily 
administrative gains, and not so much improvement of the pedagogical value of courses. 
The two major barriers to e-learning were lack of time (65%) and lack of knowledge 
about technology (53%). The teachers experienced limited support from the university 
management in their ambitions to develop e-learning.  
 
Respondents from the School of Health Sciences have the most positive general attitude 
to e-learning and perceive department managers as developers and decision-makers on e-
learning strategies. Respondents from the School of Education and Communication state 
additional support for distance students as a purpose of e-learning to a higher degree 
than respondents from other schools. These respondents also perceive attracting 
geographically distant students as a driving factor of e-learning. Improving cost and 
efficiency is considered a more important driving factor at Jönköping International 
Business School and the School of Engineering than at the School of Health Sciences 
and the School of Education and Communication. It was especially evident that lack of 
incentives for teachers was a more important barrier to e-learning development at 
Jönköping Business School than at the other schools. Finally, we provide tentative 
explanations for the differences in e-learning attitudes between the four schools. 
 



   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sammanfattning 
 
Många universitet runt om i världen utvecklar kurser som utnyttjar e-lärande, men denna 
utveckling föregås inte alltid av en tydlig förståelse av vad som behövs för att utveckla 
den typen av kurser. Innan ett universitet inför denna typ av kurser, borde drivande och 
begränsande faktorer granskas närmare. I detta syfte genomförde vi en 
enkätundersökning vid Högskolan i Jönköping. All personal som undervisade minst 10% 
av sin tjänstgöringstid ombads att besvara enkäten. Den besvarades av 159 lärare. De 
drivande faktorerna för att använda e-lärande befanns i första hand vara administrativa 
fördelar och inte så mycket förbättringar av det pedagogiska värdet av kurserna. De två 
främsta hindren mot e-lärande var brist på tid (65%) och brist på kunskap om teknologin 
(53%). Lärarna kände ett begränsat stöd från högskolans ledning i sina ambitioner att 
utveckla e-lärande. 
 
Respondenter från Hälsohögskolan har generellt sett den mest positiva attityden till e-
lärande och upplever också sina avdelningschefer som utvecklare och beslutsfattare vad 
gäller strategier för e-lärande. Respondenter på Högskolan för lärande och 
kommunikation uppger i högre grad än de andra skolorna stöd till distansstudenter som 
ett syfte för e-lärande. Dessa lärare uppger också möjligheten att attrahera geografiskt 
långväga studenter som en drivande faktor för e-lärande. Möjligheten att göra 
förbättringar avseende kostnads- och effektivitetsaspekter betraktas som en mer viktig 
drivande faktor vid Internationella Handelshögskolan och Ingenjörshögskolan än vid de 
två andra skolorna. Brist på positiv förstärkning och belöning för lärare som utvecklar e-
lärande angavs som ett större hinder vid Handelshögskolan än vid de andra skolorna. 
Rapporten avslutas med att tänkbara förklaringar till skillnader som finns avseende 
attityder till e-lärande mellan de olika fackhögskolorna ges. 
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e-Learning Survey at Jönköping University 2006 
 
For year 2006-2007 the authors of this report received funding from the Committee for 
pedagogical development (PKU) to perform an investigation about e-Learning at 
Jönköping University. This document is a part of the reporting back to the University. 
The investigation was based on a questionnaire distributed to teachers at Jönköping 
University (Questionnaire – appendix 1). The results are reported on an aggregated level, 
depicting Jönköping University in general. Results of each school are presented in 
appendices 2a-2d. 
 
Background data 
 
The questionnaire was distributed in spring 2006 to staff that devoted at least 10% of 
their time working as teachers at Jönköping University. The response rate was 37% - 159 
out of 421 employees responded. An analysis of the impact of the dropouts on the 
findings of the survey is made in the concluding section of the report. The number of 
respondents was 57 from Jönköping International Business School, 40 from the School 
of Health Sciences, 33 from the School of Engineering, and 29 from the School of 
Education and Communication. The respondense rate was distributed equally among 
male (80) and female (78) teachers. Further descriptive data for the respondents are 
displayed in table 1 and 2. A majority of the respondents were lecturers (38%) and PhD 
students (28%). Respondents of different age groups were represented. 
 
Table 1. Employment positions of respondents. 
Employment position Frequency Percent 
Lecturer 61 38 
PhD Student 45 28 
Assistant Professor 23 14 
Associate Professor 8 5 
Full Professor 10 6 
Other 12 8 
Total 159 99 

 
Table 2. Age distribution of the respondents. 
Age Frequency Percent 
20 ≤years<30 20 13 
30 ≤years<40 37 23 
40 ≤years<50 30 19 
50 ≤years<60 52 33 
60 ≤years 19 12 
Missing data 1 1 
Total 159 101 
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General attitude towards e-learning 
 
A vast majority of the respondents, 73%, had a rather positive or very positive attitude 
towards using e-learning to support education (see table 3). The respondents were also 
asked how they perceived their colleagues’ attitudes towards e-learning in an open 
question. 37 (32%) of the respondents believed that the attitudes of the staff differed to a 
large extent. Many of these responses could be described as critical rather than negative: 
“They [My colleagues] are ready to use e-learning but consider it a support tool (not the primary one). 
Actually, I myself tend to have the same attitude. My experience is that no e-learning … tools can 
substitute live, face-to-face communication (and hence learning or working)”. Notably, five 
respondents believed that older employees were more negative than younger employees. 
However, this belief was not confirmed by a multiple regression analysis, which showed 
no relationship between teacher attitude and age. Interestingly, the staff felt that students’ 
attitudes towards e-learning is positive, as stated in 75 of 114 statements in an open-
ended question: “They see the possibilities – but want to meet [face-to-face] as well”, “They expect it 
nowadays”. 
 
Table 3 General attitude towards using e-learning to support education. 
Attitude Frequency Percent 
Very negative 2 1 
Rather negative 6 4 
Neither positive or negative 33 21 
Rather positive 79 50 
Very positive 37 23 
Missing data 2 1 
Total 159 100 

 
 
Purposes of e-learning 
 
132 (83%) of the respondents had used e-learning to support their courses, while 21 
(13%) had not. The purposes for which e-learning were used is described in table 4. The 
two main purposes of using e-learning were to distribute course material (76%) and to 
communicate with students (76%). Also assignment submission was stated as a common 
purpose for using e-learning (64%). E-learning initiatives were slightly more commonly 
regarded as additional support for on-campus students, than as support for distance 
students. However, this can be explained by the fact that most courses at the university 
are offered on campus. Other purposes that were mentioned by respondents were online 
exams and supervision. However, the key advantage identified in the qualitative analysis, 
which was mentioned by 57 respondents was flexibility. The following two quotes 
illustrates this: “[E-learning] enables contact with the [and dialogue between the] students, even when 
they are not at the university”, “Makes studying possible for those that cannot study at campus [because 
of] family, work etc”. 
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Table 4. Purposes of using e-learning. 
Purpose Frequency Percent 
Distributing course material 121 76 
Communication with students 120 76 
Assignment submission 101 64 
Additional support for on-
campus students 

88 55 

Providing links to web-based 
resources 

80 50 

Additional support for distance 
students 

68 43 

Collaborative learning 34 21 
Providing access to multimedia 
resources 

30 19 

Other purposes 17 11 

 
 
Perceived support in the e-learning development process 
 
The respondents were asked to what extent department management, external 
organisations, IT administrators, other university institutions, system developers, 
colleagues and students supported them in the e-learning development process. Teachers 
seem to experience the highest degree of support from colleagues (59% agreed or 
strongly agreed), followed by IT administrators (49%), students (48%) and department 
management (44%). The perceived support from external actors was lower e.g. from 
system developers (19%), other university institutions (18%) and external organisations 
(14%). The support for e-learning development initiatives thus seems to come from 
within the university, rather than from external actors. A substantial amount of 
respondents (18-33%) have not answered these questions. This indicates an uncertainty 
on the matter of support from others, especially when it comes to external actors. The 
complete results are displayed in table 5a-g. 
 
Table 5a. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from department 
management. 
Department management Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 9 6 
Disagree 11 7 
Neutral 43 27 
Agree 45 28 
Strongly agree 25 16 
Missing data 26 16 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 5b. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from external organisations. 
External organisations Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 17 11 
Disagree 10 6 
Neutral 62 39 
Agree 14 9 
Strongly agree 8 5 
Missing data 48 30 
Total 159 100 
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Table 5c. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from IT administrators. 
IT administrators Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 2 1 
Disagree 6 4 
Neutral 44 28 
Agree 56 35 
Strongly agree 22 14 
Missing data 29 18 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 5d. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from other university 
institutions. 
Other university institutions Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 12 7 
Disagree 11 7 
Neutral 60 38 
Agree 26 16 
Strongly agree 3 2 
Missing data 47 30 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 5e. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from system developers. 
System developers Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 9 6 
Disagree 11 7 
Neutral 56 35 
Agree 24 15 
Strongly agree 7 4 
Missing data 52 33 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 5f. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from colleagues. 
Colleagues Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 0 0 
Disagree 3 2 
Neutral 34 21 
Agree 76 48 
Strongly agree 18 11 
Missing data 28 18 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 5g. Degree of perceived support in the e-learning development process from students. 
Students Frequency Percent 
Strongly disagree 4 3 
Disagree 8 5 
Neutral 39 24 
Agree 62 39 
Strongly agree 15 9 
Missing data 31 20 
Total 159 100 
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Driving factors of e-learning 
 
When asked to identify the driving factors of e-learning development, the teachers of the 
university primarily stated distribution of course material (76%). The second most 
common factor was to improve flexibility in time and space (68%), followed by 
simplification of administrative processes (55%). Noteworthy is that the driving factors 
most generally agreed on are administrative rather than pedagogical. Also the notion that 
meeting student expectations as a prominent driving factor (45%) is striking. The results 
are presented in table 6. Some respondents added that a further advantage is to reach 
new groups of students, e.g. improving the international exchange, to collaborate with 
other universities and to reach students far away. Furthermore, enabling collaboration 
among students taking part in off-campus courses is mentioned as a driving factor. 
 
We also asked the respondents what they believed are the advantages of using e-learning. 
The most common response (30%) was that the primary benefit of e-learning is to 
increase flexibility for students and teachers. Notably, 23 of the respondents (19%) felt 
that e-learning could be used for more efficient, increased and closer contact with 
students. About the same number of employees (19%) felt that a benefit was to simplify 
administration. These benefits are manifested in the following quote: “It simplifies teaching! 
… The studies are simplified for the students!!! … Gives flexibility in time and space!!!”  
 
Table 6. Driving factors of e-learning. 
Driving factor Frequency Percent 
Distributing course material 120 76 
Improving flexibility in time and 
space 

108 68 

Simplifying administrative 
processes 

87 55 

Meeting student expectations 72 45 
Improving cost/efficiency 67 42 
Attracting geographically distant 
students 

59 37 

Enabling more active student 
participation 

59 37 

Enhancing learning and teaching 
quality 

59 37 

Facilitating partnerships with 
other institutions 

27 17 

Improving competitive 
advantages 

18 11 

Meeting special educational 
requirements of students with 
disabilities 

9 6 

Other driving factors 6 4 
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Barriers to e-learning 
 
As displayed in table 7, the two major barriers to e-learning were lack of time (65%), and 
lack of knowledge about technology (53%). These factors seem to be due to teachers´ 
individual working situations, but might also be a sign of an organisational culture that 
does not allow enough time for learning and development. A group of barriers were 
acknowledged by the respondents in a rate from 22% to 28%: lack of technical support 
staff, lack of incentives for teachers, lack of money, technical problems, and lack of 
strategies or leadership. Other barriers were identified as e.g. lack of support staff with 
both technical and pedagogical knowledge, and experiencing the available web platform 
as not being user-friendly.  
 
An open-ended question revealed some doubt about the pedagogical value of e-learning 
in courses. Many (n=43) were worried that fewer face-to-face meetings would lead to not 
getting to know students and decreasing quality while others (n=18) felt that developing 
e-learning by themselves takes too much time. Two citations from the respondents 
illustrate this: “My courses are highly based on seminars, group discussions, interactive presentations, 
which perhaps is possible but not easy to carry out over the net.”, “The ‘e’-thing cannot yet replace the 
teacher (physical contacts)”.  Similar findings were identified when asking respondents which 
the prerequisites are if they are to use e-learning more actively. Many respondents (n=41) 
mentioned that they lack technical and pedagogical support: “There needs to be resources for 
development of the material to be used in the courses, e.g. IT-staff with pedagogical education”. 
Moreover, almost as many (n=31) felt that there is lack of funding for doing this. 
 
Table 7. Barriers to e-learning. 
Barrier Frequency Percent 
Lack of time 104 65 
Lack of knowledge about technology 84 53 
Lack of technical support staff 45 28 
Lack of incentives for teachers 40 25 
Lack of money 38 24 
Technical problems 36 23 
Lack of strategies or leadership 35 22 
Institutional culture 24 15 
Lack of appreciation 23 14 
Lack of student engagement or motivation 16 10 
Other barriers 15 9 
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Technologies of e-learning 
 
Technologies of e-learning used by the respondents are presented in table 8. Even 
though it was found that a majority of the teachers use e-learning, the table reveals that 
most use it for e-mail (82%), distribution of course material (76%) and assignment 
submission (68%). Other technologies mentioned are online quizzes, Marratech1, movies, 
audio, publishing results and external websites.  
 
Table 8. Technologies of e-learning 
Technology Frequency Percent 
E-mail 131 82 
Distribution of course material 121 76 
Assignment submission 108 68 
Discussion board 61 38 
Instant messaging 45 28 
PowerPoint presentations with 
audio 

37 23 

Chat 31 20 
Streaming video 23 15 
Video conferencing 22 14 
Other supporting technologies 14 9 
Animations 10 6 

 
84 (or 53%) of the teachers use commercial e-learning systems, while 51 (or 32%) use e-
learning systems developed in-house. The commercial e-learning system PingPong is 
used as the default web platform at the Schools of Health Sciences, Engineering and 
Education and Communication. Jönköping International Business School uses the in-
house developed system, JIBSnet. 
 
 
Strategies of e-learning 
 
61% of the respondents answered that e-learning was expected as a part of their teaching, 
and 21% stated that e-learning was not encouraged by management (see table 9). Only 
three per cent of the respondents stated that e-learning was encouraged by project 
funding. Other types of integration mentioned are that e-learning is seen as a normal part 
of courses and the individual initiative from the teacher (you do this because you want to 
do it yourself). Notably, some respondents could not answer this question since they did 
not know. This response could in itself be interpreted as an indication of lack of 
integration of e-learning. 
 
Table 9. Integration of e-learning in the department of the respondent. 
Type of integration Frequency Percent 
Expected as part of your teaching 97 61 
Not encouraged by management 34 21 
Other types of integration 13 8 
Encouraged through project 
funding 

5 3 

 

                                                 
1 Marratech is a program that supports synchronous e-meetings with audio and/or video. 
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52% of the respondents agreed to the statement that strategies on e-learning are decided 
upon on an individual level. 42 and 40% of the respondents stated department or school 
management as the organisational level responsible for e-learning decisions. University 
management was perceived as a developer of strategy of 16% of the respondents. E-
learning initiatives and development thus seem to be experienced as a primarily individual 
undertaking, or an initiative from departments or schools rather than from the university 
management. 
 
Table 10. Perception of organisational level on which strategies of e-learning are decided upon. 
Level Frequency Percent 
Individual level 83 52 
Department management 66 42 
School management 64 40 
Subgroups in department 50 31 
There is no e-learning strategy 30 19 
University management 26 16 

 
Table 11a-d illustrates that the universities lack strategies as support for future e-learning 
development. A majority of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed (64%) that 
there is a strategy for future development and disappointingly most respondents (71%) 
disagreed that a strategy was being developed. However, table 11d shows that about a 
third of the respondents agreed that there is indeed e-learning development going on but 
this does not seem to be a strategic decision from the management. 
 
Table 11a. There is a strategy for future development. 
There is a strategy for future 
development 

Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 21 13 
Disagree 43 27 
Neutral 52 33 
Agree 27 17 
Strongly agree 8 5 
Missing data 8 5 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 11b. We are in the process of developing a strategy. 
We are in the process of 
developing a strategy 

Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 32 20 
Disagree 39 24 
Neutral 52 33 
Agree 22 14 
Strongly agree 5 3 
Missing data 9 6 
Total 159 100 
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Table 11c. I am unsure about future development. 
I am unsure about future 
development 

Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 19 12 
Disagree 26 16 
Neutral 44 28 
Agree 47 30 
Strongly agree 12 7 
Missing data 11 7 
Total 159 100 

 
Table 11d. There is currently no further development underway. 
There is currently no further 
development underway 

Frequency Percent 

Strongly disagree 38 24 
Disagree 18 11 
Neutral 59 37 
Agree 24 15 
Strongly agree 7 4 
Missing data 13 8 
Total 159 99 

 
 
Non-response analysis 
 
Before analyzing the collected data we must take into account that only 38% of the 
teachers have answered our questionnaire. We cannot fully conjecture why 62% of the 
staff chose not to complete the questionnaire. However, we performed a number of 
follow-up interviews a couple of weeks after the questionnaire had been distributed and 
can thus speculate. From the interviews, it could be hypothesised that the non-
respondents could be derived from lack of interest and time and, to a certain degree, a 
fear of not guaranteering sufficient anonymity. 
 
It may also be of interest to look at the different categories of employees at JIBS to 
examine if there are any special inconsistencies. In order to do that, we first of all present 
the overall table of there employed at JIBS in 2006 (figures found in the annual report of 
JIBS). 
 
Table 12. Employees at Jönköping University 2006 (Jönköping University, 2007). 
Employment 
position 

Men 
 

Women 
 

Total 
 

Relative 
rate2 

Men Women Total 

Lecturer 111 65 176 42% 63% 37% 100% 
PhD Student 32 55 87 21% 37% 63% 100% 
Assis./Assoc. 
Professor 

81 36 117 28% 69% 31% 100% 

Full Professor 28 13 41 10% 68% 32% 100% 
Total 252 169 421 100  60% 40% 100% 

 
We see from table 12 that “Lecturer” is the dominating category of employees at JIBS in 
2006. The second largest category is the one consisting of assistant and associate 
professors (in the questionnaire we separated assistant and associate professors into two 
subcategories, but in the statistics of JIBS both these subgroups are one category). Now 
looking at table 13 – respondents of the questionnaire, we can see that the distribution of 
the respondents as far as the employment position concerns is fairly equal to the 
distribution of the overall table 12. The only exception we can find is for the category 

                                                 
2
 Relative rate for the position as compared with the total number of employees 
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“assistant and associate professor”, which is underrepresented compared to the overall 
table. Interestingly, regarding the distribution of men and women, among respondents, 
35% are men and 65% are women, compared to 69% and 31% in the total sample of 
teaching staff at Jönköping University.  
 
Table 13. The respondents. 
Employment 
position 

Men 
 

Women 
 

Total 
 

Relative 
rate2 

Men Women Total 

Lecturer 39 33 72 46% 54% 46% 100% 
PhD Student 16 29 45 28% 36% 64% 100% 
Assis./Assoc. 
Professor 

11 20 31 20% 35% 65% 100% 

Full Professor 9 1 10 6% 90% 10% 100% 
Total 75 83 158 100  47% 53% 100% 

 
We can see this more clearly if we take a close look at table 14, which shows the 
distribution of non-respondents in the different categories of employees. Notably, up to 
81 % of the men in the category of “assistant and associate professor” have not 
responded to the questionnaire. 
 
 
Table 14. The non-respondents. 
Employment 
position 

Men 
 

Women 
 

Total 
 

Relative 
rate2 

Men Women Total 

Lecturer 72 32 104 40% 69% 31% 100% 
PhD Student 16 26 42 16% 38% 62% 100% 
Assis./Assoc. 
Professor 

70 16 86 33% 81% 19% 100% 

Full Professor 19 12 31 12% 61% 39% 100% 
Total 177 86 263 100  67% 33% 100% 

 
As we have not followed up with a deeper investigation of the non-response in any of 
the employment categories, we can only speculate about the reasons for such an 
outcome. Are academic male professors in the middle of their career more conservative 
in their attitude to new technology of education? Are female professors more inclined or 
open to new technology to enhance their teaching methods?   
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Analysis  
 
The analysis is separated into two parts. The first one is an overall analysis considering 
the University of Jönköping as a whole unit, consisting of about 400 individuals/teachers 
of both genders, different ages and teaching in various kinds of subjects. The second part 
is an analysis that goes deeper into the material, exploring the possible discrepancies 
between the four schools of Jönköping University. The idea behind the second analysis is 
to make conclusions on how organisational differences influenced driving factors, 
barriers and strategies related to e-learning. 
 
General findings of the study are: 
 

• Older teachers are not more negative than younger teachers. There are no 
significant correlations whatsoever between attitude and age. 

• Teachers acknowledging e-learning as an additional support for students on 
campus also have a generally more positive attitude to e-learning (r = 0.46; 
p<0.01). 

• The perception of on what level e-learning strategies are decided upon varies 
among respondents of different schools, indicating that some schools have 
formal strategies on e-learning, while others have not. 

• Teachers stating e-learning as expected as a part of their teaching have higher 
support from colleagues (r = 0.47; p<0.01) and perceive to a higher degree that 
there is a strategy for further development of e-learning (r = 0.31; p<0.01) 

 
We also found that teachers only use simple technologies and may not know how to use 
more advanced ones because: 
 
1. The teachers have no time to learn the tools 
2. The teachers suffer a lack of knowledge about technology 
3. The teachers suffer lack of support staff 
4. The teachers experience no or little incentives 
5. The teachers have not explored the tools enough 
6. The tools are sometimes experienced as not good enough 

 
Which of these preliminary explanations can we find evidence for in our investigation? 
We have identified support for the first four explanations. The first one tells us that the 
teachers have not really used/examined the tool for a reasonable amount of time to be 
able to use it in new ways. We do know that one of the four schools was using an in-
house developed virtual learning environment. When examining the data, we could not 
find any significant differences between the schools as far as attitudes to e-learning are 
concerned. Thus, our conclusion is that the tool is not the main driving factor for 
adopting e-learning. 
 
We have found that there has not been enough time for developing the use of e-learning 
to a more “advanced” level. And we do know – as a consequence of our investigation – 
that the teachers generally recognize small or nonexistent support from the management 
of the university. Up to 61% of the teachers confirm that e-learning is “expected as a part of 
your teaching” even though it has not really been encouraged by university management. 
Furthermore, and what is more serious, is that as much as 35% consider that there is a 
lack of strategy or leadership for developing e-learning at the university (Table 7). 
Referring to Keller and Cernerud (2002), one may say that an important part of the 
development of e-learning is experienced as virtually non-existent, i. e. the strategic 
management of the development process.  
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Altogether, teachers’ implementation of e-learning as a part of their teaching at 
Jönköping University could best be described as a matter of individuals striving in an 
organisational void. Thus, the development process is dependent on dedicated persons, 
rather than strategic management. 
 
What differences can we then find between the four schools? Here are some remarkable 
results: 
 

• Respondents from the School of Health Sciences have the most positive general 
attitude to e-learning and perceive department managers as developers and 
decision-makers on e-learning strategies. 

• Respondents from the School of Education and Communication state additional 
support for distance students as a purpose of e-learning to a higher degree than 
respondents from other schools. These respondents also perceive attracting 
geographically distant students as a driving factor of e-learning. 

• Improving cost and efficiency is considered a more important driving factor at 
Jönköping International Business School and the School of Engineering than at 
the School of Health Sciences and the School of Education and Communication. 

• Lack of incentives for teachers is chosen as a more important barrier to e-
learning development at Jönköping Business School than at other schools. 

 
By drawing on the findings, we have discerned the key characteristics for each of the 
schools, which are displayed in table 10. These characteristics are based on subsets of the 
data presented in the previous section. We have chosen four characteristics, which 
illustrate the differences between the four schools, i.e. teacher attitudes, their views on 
the usefulness of e-learning for collaborative learning and cost/efficiency, and whether 
they believe that incentives or strategies for e-learning exist. The table illustrates that two 
of the schools (JIBS and SE) regarded cost and efficiency as key drivers while not 
acknowledging the importance of e-learning for enabling collaborative learning. 
However, the school that is most positive towards e-learning is SH, which regards 
collaborative learning as a key driver for e-learning and also feels that supporting 
incentives and strategies are in place. We introduce the concepts of efficient e-learning 
management and learner-centred e-learning management to describe two very different ways of 
organising for e-learning. 
 
Table 15. Characteristics of e-learning perceptions at the four schools of Jönköping University. 
 Attitude Collaborative 

learning 
Cost/efficiency Incentives/strategy 

exist 
JIBS Positive Not important Very important Strongly disagree 
SE Positive Not important Important Slightly agree 
SH Very positive Very important Not important Agree 
SEC Positive Important Not important Strongly disagree 

 
All these findings indicate that the organisational context has a certain impact on the 
outcome of the use of e-learning at University of Jönköping, and for universities maybe 
general. To continue the analysis on a deeper level, more solid investigations have to be 
done on each of these schools. Since the authors of this article only have a thorough 
insight into one of the schools (JIBS), it is a tricky task to pursue the analysis in making a 
fair comparison between the schools. Nevertheless, we can conclude that different 
organisational contexts have impact on teachers´ attitudes as well as other factors 
concerning e-learning. 
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Conclusions and suggestions for further research 
 

We have identified the following overall conclusions concerning Jönköping University: 
 

- the teachers do not recognize that there are strategies for the development of e-
learning  

- there is a lack of incentives for teachers who want to implement e-learning  

- teachers have mixed attitudes towards e-learning, where the negative teachers 
more often describe strategies of e-learning development as being an individual 
initiative 

 
- the driving factors for the teachers are: 

o distributing course material  
o improving flexibility in time and space  
o simplifying administration 

 

- the barriers are: 
o lack of time  
o lack of knowledge about technology  
o lack of technical support staff  

 
The findings of the study suggest that organisational differences between schools 
influence: 
 

• attitudes to 

• strategies for, and  

• purposes of using e-learning. 
 
The findings of our study are in accordance with earlier studies of e-learning 
implementation, finding acceptance of e-learning environments among academic staff 
being dependent on organisational factors of the educational context (Keller & Cernerud, 
2002; Keller, 2006). Furthermore, e-learning implementation could be regarded not only 
as a technological solution, but also as a process with cultural consequences (Cech & 
Bures, 2004) and a negotiation between different organisational cultures (Demetriadis et 
al., 2003).  
 
According to Bennett and Lockyer (2004), the introduction of e-learning in higher 
education presents new challenges as the roles and expectations of teachers and students 
change. The transition of old roles into new ones can lead to different images of what e-
learning is and how it should be organised. We have introduced the concepts of efficient e-
learning management and learner-centred e-learning management to describe two very different 
ways of organising e-learning. Drawing on these findings, further studies on how 
organizational and cultural factors influence e-learning are encouraged (Keller et al., 2007; 
Lindh et al., 2007). 
 
The authors of this article are in the process of making a comparative study between a 
Swedish University and an Argentinean University. In fact the same questionnaire that 
was given at Jönköping University has been implemented at National Technological 
University in Argentina. By studying organisational and cultural differences for the two 
universities, we are optimistic in deepening our knowledge about the relationships 
between organisational issues and the outcome of e-learning use in education. 
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e-Learning Survey 
 

 

Have you devoted at least 10% of your time to teaching during the last year?  

 

If so, we would like you to complete the enclosed questionnaire and send by internal 

mail envelope to Jörgen Lindh (Informatics, Jönköping International Business 

School, Level 5) by May 19, latest. 

 

 

We are a group of researchers interested in the use and development of e-learning in 

higher education. We would like to ask you to complete the following questionnaire 

which will help us understand the use of e-learning at Jönköping University. This 

questionnaire has been sent to everyone who teaches at the University. 

 

We define e-learning as learning and teaching facilitated online through network 

technologies
3
. Common technologies include websites (such as Ping Pong, JIBSnet), 

video conferencing and e-mail. 

 

All answers in this survey will be treated confidentially. The questionnaire will take 

about ten minutes to complete. Feel free to answer in English or Swedish. It is 

distributed with permission from Jönköping University and is expected to give 

insights into how e-learning may be further developed at the University. 

 

If you have any questions regarding the questionnaire, do not hesitate to contact us. 

 

Thank you for your help! 

 

Jörgen Lindh  Stefan Hrastinski Christina Keller 

 

lijo@jibs.hj.se  hrst@jibs.hj.se kelc@jibs.hj.se 

036-10 1780  036-10 1774 036-10 1778 

                                                 
3
 Garrison, R & Anderson, T (2003) E-Learning in the 21st Century. London: Routledge Falmer. p xi. 
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1. Background questions: 

 

a. What subject do you teach?  

 

 

...............................................................  

 

...............................................................  

 

...............................................................  

 

...............................................................  

 

 

b. What is your employment position? 

 

�  Lecturer 

�  PhD Student 

�  Assistant Professor 
4
 

�  Associate Professor 
5
 

�  Full Professor 

 

Other, please detail. 

 

 

...............................................................  

c. Gender:  

 

Female  �      Male  � 

d. Age: � 20 ≤years<30  

 � 30 ≤years<40 

 � 40 ≤years<50 

 � 50 ≤years<60 

 � 60 ≤years 

 

e. At which school do you teach? 

 

� Jönköping International Business School 

� School of Education and Communication 

� School of Engineering 

� School of Health Sciences  

f. What is your general attitude to using 

e-learning to support education? 

 

�  Very negative 

�  Rather negative 

�  Neither positive nor negative  

�  Rather positive 

�  Very positive 

 

2. Have you used e-learning to support your courses? 

 

Yes  �       No � If the answer is “No” go to question 8! 

 

 

3. For which of the following purposes do you use e-learning? Tick all that apply. 

 

a Additional support for distance students  

b Additional support for on-campus students  

c Assignment submission  

d Collaborative learning  

e Communication with students  

f Distributing course material  

g Providing access to multimedia resources  

h Providing links to web-based resources   

 Other (please detail). 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4
 Lektor 

5
 Docent 
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4. Which of the following groups support you in the e-learning development process? 

To what extent do they agree/disagree? 

 

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

a. Department management      

b. External organisations      

c. IT administrators      

d. Other university 

institutions 

     

e. System developers      

f. Colleagues      

g. Students      

 

 

5. Which of the possible driving factors for e-learning development listed below have 

been relevant for you? Tick all that apply. 

 

a Meeting special educational requirements of students with 

disabilities 

 

b Attracting geographically distant students  

c Distributing course material  

d Enabling more active student participation  

e Enhancing learning and teaching quality  

f Improving competitive advantages  

g Improving cost/efficiency  

h Improving flexibility in time and space  

i Facilitating partnerships with other institutions  

j Simplifying administrative processes  

k Meeting student expectations  

 Other (please detail). 

 

 

 

 

 

6. What kind of e-learning systems are you currently using? Tick all that apply. 

 

a Commerical (e.g., Ping Pong, Blackboard)  

b Developed in-house (e.g., JIBSnet)  

 Other (please detail). 
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7. Which of the following technologies do you use to support your courses?  

Tick all that apply. 

 

a Assignment submission  

b Chat  

c Discussion boards  

d Distribution of course material  

e Video conferencing  

f E-mail  

g Instant messaging  

h PowerPoint presentations with audio  

i Streaming video  

j Animations  

 Other online resources (please detail). 

 

 

 

 

 

8. In your opinion, what are the barriers to further (or any) e-learning development at 

your department or in your courses over the coming years? Tick all that apply. 

 

a Institutional culture  

b Lack of appreciation  

c Lack of incentives for teachers  

d Lack of knowledge about technology  

e Lack of money  

f Lack of strategies or leadership  

g Lack of student engagement or motivation  

h Lack of technical support staff  

i Lack of time  

j Technical problems  

 Other online resources (please detail). 

 

 

 

 

 

9. How is e-learning integrated in your department? Tick all that apply. 

 

a Expected as part of your teaching  

b Encouraged through project funding  

c Not encouraged by management  

 Other (please detail). 
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10. At what level are strategies on e-learning decided upon? Tick all that apply. 

 

a University management  

b School management  

c Department management  

d Subgroups in department  

e Individual level  

f There is no e-learning strategy  

 

 

11. To what extent do you agree on the following statements on e-learning 

development at your department? 

 

 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

a. There is a strategy for future 

development 
     

b. We are in the process of 

developing a strategy 
     

c. I am unsure about future 

development 
     

d. There is currently no further 

development underway 
     

 

 

12. Which prerequisites are needed if you are to use e-learning in your courses? 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

 

13. Which do you believe are the advantages of using e-learning? 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 
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14. Which do you believe are the disadvantages of using e-learning? 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

15. How do you perceive students’ attitudes towards e-learning? 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

 

16. How do you perceive colleagues’ attitudes towards e-learning? 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 

.................................................................................................................................... 

 
 


