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Abstract- Faculty members underutilize the Learning
Management System (LMS), a web-based based techngyo
intended to facilitate student learning, despite th ubiquitous
presence of the system at many universities. Drawgn from
Davis’s (1989) Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)hts study
identifies how faculty attitudes toward the LMS impact their
adoption of this technology. The study focuses onspecific LMS,
Blackboard. Thirty-six faculty members were invitedto complete
a web-based survey. Directive content analysis wadilized to
analyze and interpret the survey responses. The sty reveals
that specific challenges including system problemand design
flaws reduce the overall utilization of the LMS by faculty.
Recommendations about how to increase the utilizath of
Blackboard among faculty members are included.
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l. INTRODUCTION
Currently, tens to hundreds of thousands of dolkams

invested on Learning Management Systems (LMSs) b
educational institutions, in order to facilitateettieaching-

learning activities (O’Leonard & Bersin, 2006). LMSa self-
contained webpage with embedded instructional tdbést

allow faculty to organize academic content and gaga

students in their learning (Laster, 2005). Thazdtlon of this
web-based technology enables instructors to ceratedeliver
content, monitor student participation, and assssslent
performance. The LMS utilizes
asynchronous technologies to facilitate accessetrning
materials and administration (Black, Beck, Dawsdinks &
Meredith, 2007). Provided that universities make

considerable investment in the LMS, it is importemensure

addpt t

that end-users, especially faculty members,
technology that is readily available.

Prior research indicates that LMSs are availablessca
number of universities and colleges; where upwafd®0% of
all institutions have purchased rights to this texthgy (e.g.,

Hawkins & Rudy, 2007). Through the use of the LMS
Joompla LMS
educatio

(e.g.,.WebCT, Learn.com, KrawlerLMS,
ATutor, Blackboard, and Canvas), higher
institutions offer multiple learning environmentsciuding:
interactive learning, online learning, distancerméag, or
hybrid/ blended learning for their students (Fadvdohnson,
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2007, Vovides, Sanchez-Alonso, Mitropoulou, & Nickns,
2007). Despite widespread availability, prior reshasuggests
the LMS is a powerful technology that has yet tacteits full
potential (Watson & Watson, 2007) across educationa
institutions.

Various issues are currently impeding the comprsiien
utilization of the LMS. As an example, many instars use
the LMS simply as a delivery mechanism for the shid
(e.g., posting grades), and they do not use thegiated
functionalities (Garrote, & Pettersson, 2007, Ve@ddket. al.,
2007). Prior research has found the LMS featuretuding
discussion forums, chat, and email are underutiliz®y
teachers and students (Nelson, 2003, Garrote &etRstn,
2007). In addition, Weaver, Spratt and Nair (20fagnd that
faculty members perceive an increased workload cistsal
with using the LMS. Specifically, their study reled that
70% of faculty experience challenges with the safewvand
received limited technical support when they attedpto
include the LMS technology within their courses @t and

ettersson (2007) noted that lack of motivatiorspend the
necessary time and effort to learn and participatine LMS
training, is among the more common restricting dadh the
utilization of the LMS by the faculty members. Higamost
universities do not require faculty members tazgithe LMS,
despite the considerable financial investment.c&ihappears
the availability of the LMS does not predict utdtion of the

dsystem by faculty members, this paper seeks tmwdscthe

following: (a) gain a better understanding of thdeat to
which faculty members utilize the LMS for teachingp)
identify faculty members attitudinal patterns tod/dne LMS
and the factors that impact their attitudes, (@nidfy the
strengths and weaknesses of the LMS, and (d) suizrenidye
recommendations faculty members made about how to
increase the utilization of Blackboard. The speciiMS
studied in this paper is, Blackboard.

The slow adoption of the LMS by faculty membersais
critical concern since they are the key users. Hewe recent
literature review completed by the authors revehi fewlD

' studies focus on faculty attitudes toward the LMS)( Lian{\]
Iﬂ|—|uang & Chen, 2007, Samarawichkrem & Stacey, 2@aH, &

& Levy, 2008, Weaver et. al., 2008), whereas mastliss ™
focus on students’ attitudes. As a result, thislgttontributes
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to research by considering and analyzing facultytuaies
toward LMS.

In order to gain an understanding of the LMS
utilization across faculty members, this articleawls from
Davis'(1989) Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to
identify how faculty attitudes toward LMS impacts their
adoption, and subsequent utilization of the systBased on
the TAM framework, this study examines the naturéaoulty
attitudes under conditions of
technology. A content analysis of open-ended dataguthe
TAM framework was completed for this study. It dosst
appear that this methodology has been used in qusvi
studies. In order to gain a better understandinghof faculty
members utilize or choose not to utilize Blackboawk
explore several factors including the identificatiof the
strengths and weaknesses of LMS (Blackboard) frbe t
perspectives of faculty members. Also, data wakegat that
allowed the authors to gain insight from faculty mieers
regarding the initiatives that can be taken to ensmproved
acceptance of Blackboard. Finally, a recent matdysis that
incorporated the TAM model (Lee,Kozar & Larsen, 200
reported that out of 101 studies only three utilizgialitative
research methodology to analyze data. In summiaisy pper
makes three contributions: (a) it focuses on fgcutilization
of LMS, in lieu of student utilization, (b) ihvestigatesvhy
faculty members do not utilize LMS despite the klility,
and (c) it uses a qualitative methodology; wherstpoevious
studies on LMS have been quantitative in nature.

In the next section of the paper, we discuss threent
literature related to LMS, and we describe the toots
included in the TAM model. We then describe how shedy
was conducted, including a description of the sampl
population. Next the key research findings are gmesd. The
article closes with a set of recommendations reggrtdow to
increase the utilization of a specific LMS: Blackiod, among
faculty members.

Il.  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. Learning Management Systems (LMS)

2321-5518; Vol. 11, Issue VI, Dec 2013

“LMS may assist faculty with managing courses and
organizing content to engage students and decrease
planning time, thus supporting the instructional
process. Despite the benefits of incorporating an
LMS, many faculty members do not adopt
technology as a teaching tool.” (p.2)

The current study leverages the TAM framework and

identified the factors that impacted the faculty nmbers’

non-mandatory use o#ttitudes toward using Blackboard.

B. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

Although there are other theories that can be tseaplain
technology adoption, the TAM model was includedtliis
study for the following reasons. First, TAM is theost
influential framework used to predict the techngl@gloption
behavior of users (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warsaw, 1989,
Venkatesh & Morris, 2000, Lee, et.al.,, 2003, Vepkat &
Bala, 2008). TAM has been applied to explain ordmte
individual behaviors across a broad range of emud-us
computing technology, and user groups (Davis, t18189).
TAM provides a quick and inexpensive way to gatipemeral
information about individuals’ attitudes toward ystem, and
it can be used to measure general levels of setigfaof users
with diverse interests (Mathieson, 1991). Finallgrior
research has found TAM is empirically strong andvedul
(Lee et.al, 2003), parsimonious (Davis et.al., 298%d the
model most often applied to study information temlbgy
adoption/utilization (Davis et al., 1989, VenkateéstMorris,
2000, Venkatesh & Bala, 2008). In addition, TAM weseful
in describing the user’'s technological adoption avédr in
different environmental settings.

TAM assumes that an individual's technological ataace
behavior is determined by a number of factors. Tmajor
factors are Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) and Rertei
Usefulness (PU). PEOU is defined as “the degreehich the
prospective user expects the target system toeeed effort”
(Davis et.al 1989, p. 985). The construct reflélsessamount of
effort that would be required relative to the parsgerceived
capabilities. For example, the PEOU of Blackboaeflects

Previous LMS studies have mainly focused on thredn€ degree to which a faculty member believes that

areas: (a) comparative analyses of LMS (i.e.Bealty
Ulasewicz, 2006, Carriere, Challborn & Moore, 208ack

et.al, 2007), (b) issues related to the functiom$ f@atures of
LMS (i.e. Barron & Lyskawa 2001, Landon, 2007),(oy the

extraction of LMS evaluation criteria, (i.e. Kim Beet, 2008,
Samarawickrema & Stacey, 2007). For example, Wealze
al., (2008) surveyed students and faculty aboutl i use,
and found that system quality is important to bibi students
and faculty. Their study revealed that studentsgitgntion to
the design, resourcefulness, and good interactigraaity of
LMS. In comparison, faculty members are more irdtee in

the technical and administrative aspects of LMSutéau

(2011) cited the previous studies of Ayers and Digh@2003),

Jafari, McGee, and Carmean (2006), and Oliva andld2a
(2005), and reported that:

s
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Blackboard is easy to use. PU is defined as the’suse
“subjective probability that using a specific apglion system
will increase his or her job performance within an
organizational context” (Davis, et al., 1989, p.p85For
example, PU is the degree to which a faculty merbeéeves
that using Blackboard would make his/ her academwick
easier, and would facilitate his academics ac#siti As
depicted in Figure 1, Davis found a causal infllenaf
“perceived ease of use” of the technology on “peszk
usefulness” of the technology.
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some, or all of the available features within Blaard. In
addition, faculty members had the option to utiliather
software over and beyond Blackboard. The settingviich
the data was collected was ideal since faculty weot
mandated to utilize Blackboard. The university had
information technology office which offered various
Blackboard training sessions to the instructorsicaddditional
fee. However, it was not mandatory for the facuftgmbers to

Figure 1.Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989)attend the training.

This inference suggests the faculty member’s péiaep of
the technology will positively influence their &ttile towards
the technology. Also, according to TAM if useradia
technology useful to them, they will develop pagtattitudes
toward the technology, which will shape their iritens to use
the technology. Therefore, if faculty members fidldckboard
useful to them (e.g., it helps them manage assigtsrgiven
to students), they will develop positive attitudesvard it,
which will shape their intentions to use it.

A convenience sample of five colleges at the
university was selected, and a total of 100 indigld with
teaching responsibility (e.g., faculty, instructorgraduate
students) were invited to participate in an eletgtrasurvey.
The five colleges included: College of Educatiomll€ye of
Business, College of Engineering, College of Saerand
Mathematics, and College of Human Sciences. Tbeleges
were selected as one or both of the co-authors knew
individuals that had teaching responsibility durirthe
semester data was collected. No identifiable infdiom was

After the PEOU and PU constructs, the next construccollected from the respondents. Survey participativas

that is present in the TAM model is Attitude Towardsing

(ATT). The construct is defined as “an individugisitive or
negative feeling about performing the target bebravye.g.,

using a system)” (Davis et.al. 1989, p. 984). Thastruct
ATT postulates that to the extent that faculty memsb
perceive the technology is easy to use and helftialy will

have positive attitudes about the technology. FurtirAM

postulates that the faculty members’ positive ogatiee

attitudes toward using Blackboard are directly iotpd by
their perceptions of the usefulness (PU) and edsese

(PEOU) of Blackboard. In other words, to the extdrdt a
faculty member perceives Blackboard easy to useuaefll,

he/she will have a positive attitude (ATT) towangsing it.

The fourth construct in the TAM model: Behavioratdntion

(BI) is defined as the degree to which a personftyasulated
conscious plans to perform, or not perform somecifipd

future behavior (Davis, 1989). In other words, tb@struct
measures the end-user’s intention, which is diyenfluenced
by ATT, that is, the attitude towards the technglogs it

relates to Blackboard, Bl states the consciousiiars of the
faculty members to use or not the technology. ¥ baen
found in previous research that Bl is the strongestlictor of
actual use (AU) of the technology (Davis, et al989).

Specifically, Bl has been found to be a valid pceafi of AU,

especially when the use of the technology is velnt
(Venkatesh, et. al., 2003).

Participants

The participants in the study consisted of indialduwith
teaching responsibility, that is, faculty membensl graduate
teaching assistants at a large Southeastern uityvers
Blackboard was adopted as the LMS by the univeisitiyall
2004; however it was not mandatory for all facuttgmbers
to utilize Blackboard. They had the flexibility tese none,
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voluntary and anonymous. No incentives were offamethe
potential respondents to fill in the survey.

Thirty six individuals with teaching responsibility
completed the survey. The survey response rat&&%f ®as
fairly consistent with the average survey resporee of
several of the studies (that used web-surveys fata d
collection) included in a meta-analysis conductgdCwok,
Heath, and Thompson (2000). In that review, therage
response rate was reported at 34.6%.

The demographics of the individuals that particdat
in this study included: 17 males (47%) and 19 fe®m#b3%),
between the ages of 27 to 75 years old. Relatétypes of
teaching responsibility”, there were five (14%) feissors, 12
(33%) associate professors, 13 (36%) assistantegsofs,
three (8%) instructors, and three (8%) graduatehieg
assistants. Specific to disciplines, 12 (33%) ef thspondents
were from the College of Education, 11 (31%) wewarf the
College of Business, eight (22%) were from the &gl of
Engineering, four (11%) were from the College ofeBice and
Mathematics, and one (3%) respondent was from tiikege
of Human Sciences.

Survey

The respondents completed a survey that includtdah
of twelve questions. The questions were specificall
developed by the authors for the study.

The first two questions in the survey were bothset
ended. Specifically, the first questions asked thavey
respondent to identify the types of courses whdeekboard
is used (e.g. online, on-campus, hybrid). The redpots were
given an option of stating that they did not usadRboard i\
their courses. The second questions ask the yaméinber
that indicated they used Blackboard in questiotolidentify o
the features they used on Blackboard. (e.g., gamehchat £
room, discussion board).
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The next six questions were open-ended and asled
respondents to share their perceptions of BlackboBinese
non-directive questions were included in the sungegnsure
that the responses were relatively broad (Hammergle
Atikson, 1983). The respondents were provided uitgidn
space in the reply text boxes to allow the oppatyufor
unconstrained replies. The specific questions were:
Blackboard for teaching purposes.

Describe the extent to which you perceive Blacktdar
be clear and understandable.

Describe the level of skills that are required teeu
Blackboard.

What are the strengths of Blackboard?

What are the weaknesses of Blackboard?

Blackboard to ensure more usability and acceptance?

The last four questions of the survey were usedottect
demographic information (e.g. age, gender, acadesmic and
college).

IV. RESEARCH STRATEGY

2321-5518; Vol. 11, Issue VI, Dec 2013

tithe authors. Each of the authors examined 18 swseepts,
for a total of 36 responses.

The crude agreement index and Krippendorff's alpha
(Krippendorff, 2004, pp. 221-229) were utilizeddssess the
inter-coder reliability. When the coders completkd initial
stage of coding, the crude agreement index was gtedpo
be 69%. At this stage, the coders were allowedigouss the

Identify the three main reasons you are or not gusinrespondents’ comments if they had any differencesheir

views. It was found that, the coders were synonystyusing
PEOU and PU in coding the statements. Disagreenvesns
also found among the coders about classifying sofmthe
statements as ATT or BIl. After the discussion, teers
came to an agreement, and revised their codingrdiocgy,
which increased the crude agreement index to76%.

As a second measure, Krippendorff's alpha (Kripmefid

What would you recommend to improve or modify in 2004) was employed to test the reliability of thediog

process. According to Krippendorff (2004), the a@gitoduces

a uniform reliability standard for a wide variety data, it is
applicable to any number of coders, and it refleats
scientifically  rigorous index of coder agreement.
Krippendorff's alpha was computed to be 0.6714, nwhe for
tentative conclusions the minimum alpha level stabuld be
reached is 0.667 (Krippendorff, 2004, p.241). Thhse,coding

The study conducted a content analysis (Kripperidorf of the respondents’ statements can be considetednhatly

2004) in order to analyze the open-ended dataatetleacross
the survey respondents. Of the three types of obmtealysis
(conventional, directed and summative) that exidte

directive content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 20&)roach
was utilized. The directive content analysis apphohegins
with a predefined theory (i.e., TAM). Next, codee defined
before and during data analysis. Finally, codes gerived
from theory or relevant research findings (i.e.,our case,
codes are derived from theory) (Hsieh & Shannorm520
Using the content analysis approach enabled usaw ffom

the five constructs of TAM as predefined codes, andlyze
the data. Our ultimate goal was to prove/dispros®Trelated

to gaining an understanding of the faculty membatstudes
toward the LMS.

Coding procedure and Reliability

The coding process used to evaluate the responde
comments is outlined below:

The authors prepared a code list which included t
definitions of five TAM constructs (PEOU, PU, ATBJ, AU)
and two sample responses for each construct. @fieittbns
of the TAM constructs used in the code list arespnted in
Table I. A copy of this list was given to each bétcoders to
use as a guideline in coding the survey scriptzofding to
Krippendorff (2004), units are wholes that are idgished
and treated as independent elements. In this studtg were
defined on the basis of categorical distinctionkatTis, the
comments that
together. If an answer addressed more than one idsal
answer content was separated. The categorization
comments by theme was conducted separately andlybliry

=

reference similar aspects were gtbupe

consistent.
TABLE | SET OF DEFINITIONS OF TAM
CONSTRUCTS
Perceived | “The degree to which the prospective user expects
Ease of| the target system to be free of effort” (Davislet.a
Use 1989, p. 985). The construct reflects the amqunt
(PEOU) of efforts that would be required relative to the
person’s perceived capabilities, in terms of being
able to use the technology to accomplish [the
intended functions.
Perceived | “Subjective probability that using a specific
Usefulness| application system will increase his or her job
(PU) performance within an organizational context”
(Dauvis, et al., 1989, p.985)
Attitude Individual's positive or negative feeling abqut
"®wards performing the target behavior (e.g., using a
using system), (Davis 1989).
NEATT)
Behavioral | The degree to which a person has formulated
Intention conscious plans to perform or not perform sgme
(2])) specified future behavior (Davis 1989).
Actual A person’s actual use of the technology(Dayvis
System 1989).
Use (AU)
N
V. RESULTS ggp
of The first objective of the study was to gain a drett

understanding of the extent to which faculty merabilize
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Blackboard for teaching. We investigated this bwraiing
the types of courses where faculty members usekBteard.
Next we identified the Blackboard features that evessed
most frequently.

Most faculty members (86%) use Blackboard to teach
campus courses, while the others use it for ontinarses
(17%), for hybrid courses (17%), and a small numbgr
faculty members do not use Blackboard at all (11Related
to the features of Blackboard, the ones that argt fnequently
used include document uploading (86%), grade b@&®@o]
and assignments (tutorials, tests, quizzes) (54Pbg least
frequently used features include question pooledus texts
and surveys) (14%), digital dropbox (8.6%) anduezthall or
office hours (8.80).

The second objective of this study was to idenfifgulty
members’ attitudinal patterns toward Blackboard ahd
factors that impact their attitudes. The TAM franoekvwas
used to categorize the attitudes of the faculty bems The
results are reported in accordance with the TAMabse it is
the most frequently used framework to understandrsus
attitudes toward technology (Venkatesh & Morris,0@Q0
Venkatesh & Bala, 2008). We begin this section dyyorting
the attitudes and perceptions from the faculty menmlihat
use Blackboard.

Perceived ease of use of Blackboard (PEOIHe responses
from the survey revealed that, faculty find Blac&lmban easy
and helpful tool to facilitate their teaching adi®s. The main
attractions of Blackboard included: ease of useseeaf
communication, ease of distributing documents,
friendliness, confidentiality, and accessibilityr fdocument
retrieval. Faculty members also reported that tlaeitg and
functionality of Blackboard also influenced theierpeived
ease of utilization. According to one respondantjone with
the basic computer and Internet skills can useTliat is,
“Homework, handouts, calendar, student presentatiemd
papers (students’ uploads) are quicker and eadteallows
me to do things | might not have done.”

Perceived usefulness of Blackboard (Pld)many responses,
survey respondents mentioned that using Blackbeantks
time, and makes their teaching activities easiemé& of the

2321-5518; Vol. 11, Issue VI, Dec 2013

contributed towards the positive attitude of thecufty
members was the perceived ease of the system. As an
example, one respondent statdflyou can operate a laptop,

you can work with Blackboard” Another example of the
perceived ease of use was illustrated by the fatigw
comment,“l use it and it works fine.”In conclusion both
PEOU and PU of Blackboard determined the favorable
attitudes of the faculty towards using Blackboard.

Behavioral Intention (BI). Faculty members’ behavioral
intentions (BI) to use Blackboard vary according their
perceived usefulness of Blackboard and attitudesutt using

it. That is, Bl is not absolute (either you use d&laoard or
not); rather Bl is measured on a continuum, whermes
faculty members use more or less of the Blackboard
capabilities. Faculty members who find Blackboasdhaiseful
tool possess a positive attitude toward it, whieddls them to
develop an intention to use it in the future aslwehey use
most of the features on Blackboard. In comparisome of
the faculty members only use specific features latEboard,
such as, uploading documents, and grading. Typictibse
faculty members have a less positive attitude about
Blackboard, and they have no intentions to utilihe full
capabilities of Blackboard. Lastly, some faculty mieers
possess negative attitudes toward Blackboard andnato
intend to utilize Blackboard. Instead, they useirthmvn
webpages or other online means. They have no statadion

to use Blackboard in the future. For exampleespondent
mentioned: “Did not have time to explore Blackboard. | am

usedloing fine with other means of support.”

Actual System use (AUDrawing from the survey responses,
the respondents’ Bls largely influences their decis to use
or not use Blackboard. As it is not mandatory fog faculty
members to use Blackboard, only those who have high
intentions (BI) to use (AU) it, do so. Some of tieeh-savvy
faculty members do not use it, because they firar twn
web-pages or web-tools better than Blackboard. eixample,
one respondent statetl: use my own personal class web
pages.”Some of the faculty members are not willing to tear
how to operate Blackboard, because they believekBtzard
keeps changing its features and they think it is worth

most useful features of Blackboard reported by thdearning the changing features again and again.aln

respondents included: calculation of grades ontligribution

of materials (e.g., a reading assignment, quizzes)d

communication with all students simultaneously tiyio

Blackboard (e.g., chat room, discussion board)sum, the
faculty members perceive Blackboard to be a vegfuldool.

For example, one respondent statell:saves a lot of time
spent on photocopying, using Excel to calculategtizele, and
emailing.”

Attitude toward using Blackboard (ATTrom the survey
responses, it seems apparent that faculty members h
positive attitude toward Blackboard. One factor ttha

respondent’'s view“lt is difficult to keeping up with
revisions.” However, those who use Blackboard are positive
about the changing features of Blackboard and thaes
enthusiastic in learning the new features. Thidceugs that
the extent of Blackboard use depends on the facuymbers’
level of intention to use it or not.

The Blackboard acceptance attitudes of the faculty
members, the influencing factors and their intatiehships3
are depicted in Figure 2 using the TAM framework.
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user's PU and ATT
toward the LMS)

Attitudes
toward Using
(ATT)

Positive attirudes
towardthe LMS

Full Partal use
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of Bl to use the LMS)

Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU)

o Easeofuse

o Easeof communication
+  Easeofdistrbuting
documents oriine
¢ Confidentiality
s Accessibiity for
document retrieval
+  Stmightforward
+ Flexibiity

Figure 2.Blackboard Acceptance Model

The non-users of Blackboard stated many of thélTABLE Il

issues as weaknesses of Blackboard. For exangumer
communication, slow response, poor interface, cempl
design, etc. The “perceived weaknesses” (i.€slow
response”, “lack of flexibility”, “cumbersome’etc.) and the
“perceived difficulty of using the system” (i.¢gexceedingly
high complexity”,” time consuming”, “frustrating”, “not
clear or reliable”) negatively influenced their attitudes toward
Blackboard. The negative attitudes developed
Blackboard €.g., “Blackboard is quite ridiculoug; resulted
in negative behavioral intentions (e.g., “there @tteer options
available online for free that | can use...”). Thervay
responses revealed that, some of the non-usecoar®rtable
with the traditional way of teaching and they ac¢ willing to

switch to a new system.

towarn

The third objective of the study was to investigéte
strengths and weaknesses of LMS from the resposidgatv.
The responses of the “strengths” and “weaknessesstgpns
included redundant information that was provide®unrestion
1 (mention the three main reasons of your usingabrusing
Blackboard). Therefore, the redundant informatiorasw
considered and counted only once for coding. F¥equ
counts were conducted to understand the relativphasis
given to particular issues by the respondents.

Strengths: The respondents identified five different
strengths of Blackboard. The most frequently meretb
strength was the online communication feature (398f6)
Blackboard. Table Il provides a frequency counglbfof the
strengths mentioned by the respondents.

MOST FREQUENTLY MENTIONED
STRENGTHS OF BLACKBOARD

Features Frequency| Percent
Online communication with 11 39%
students
Online resource distribution 9 32%
/Reduced paperwork

dStraightforward, user friendly 6 21%
features
Online Grade posting features 5 18%
Speed 1 3.6%

Note: 28 respondents answered the question

WeaknessesThe respondents identified four different

From the survey responses, it was evident that th@eaknesses of Blackboard. While several weaknesses

attitude of the non-Blackboard users followed a cHjme
pattern as well. The non-acceptance of Blackboardthe
faculty members, the influencing factors and
interrelationships are depicted in Figure 3 usihg TAM
framework.

Actual use of the
System (AU)

Ful Partial use
g

Perce

user's PU and ATT
towazdthe LMS)

Figure 3 Blackboard non-acceptance model
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reported (within the 4 categories), the most commeakness
was Blackboard’'s speed and connectivity (29%) isstiable

theirlll provides a frequency count of all weaknessestineed by

the respondents.

TABLE 11l MOST FREQUENTLY MENTIONED
WEAKNESSES OF BLACKBOARD
Features Frequency| Percent
Speed and Connectivity issues 9 29%
Blackboard features issues 8 26%
Grading, Quiz and Test settings 6 19%
issues
Interface and Design issues 5 16%

Note: 31 respondents answered the question

The fourth objective of the study was to summarize
the recommendations respondents made about hawerieaise
the utilization of Blackboard. There were two ar@asvhicl
respondents made recommendations, including imprene§\l
to the design of the system, and to a lesser exsystem gc;n
modifications. A
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Design issues/recommendatioti®elated to recommendations
on how Blackboard can be improved, the majoritytioé
respondents (89%) identified “design issues” asdtea that
required the most improvement. Most of these caorscarere
related to the poor interface design; where maatedtthat the
interface is cumbersome and not user friendly. As
respondent mentioned,.....it would be nice if the
layout/interface were more flexible and attractive. In
addition to the design, some respondents reporgdnd
concerns with the complexity of Blackboard's featur
Specific examples included poor quiz and assignrsettings,
inability to email individual students from Blackdma, the
grade book function was reported as difficult tonipalate
(e.g., weighting assignments differently), and @sweported
that the system ran slow when documents (e.g.,arelse
articles) were uploaded. In summary the respondemtsrted
a more simplified Blackboard with clear interfacedauser-
friendly features would ensure increased use ofklaard.

System issues/recommendatiofisvelve respondents (67%)
focused on the problems associated with the sy&eues of
Blackboard. Respondents expressed their dissatsfiawith
Blackboard. Specifically, six of them mentioned ttha
Blackboard is not compatible with all browsers. &lsix of
the respondents complained about the incompayibidt
Blackboard with other software. Frequent systegnuglitions
and slow response time were two other issues theytioned.
In summary, the respondents recommended that kiBtacd
should be upgraded or modified to ensure compiyibilith
various Internet browsers and software.

Training and awareness issues/recommendatidBic (33%)
out of a total 18 respondents mentioned their corscabout
lack of appropriate training, and awareness of &laard. In a
respondent’s wordstrain faculty members and explain them

the green side of it.Faculty suggested organizing department,[

wide regular training and workshop sessions to douil
Blackboard awareness among the faculty members.

Table IV provides a frequency count of all of the
major recommendations made by the respondentsurm s

three sound recommendations were made from theegurv

respondents including: improve the functionality atesign of
Blackboard (e.g., provide email options), ensuracBboard is
compatible with various (Internet) browsers andtwafe
packages, and provide training and increase awssené
Blackboard among faculty members, and others witithing
responsibility (e.g., Graduate Teaching Assistants)

TABLE IV MOST FREQUENTLY MENTIONED
RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE RESPONDENTS

Issues Frequency | Percent
Design issues 16 89%
System issues 12 67%
Training and awareness issues 6 33%

Note: 18 respondents answered the question.

VI.

The TAM framework provided a generalizable approach
leveraged to evaluate the faculty’'s attitude towtel LMS;
Specifically Blackboard. The study revealed thatlectively,
the attitudes of Blackboard users’ and non-useadfow
specific patterns. That is, those who use Blackihcand those
who do not, held varied beliefs about its use, atifeness,
and limitations.

Our analysis suggests that utilizing the TAM franekv
provides a practical way of organizing the openeehd
information. In addition, the TAM framework is nohique to
any specific field/organization. Therefore, the eash
framework presented here offers a generalizableoagp to
assess the users’ attitude toward any kind of wogy. In
sum, we believe that the TAM framework holds pramier
both scholars and technology developers. In paaticuwhen
used to guide the understanding of users’ attitubesrd
technology, the framework can help identify keytattes that
shape behavioral intentions as well as the actsafjel of the
technology in question.

The findings of the study help us understand the
problems associated with the specific features latioard
and what needs to be done to address the negatiiefshof
the users and to ensure increased use of BlackbBasgd on
the findings, the following conclusions were drawn:

In analyzing the responses, it was apparent tiaatym
of the faculty members had difficulty working with
Blackboard. This indicates that Blackboard should b
redesigned to better accommodate the end-users.arAs
example, Blackboard should be upgraded to make
compatible with other software and with all brovgserThe
respondents also mentioned that Blackboard is séowd, in
many instances it frequently shuts down. This sstgg¢he
echnical and system issues are other areas thdt careful
attention.

Secondly, there is an opportunity for more trainiog
occur on Blackboard, especially for the end-usée fare
either not familiar or comfortable with Blackboarak, those
that use only select features of Blackboard (iposting
grades). It appears the workshops and trainingrpros that
the university offers currently are not adequateupport all
faculty members’ needs and expectations. Offeextgnsive
awareness programs, workshops and training sessionkl
help the faculty members to become familiar witll akilled
in using Blackboard. In addition, prior to offegiBlackboard
training programs, it would be helpful to conductneeds
analysis to better understand the individual tragnneeds of
the end-users.

The study found that, the majority of the respomﬁ
(85%) use Blackboard for grading only. This indésathat t
faculty members are either not well aware of, drinterested %”
in using the other features of Blackboard. Everthdy are ™
aware of these features, they do not know how tothem;

CONCLUSION

it
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nor, do they understand how these features couheftbeor
ease their teaching activities.

In general,
considerable financial investments when the LMS
purchased, it is in the university’s best intertesensure that
the system is widely utilized across faculty. Indigidn,
periodic evaluation of the LMS performance shoutddwmne,
so that the decision-makers know in which areasilfiac
members are facing problems in working with the LNM8w
to improve them to ensure more acceptance of, agldeh
satisfaction with the performance of the LMS.

given that universities are making

1]

[10]

[12]

[13]

The study has some limitations. The present reBeard14]

collected data only through an electronic survey iais based
on a single LMS, Blackboard. In addition, thevays alone
provide limited information and the findings theref may not
include all perspectives (Hammond & Wiriyapinit, (&)
Gilead, 2006). To cross-validate the data, futdteliss may

employ more than one approach of data collectiap (i

interview, focus group study etc.). Conducting amitative
study to confirm the casual relationships amongcthestructs
of the LMS acceptance model would also be a futesearch
direction. Follow-up studies can be conducted tdeustand
how the incorporation of a LMS, increases the udbr’s
effectiveness, in a given course. A comparativeystof more
than one LMS would also be an important area fdauréu
investigation. Moreover, discipline wide study abube
conducted in the future to determine the LMS usesx
multiple disciplines.
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