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Building an eActive model for three Saudi Arabian universities to 

facilitate effective academic staff engagement and continuous 
innovation in e-Teaching  

  
 

ABSTRACT 

Technological innovations have great impacts on higher education. In 

recent years, higher educational institutes have been replacing, or supplementing, 

the traditional face-to-face course delivery with electronically-mediated teaching 

in their programs (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Stoltenkamp, Kies, & Njenga, 

2007). While the use of electronically-mediated teaching is increasing in higher 

education, the institutions have been facing complexities and challenges in 

academic staff engagement.  

This study used an action research approach to develop a model to 

motivate staff to be engaged in e-Teaching environments. The researcher role was 

a consultant in an e-Learning training centre in Saudi Arabia. This centre helps 

universities in Saudi Arabia to engage their staff in e-Teaching. While working 

collaboratively with a team from that centre and by reviewing the literature, the 

researcher has proposed a model to engage staff in e-Teaching for three female 

Saudi Arabian universities according to the preference of a sample from the same 

universities. 

The strategies were gathered from the literature on: (1) organisational 

technology transformation models; (2) case studies of universities’ strategic plans 

which involve faculty development and human resource management strategies or 

models; (3) strategies for engaging academics; (4) factors affecting e-Learning 

and Teaching use by academic staff; (5) reflections of academic use of e-Learning 

and Teaching systems; and (6) recommendations on how to motivate academics to 

use e-Learning and Teaching.   
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These strategies were framed in a unified model that is referred to as 

“eActive”, which aims to facilitate effective academic staff engagement and 

continuous innovation in e-Teaching. This model was used as the basis for the 

collaboration with the team. Emails were exchanged in a Delphi-like approach 

with five team members from the centre who were willing to participate. The 

email messages were analysed and used to refine the eActive model.  

After developing a unified model, a survey instrument was developed 

based on a person’s level of engagement and attitudes about the strategies and 

change. This instrument was revisited and refined according to the changes made 

to the eActive model after the team email exchange.  The newer version of the 

instrument was pilot tested and improved before being used to analyse the 

academic staff opinions towards such strategies in order to modify the proposed 

model for the universities under investigation to effectively ease the academic 

staff transformation process and ensure sustainable engagement. 

Three universities participated in this study. Seven hundred academic staff 

members were invited to participate either through the paper-based or online 

survey. 572 (82%) valid responses were analysed. According to these responses, 

the eActive model was refined to custom-fit the priority of the participating 

academic staff’s needs in each university and department. Overall, the 

participating academic staff agreed that the technology transformation strategies 

used in the eActive model were important in the change. This gave strength to the 

proposed eActive model and refined tool.      
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A mixed method of quantitative and qualitative data collection and 

analysis were used in the survey instrument, which involved two kinds of 

questions: (1) a five to seven point Likert scale with questions to determine the 

staffs’ attitudes towards the technology transformation strategies and their 

motivation to engage in e-Teaching; and (2) open-ended questions to investigate 

the staffs’ thoughts and perceptions.  

This research makes several contributions. It is useful for teaching change 

management when the change requires using technology for teaching. It proposes 

a unified model that combines strategies to facilitate staff to effectively engage in 

e-Teaching and continue to innovate. This also contributes to the knowledge of 

change management and the management of human resources, particularly when 

involving technological change in higher education. Furthermore, this research 

contributes to advancing the understanding of the use of action research in 

organisational technology change consultancy. Furthermore, it contributes to the 

development of an instrument that can be used to predict the strategies most likely 

to motivate staff to be engaged in the change process in an effective way and to 

continue to innovate in e-Teaching.  This instrument can also be used by any 

organisation seeking to know about strategies that will most likely motivate its 

staff.  
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CHAPTER 1: NATURE OF THE RESEARCH 

1.1    Introduction 

Technological innovations have had a significant impact on higher 

education. In recent years, higher education institutions (HEI) have been replacing 

or supplementing traditional face-to-face course delivery with electronically-

mediated teaching in their programs (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Stoltenkamp, et 

al., 2007). Such a supplementary mode is often referred to as blended learning and 

teaching. While the use of blended learning and teaching is increasing in higher 

education, universities have been facing “challenge stemming” from academic 

staff, which means that the academic staff have “less enthusiasm to participate in 

the adoption of such instructional mode” (Tzy-Ling, 2006).  

When a higher education institution plans to transform its deliveries into 

blended approaches, it needs to consider, adopt and implement strategies that help 

to overcome social and cultural constraints (Kirkpatrick, 2001; Taylor, 2003). 

Since people are central to the process, managing the change is complex. If higher 

education institutions have provided the technologies needed for such 

transformations, they also need to investigate how they can benefit from such 

technologies if the main players of change (i.e., academic staff, students, and 

administration) do not use them. Thus, the institutions need strategies to facilitate 

such transformation and motivate users to actually use the technology. 

This study focuses on the process of suggesting strategies to facilitate 

technological transformation in higher education, particularly for academic staff. 

In the following sections, an overview of the research is presented which includes 

the problem definition, research purpose, research question, significance of the 

study, study overview, and study assumption and limitations. At the end of this 

chapter, an overview of the structure of this thesis and a summary of the 

discussion in each chapter is presented.     
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1.2   Problem Definition 

Research shows that although some higher education institutions make 

valid attempts to change, they often fail to implement adequate strategies to 

facilitate academic staff to engage in the change, or if engaged, the performance 

of the staff does not reach the institution’s expectations (Russell, 2009; Salmon, 

2005; Schneckenberg, 2007). While issues around this problem continue to be 

raised internationally, very little research has been undertaken to develop a model 

to overcome this problem. Furthermore, there is a lack of such studies focusing on 

the particular setting of Saudi Arabian higher education institutions. 

A great number of studies have examined learners’ and teachers’ 

experiences and attitudes towards learning and teaching technologies with the aim 

to help utilise and integrate these technologies and improve quality in higher 

education (Aditiwarman & Hussein, 2007; Alias & Zainuddin, 2005; Chang, 

2008; Elango, Gudep, & Selvam, 2008). For example, Aditiwarman and Hussein 

(2007) investigated the factors that influenced students’ e-Learning acceptance, 

and Elango et al. (2008) investigated the issues related to quality in e-Learning 

through the perspective of students. On the other hand, Alias and Zainuddin 

(2008) studied the concerns of academic staff regarding e-Learning, while Chang 

(2008) examined academic staff’s perception of using a Learning Management 

System (LMS).    

With specific relevance to the present study, some studies in the literature 

have provided recommendations on how to engage academic staff in educational 

technologies and have identified factors that affect their adoption (MacKeogh & 

Fox, 2008; Osika, Johnson, & Buteau, 2009). For example, MacKeogh and Fox 

(2008) reported their observations on how university e-Learning strategies need to 

address staff concerns through capacity building, awareness raising and the 

establishment of effective support structures. Osika et al. (2009) discussed the 

factors influencing academic staff’s use of e-Teaching and suggested initial 

strategies to increase academic staff participation in e-Teaching.    

Some case studies of higher education institutions have shown the 

development of change management strategic plans and the use of strategies to 
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facilitate the technology transformation in the institution which made the 

transition smooth for their students and staff (Bremner, 2007; Colyvas, 2007; 

Latchem, Jung, Aoki, & Ozkul, 2008; Taylor, 2003; Uys, 2009; Wills, 2006). For 

example, in a case study of planned organisational change in a Canadian 

university, Bremner (2007) demonstrated how the e-Teaching adoption could be 

increased and how staff and management perceived their experiences through 

engagement. Latchem et al. (2007) provided a comparison between Japanese and 

Korean higher education engagement in e-Learning and suggested reasons why 

the Korean universities were embracing e-Learning better than the Japanese 

universities. Uys (2009) provided an analysis of the change and innovation 

strategies applied at Charles Sturt University during the implementation of an 

LMS. Wills (2006) explained how the University of Wollongong developed a 

strategic plan for e-Learning and e-Teaching. Other studies also proposed models 

for managing change in higher education institutions which involved strategies to 

foster technology transformation among academic staff (Kenny, 2005; Russell, 

2009; Salmon, 2005; Uys, 2007). However, few studies have explored and 

analysed the effectiveness of such strategies.  

A review of the literature reveals a lack of research focus on exploring and 

analysing academic staff’s perceptions and attitudes towards the technology 

transformation strategies used to foster academic staff engagement in the change. 

Questions such as whether these strategies do motivate academics to effectively 

engage in e-Teaching and to continue to innovate need to be addressed. Therefore, 

there is a great need for exploring the development of a tool that assists HEI 

managers to implement technological change and choose the strategies that will 

most likely motivate their staff to engage in e-Teaching and continue to innovate.      

1.3   Research Purpose 

This action research (AR) study addresses the needs discussed above and 

proposes a model for facilitating and motivating academic staff to engage in e-

Teaching. The study focuses on understanding academic staff’s attitudes 

regarding the strategies that can be used in three universities in Saudi Arabia to 

facilitate technology transformation among their academic staff.   
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This study provides insights into the efficient management of human 

resources in universities that are facing technology transformation. It presents 

strategies for facilitating staff engagement in e-Teaching which aim to foster the 

sustainable use of new technologies in higher education. It contributes to 

advancing the understanding of the use of action research in organisational 

technology change consultancy. It also contributes to the development of a survey 

instrument used to predict the strategies that will most likely motivate staff to be 

engaged in the change process in an effective way and continue to innovate in e-

Teaching.  

The study results contribute to the discussion on strategic concepts and 

models for the sustainable integration of e-Learning into HEI, addressing in 

particular the human resource managers, faculty developers, university leaders, 

chief information officers and change managers who are involved in strategic e-

Learning decisions. Furthermore, it has implications beyond universities in that 

the evolution of technologies requires human resource managers in all 

organisations to continually monitor and motivate the technological innovation 

uptake by their staff. 

This study provides a model by which higher education institutions may 

facilitate technology transformation. It does this by using the AR approach 

involving consultancy in technological transformation in three Saudi universities. 

This study approach facilitates the investigation of how the model motivates the 

technology transformation of academics. Hence, it explores the following 

questions: 

 What models have been used for higher education technology 

transformation? Which parts of these models concern the engagement 

of academics in the change process? 

 What strategies have been used to engage academics? 

 What strategies are most motivational for Saudi academics? In 

particular: 
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 What is the nature of academic staff’s engagement in the 

change, attitudes towards the change and perceptions of the 

proposed strategies to be used to ease the transformation? 

 What are the opinions of the university change leaders 

regarding the proposed strategies to be used to ease the 

transformation? 

This study develops a model, called the “eActive model”, and examines 

how it could motivate people and impact their engagement in e-Teaching. The 

research questions seek to assist the development of the model and to identify the 

attributes that positively affect staff motivation. Consequently, the model provides 

a better understanding of how a higher education institution may motivate its staff 

to use e-Teaching. An outcome of this study is a combination of the eActive 

model and a refining tool which allows any HEI to refine the eActive model to 

suit its academic staff’s motivational needs. 

1.4   Research Question 

The research seeks to investigate the following question: 

What facilitating model can be used to motivate academics 
to actively1 engage in the change process in e-Learning 
technological transformations? 

Exploring this question has great significance, not just for the institutions 

under investigation, but for any higher education institution experiencing 

technological change.   

1.5   Significance of the Study 

Higher education institutions are using technology to facilitate research, 

teaching and learning, and administration. Institutions are facing a great challenge 

to introduce such technologies to their departments and staff. Even if they have 

the money and structure for such development, they still need to have strategies to 

                                                 
1 By ‘actively’, it is meant effective engagement and continuous quality 
innovation.  
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engage their human resources in such change. Academic staff are one of the main 

groups in such change. If they are not engaged in the process, the institution will 

fail to reach its goals.  

Previous research has highlighted the need for conducting research that 

identifies approaches to enable academic staff to easily transfer to the use of 

technology in teaching (AlHogail & Mirza, 2011; Giardina, 2010; Graham, 

Woodfield, & Harrison, 2013; Labach, 2011; Marshall, 2010, 2012; Russell, 

2009). Attempts to identify such approaches have been made in recent years 

(AlHogail & Mirza, 2011; Giardina, 2010; Graham, et al., 2013; Marshall, 2010, 

2012; Russell, 2009). However, these attempts do not ensure the active 

engagement of academic staff in the transition. As explained above, this research 

aims to propose a model and a tool that can be used to assist higher education 

institutions facing technological change by increasing the academic staff’s 

effective engagement and continuous innovation in the technological 

transformation. The findings of this study have the potential to close the gap 

found in the literature and to assist any higher education institution to adopt 

effective technological transformation strategies for motivating their academic 

staff. 

1.6   Study Overview 

This study investigates strategies proposed or used worldwide to help 

motivate academic staff to engage and innovate in e-Teaching, and combines 

these strategies in one unified model. This is done through an AR approach in 

which the researcher played the role of a consultant and collaboratively worked 

with a team from an e-Learning centre in Saudi Arabia. This centre helps higher 

education institutions to engage their academic staff in e-Teaching and helps them 

develop strategic planning which focuses on providing a blended learning and 

teaching environment and all the necessary plans and processes related to such 

change.   

A first outcome of this study was a model for easing the engagement of 

academic and teaching staff in the blended learning approach and ensuring 

effective engagement and continued quality innovation. The model was developed 
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by collaborating with the team and by reviewing the literature, by comparing and 

contrasting strategies, and by combining them into one unified model.  

The strategies were gathered from the literature related to: (1) 

organisational technology transformation models concerning people’s 

engagement; (2) case studies of universities’ strategic plans which involve faculty 

development and human resource management strategies or models; (3) strategies 

in engaging academics; (4) factors affecting e-Learning and Teaching use by 

academic staff; (5) reflections on academic use of e-Learning and Teaching 

systems; and (6) recommendations on how to motivate academics to use e-

Learning and Teaching. After developing a unified model, a survey instrument 

was developed based on attitudes about the strategies and the change, and the 

survey instrument was pilot tested. This instrument was used to analyse the 

academic staff’s opinions and attitudes towards such strategies in order to modify 

the proposed model for the universities under investigation, with the aim to find 

ways for the institutions to effectively ease the academic staff transformation 

process and ensure sustainable engagement. 

1.7   Study Limitations 

One of the limitations of this study is the tool used. This tool does not 

measure the effectiveness of the proposed strategies. It seeks only to measure the 

attitudes of the academic staff towards the strategies and their own perceptions of 

their needs.  

Another limitation is the final model that was developed. This model was 

custom-made for the higher education institutions under investigation. However, 

it can be easily adopted and modified by any higher education institution planning 

to motivate its staff to engage in technology innovation. 

Moreover, the validity of the study data is based on the participants’ 

responses. If the participants did not reveal their true attitudes towards the 

strategies, the finding would not indicate their true needs, which ends in having a 

model that does not reflect the participants’ needs.  
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1.8   Thesis Structure 

This thesis contains six chapters. This chapter, Chapter 1, has provided a 

brief overview of the research and served as a general introduction to the study. 

The discussion included the problem definition, research purpose and research 

question, significance of the study, study overview, and study limitations.  

Chapter 2 presents the review of the literature, which focuses on areas of 

prior research relevant to the adoption of e-Learning and Teaching in higher 

education institutions, change management in higher education institutions 

associated with using e-Learning and Teaching, management of academic staff to 

engage in the change and active engagement in the change. From this review, the 

research questions were developed.  

Chapter 3 presents the methodological framework and research design for 

this study and the justification for using the AR approach. The content and layout 

of the survey are described as well as the procedure for data collection and 

analysis.  

Chapter 4 presents the eActive model construction. This chapter describes 

the analysis of the strategies collected from the literature and how the eActive 

model was constructed.  

Chapter 5 reports on the analysis of the data in three sub-chapters. The 

first sub-chapter provides the results and analysis of the first phase of the study; 

the second sub-chapter provides the results and analysis of the survey instrument 

testing; and the third sub-chapter presents the results and analysis of the surveys 

completed by the academic staff and change leaders.  

Chapter 6 presents the discussion and conclusion. This chapter provides 

the synthesis of the results of the data analysis of the study’s four phases and 

draws the conclusions of this study. Recommendations for future study are 

suggested.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1   Introduction 

In recent years, the World Wide Web has revolutionized the way some 

higher education institutions teach. As described in Chapter 1, HEI have been 

switching to blended approaches (supplementing traditional face-to-face course 

delivery with electronically-mediated teaching) in delivering their courses. 

Introducing new electronic teaching methods is a complex process, because it 

requires the HEI to manage significant changes for academic and teaching staff, 

students and administration staff as well as the technical challenges for the 

institution’s project installation team (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Graham, et al., 

2013). The technical installation challenges can be significant; however, it is the 

human challenges associated with change that cannot be overlooked (Smith, 

2005b). Staff and students need to become accustomed to establishing the new 

skills required to use technology as well as to remain motivated to interact with a 

computer rather than with a person. The challenges of IT motivation and 

organisational change management can be hard to overcome, especially when not 

managed effectively. 

This chapter reviews the research literature relevant to the adoption of e-

Learning and Teaching in HEI, change management in HEI associated with the 

use of e-Learning and Teaching, management of academic staff to engage in the 

change, and active engagement in the change. From this review, the research 

question was developed.  

 2.2   Adoption of e-Learning and Teaching in HEI 

Before reviewing the literature on the adoption of e-Learning and 

Teaching in HEI, the different terminologies used for e-Learning and Teaching in 

the literature should be clarified. In the research literature, several terms are used 

for e-Learning and Teaching such as technology-mediated learning, online 

learning, Internet-based education, Web-based learning, blended learning and 

teaching, flexible learning and teaching and virtual learning. e-Learning refers to 

individuals or groups using any electronic device (i.e., computer or mobile 
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device), on or off-campus, synchronously or asynchronously, in a networked 

activity (Casanovas, 2013).  The history of e-Learning, as Casanovas (2013) 

explained, was built on the field of distance education, and e-Learning and 

Teaching are mostly used in an integrated manner in existing practice to 

supplement traditional teaching practices at the undergraduate level. The 

combination of online and face-to-face education creates what is called blended 

learning and teaching. The present study was carried out in three HEI that were, at 

the time of the study, moving towards blended learning and teaching. The team 

“e-Learning and Teaching” is used in this study; however, the term “e-Teaching” 

is mostly used due to its relation to academic staff engagement which is the 

particular focus of this study. 

Casanovas (2013) proposed a way to define the status of e-Learning by 

reference to a number of stages. In the initial stage, e-Learning is based on the 

technological delivery of text and static images with minimal interactions. The 

next stage involves the use of the Internet. The e-Learning is content-based under 

the guidance of a mentor relying on the delivery of learning materials. This stage 

can be characterised by courseware components that are provided by a top-down 

one-way communication. When the Internet was made available for educational 

institutions, uncoordinated individual websites came into existence.  There were 

small-scale e-Learning initiatives, mainly using standard group alternatives (such 

as Yahoo groups), and some formal institutional implementations.  It then became 

necessary to have a standard and scalable interface. An e-Learning standard for 

content sharing, course organisation and learning was provided by the Sharable 

Content Objects Reference Model (SCROM) (Casanovas, 2013). This stage can 

be characterised by two-way communication, with discussion groups and top-

down but collaborative interaction.   

A new stage of e-Learning practices is emerging based on networked 

collaborative concepts.   This stage provides social networking and bottom-up 

peer interaction through the use of, for example, blogs, wikis, podcasts and virtual 

worlds. With the emergence of Web 2.0, new ideas about e-Learning have arisen. 

Innovative synchronous or asynchronous Web 2.0 tools enable students and 

teachers to work in groups together in the spaces provided by Web 2.0 tools. The 
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tools enable students and teachers make their social presence stronger, use 

different Web logs to start discussions, or just establish a community of shared 

interest in a field. Therefore, it can be said that e-Learning has evolved “from 

traditional one-way teacher-centred practice to student-centred social networking 

practice and convergence of technologies (anytime, anywhere, on any device)” 

(Casanovas, 2013, p.31). One might predict that the future of e-Learning will 

continue to develop new stages due to the changing nature of technology and 

practice.   

The adoption of e-Learning and Teaching in HEI started as early as the 

first stage of e-Learning. When the first user-friendly Web browser appeared in 

the early 1990s, many HEI were quick to adopt the Web (Barton, Corbitt, Nguyen, 

& Peszynki, 2007; Marshall, 2010). According to Barton et al. (2007), 

institutions’ main purpose was to use the Web for basic promotional marketing 

and public relations and for sharing useful information. Some academic teachers 

and HEI managers had high expectations that the Web would revolutionise 

teaching through the online delivery of course materials and the enhanced 

interaction between students and staff (Barton, et al., 2007; Marshall, 2010). One 

of the top motives for using the Internet in teaching, as Barton et al. point out was 

to attract more students; very little concern was given to engaging and motivating 

the teaching staff or exploring their perspectives.   

In recent years, HEI worldwide have started to embrace electronically-

mediated learning. This can be seen with the widespread adoption of Learning 

Management Systems (LMS) and the computerisation of key administrative 

functions (Marshall, 2010). The demand and pressure for HEI to use the Web as 

an electronically-mediated teaching environment can be “external or internal, or 

mixture of both” (Smith, 2005b).  However, the adoption of e-Learning requires 

change that “involves moving from a known state to an unknown one” (Smith, 

2005b). It is unavoidable that HEI will employ blended learning approaches in a 

crucial way (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004).  

Changing to blended learning and teaching approaches can happen 

quickly, as Garrison and Kanuka (2004) theorised, with clear policy and strong 

leadership (e.g., University of Central Florida). Garrison and Kanuka contended 
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that in only a few years, HEI “can be transformed in a manner consistent with 

their values and mitigating the fiscal and pedagogical challenges and deficiencies 

currently challenging the quality of the classroom experience” (p. 104). Therefore, 

a successful organisation does not think of transformational change as a temporary 

state or a goal that, once achieved, allows the organisation to return to its business. 

Instead, it puts in place strategies to facilitate and support the change (Garrison & 

Kanuka, 2004). When HEI start to change, they actually use an approach to 

embrace change. In the following section, the literature on managing the change to 

use e-Learning and Teaching in HEI is reviewed.    

2.3    Change Management in HEI Associated with e-Learning and 
Teaching 

HEI face many transforming forces. One of these forces of concern is the 

use of technology in teaching (Kezar, 2001). Kezar highlighted that a wide variety 

of models have been found in the organisational change management literature. In 

the following sections, an overview of the models in organisational change 

management is provided as a guide to classifying the proposed model studied in 

the present research, followed by an introduction to strategic planning as one way 

of planning change in the HEI where this study took place.    

2.3.1  Models of Organisational Change Management 

An overview of organisational change models applied in higher education 

was provided by Kezar (2001, pp. 25-57, 79-112). Describing how each type of 

model related to change in HEI, Kezar categorised the models as: (1) evolutionary 

models; (2) teleological models; (3) life cycle models; (4) dialectical models; (5) 

social cognition models; (6) cultural models; and (7) multiple models (see Figure 

1). 

In the evolutionary models, the higher education institution’s external 

environment is given attention by acknowledgement of the need to respond to it 

(Russell, 2008). One of the mechanisms of response to external change is 

homeostasis (Russell, 2008).  In homeostasis, the overall organisational balance is 

maintained by mediating an adjustment in internal processes and values. Russell 

(2008) cited data on e-Learning adoption that suggests there are some 

characteristics of homeostasis displayed by traditional campus universities in their 
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responses to e-Learning technologies. Universities wanted to maintain the 

integrity of their formal organisational systems and processes; therefore, in their 

responses they acted to limit the impact of e-Learning and did not immediately 

adopt e-Learning in the whole organisation to take full advantage (Russell, 2008). 

The key activities within the evolutionary models include, as Kezar pointed out, 

“observation of the external environment, analysis of the organisational system, 

and creation of structures and new organising principles to respond to the 

environment” (2001, p. 31).   

In the teleological models, change occurs because leaders, change agents, 

and others see the necessity of change (Kezar, 2001). Teleological models include 

mission statements, strategic planning, total quality management and re-

engineering (Russell, 2008). Russell inferred that these had limited success in HEI 

due to the lack of relation to learning and teaching. However, Russell maintained 

that when strategic planning is coupled with cultural change approaches, it has 

shown success in HEI change management. Key activities, as Kezar stated, focus 

on leaders and change agents, with little attention being paid to individuals within 

the organisation, and the activities for creating change are organised by the 

leaders.    

Evolutionary 
Teleological 

Life Cycle 

Social Cognition
Dialectical 

Cultural 

Observe external environment 
Analyse organisation system 
Create structures and principles  

Leaders implement change, act 
on it and organise it, little/no 
individual attention.  

Leaders focus on people’s 
needs, analyse them, assess new 
culture, and monitor Org. LC 

Interest group and power, 
Influencing strategies, 
Informal processes   

Individual learning, 
Schema development,  
Altering beliefs 

Collective process, 
Role of each individual, 
Leader’s ability to shape culture 

Figure 1: Types of change models (based on Kezar, 2001) 
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 In the life cycle models, the emphasis is on people throughout the 

organisation as critical to the change process (Kezar, 2001). Kezar (2001) 

explained that the change through this model will not occur successfully unless all 

people are prepared for it. He further explained that this type of model “shifts 

emphasis from the leaders or a few internal characteristics to activities throughout 

the organisation. Each individual plays a critical role in adjusting to the life cycle” 

(p. 39). The focus of these models’ activities is on individual needs in change such 

as development, overcoming fear of change, and training. The role of the leaders 

is to focus on analysing the need for training, assessing the institutional culture, 

and monitoring the environment and life cycle (Kezar, 2001).  Part of the present 

study involved the analysis of the need for certain strategies to motivate academic 

staff to actively engage in e-Teaching, with the focus of the study on the academic 

staff; however, the life cycle of staff motivation to engage was not monitored. 

Therefore, one aim of the present study was to establish the base-line for 

monitoring the life cycle of staff motivation to engagement which can be the focus 

of future research. 

In the dialectical models, the focus is on individuals. Conflict can be a 

result of focusing on the views of all the stakeholders, as Kezar (2001) indicated. 

Dialectical models can be applied through “interest groups and power, influencing 

strategies, informal processes and deal-making, the efficacy of persistence and the 

role of mediation” (Russell, 2008, p. 57). Kezar emphasised that dialectical 

approaches “tend to conceptualise people as having group interests and 

perspectives, rather than individual ones” (2001, p. 48).  

In the social cognition models, external change can be effected by 

participants in an organisation through the organisation’s internal mechanisms 

(Russell, 2008). Russell (2008) further explained with an example: “the idea of 

the learning organisation accommodates the ambiguities of the higher education 

environment, by emphasizing discussion and understanding of the change process 

among participants” (p. 56). Therefore, as Russell defined it, the social cognition 

model focuses on “organisational learning”, “schema development”, and “altering 

beliefs” for individuals within an organisation and for the changes in the formal 

organisation itself (Kezar, 2001; Russell, 2008).     
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In the cultural models, the collective process of change and the key role of 

each individual tend to be emphasised (Kezar, 2001). Kezar (2001) highlighted 

that the focus in these models is on the leaders’ ability to shape organisational 

culture and on culture as being collective or shared. The key activities to create 

change, as listed by Kezar, include “modifying the mission and vision, creating 

new myths and rituals, leaders performing symbolic actions, using metaphors, 

assessing the institutional culture, tapping into energy, developing enthusiasm, 

altering motivations of people through spirituality, and communicating values and 

beliefs” (p. 52).  

In the multiple models, insights and principles from more than one 

approach are drawn together. Kezar (2001) provided two examples of multiple 

models in higher education: (1) the cybernetic approach which combines 

evolutionary and social-cognition; and (2) the adaptive-generative development 

model which combines cultural, social-cognition, evolutionary and teleological 

models. In the present study, attempts to combine multiple approaches to 

implement the eActive model were analysed, as discussed in Chapter 4.  The 

eActive model is a part of a strategic plan which involves teleological approaches. 

It involves observing external environments, analysing the system and creating 

structure and principles which are part of the evolutionary approach. It focuses on 

the academic staff’s needs and assistance which is part of the life cycle approach. 

It uses influencing strategies and informal processes which are part of the 

dialectical approach, and also focuses on social cognition and culture. The fact 

that the eActive model combines so many approaches is because of the 

importance of both the leaders and the people who embrace change being 

involved in the change process.  

The change to using e-Learning and Teaching in HEI can be planned 

change described as top-down (top management is responsible for such change), 

or unplanned change that is bottom-up (individual adopters of e-Learning and 

Teaching initiate such change), or a combination of both (Marshall, 2010, 2012). 

Because of this variation, the research on the change to use e-Learning and 

Teaching varies in focus. Marshall (2012) carried out a review of the literature on 
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this research between 2000 and 2010. Marshall’s review revealed that these 

studies focused separately on: 

 the development of appropriate technology infrastructure  

 the development of professional learning for staff as a tool to raise 

their awareness of e-Learning and Teaching  

 students’  needs and interests 

  the ways in which technology was integrated in curricula  

 rewarding approaches for research and practice in e-Learning and 

Teaching  

 roles and efforts of early adopters in the implementation of e-

Learning institution-wide  

 motivation to use e-Learning and Teaching   

 the importance of culture and pedagogy on staff engagement in e-

Learning and Teaching  

 the management of investment in learning and teaching.   

Marshall (2012) pointed out that the studies from 2005 onwards moved 

towards seeing the development of e-Learning as a whole-of-institution change 

process that needed to be managed and led in a strategic way. Yet the research 

suggested that HEI lacked coordinated strategies for implementing new e-

Learning and Teaching technologies, and relied on evolving local initiatives  

(Russell, 2009). The context of the present study is the introduction of e-Teaching 

within a planned change approach. Planned change can be done with different 

approaches. The use of strategic planning is explained in the next section as one 

way to plan change to use e-Learning and Teaching in HEI. 

2.3.2  Strategic Planning 

In recent years, the use of strategic planning in e-Learning in HEI has 

increased (Schneckenberg, 2009). Strategic planning is seen as a key element to 

successfully foster the implementation of e-Learning in HEI, especially when they 

take into account local communities and cultures (Russell, 2008; Schneckenberg, 

2007). It also has been pointed out by other studies that a key reason for the slow 
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uptake of e-Learning and Teaching in many institutions was the lack of 

institutional engagement and strategic intention in relation to e-Learning and 

Teaching (Marshall, 2012).  

Strategic planning is “a process of setting directions and priorities” to 

provide a sustainable infrastructure for e-Learning and to “meet perceived needs 

or challenges for an organisation” (Kenny, 2005, p. 82). Research shows that there 

is a need for a new type of strategic planning when dealing with information 

technology (McPherson & Nunes, 2006). McPherson and Nunes (2006) indicated 

that this new approach involves the strategic plan to include a “holistic” and 

“dynamic” view for managing all aspects relating to implementing e-Learning 

(2006, p. 543). When dealing with change in HEI that is related to using 

technology in teaching and administration, there are many dimensions that need to 

be managed in order for the change to succeed. Leaders and managers of e-

Learning and Teaching development in HEI face the challenge of solving issues 

associated with curriculum, staff (academic and administration), students, and 

infrastructure development (Marshall, 2012). In the present study, the 

concentration is on the academic staff. 

In strategic planning, those who are involved in the planning need to 

identify the needs, goals, objectives, potential costs and available resources 

(Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). Garrison and Kanuka (2004) highlighted that costs 

are the most important factor to be identified. Costs include technology, delivery 

model, schedules, human resources (i.e., administrative support, course 

developers, instructors, and technical assistance), and infrastructure (i.e., 

hardware/software, Internet access, and office space) (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). 

One major aspect is engaging people in the change. Recent studies have 

demonstrated that strategic planning processes need the direct involvement of 

academic staff in the development of educational projects and strategic solutions 

(Kenny, 2005). In this context, the organisational managers create the conditions 

for academic staff to come together according to the work requirements and goals 

and to develop plans (Russell, 2008). Strategic planning involves “a systematic, 

comprehensive analysis to develop a plan of action” (Puteh, 2007, p. 825). 
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Developing meaningful strategies to engage and motivate academic staff in e-

Teaching requires an analysis of the needs of academic staff that will increase 

their motivations. This explains the involvement of strategic planning in the 

present study. 

There is a great need to develop models of change that are related to 

human intervention and sustainability, because the literature lacks such models 

(Salmon, 2005). Recently, in the literature, there has been some work related to 

providing guidance to managers in change (AlHogail & Mirza, 2011; Graham, et 

al., 2013; Marshall, 2010, 2012; Russell, 2009). For example, Marshall (2010) 

used the e-Learning maturity model (eMM) to explore the activities related to e-

Learning carried out over the past five years in HEI in the US, UK, Australia and 

New Zealand. The eMM is designed as a tool for supporting change by analysing 

to what extent the strategies related to e-Learning change are used. The eMM does 

not provide a specific predefined mechanism for organisational change. 

Marshall’s study showed evidence of little capability to disrupt existing 

educational models. He suggested finding ways to frame future technology 

supported by organisational and pedagogical change.  

AlHogail and Mirza (2011) discussed and focused on the need for an 

effective approach to change management that is flexible and able to vary in pace 

according to the needs of users. They suggested the framework of an 

implementation plan for an e-Learning and Teaching environment in HEI. Their 

framework involved managing the implementation of the environment as well as 

the users of the environment. It did not concentrate on managing the engagement 

of the users of the environment to ensure effective engagement.  

Marshall (2012) also suggested a new conceptual framework that can 

guide leaders and managers in the development, implementation and evaluation of 

e-Learning and Teaching. His framework involved four dimensions (staff, 

students, curriculum and organisation). However, as Marshall (2012) pointed in 

his article, this was his first attempt to apply the framework on the development of 

e-Learning and Teaching and it needed further systematic research.  
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Russell (2009) examined the strategies of individual academic staff for 

adopting e-Teaching within their department and developed an analysing 

framework for university learning and teaching as a complex adaptive system. 

This conceptual framework was focused on linking processes within the 

organisational context of the higher education institution.  

Graham, Woodfield and Harrison (2013) investigated the institutional 

adoption of blended learning and teaching to examine the key issues that can 

guide institutions interested in blended learning and teaching. They provided a 

framework for the adoption of blended learning and teaching based on the three 

categories of strategy, structure, and support. The framework also provided 

guidance in the three stages of awareness/exploration, adoption/early 

implementation, and mature implementation/growth. The authors pointed out that 

future research could be done to deeply investigate each category.  

Due to dealing with many dimensions, the development of e-Learning and 

Teaching is complex. Strategically, it is important to provide a “blue print” for 

designing an organisational change that is composed of pieces so that, by “fitting 

the pieces”, accomplishment of goals can be achieved (Stoltenkamp & Kasuto, 

2011). Therefore, in this study the focus was only on one piece of the blue-print, 

namely, suggesting a model for managing academic staff engagement. In order to 

develop such a model, the literature on managing academic staff engagement in 

the change to e-Teaching was reviewed as presented in the next section. 

2.4  Management of Academic Staff Engagement in the Change 

Successful implementation of the change to use e-Learning and Teaching 

requires among other things a human resource strategy to develop the necessary 

stakeholders’ skills and engage them in the process (AlHogail & Mirza, 2011; 

Marshall, 2012). For the implementation of this change to be successful, 

institutions need to manage the change process by using supporting strategies for 

academic staff. Several studies have been done that were related to academic staff 

and e-Teaching (Giardina, 2010; Labach, 2011). 
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Labach (2011) analysed studies from 2006-2010 in 25 journals to address 

the limitations of these studies in regard to the impact of e-Learning and Teaching 

on academic staff in HEI. Labach highlighted the need for future research that 

identifies and investigates the approaches, tools and technologies that can help 

academic staff more easily transition to various e-Learning and Teaching 

technologies.  

Giardina (2010) reviewed research on technology adoption in higher 

education to design a project to enhance academic staff use of technology for 

effective teaching and learning named the “Flexible Learning Initiatives Project”.  

The project aimed to determine how to encourage widespread engagement in the 

project by academic staff and how to enhance the use of educational technologies 

through competencies and groups. The outcomes of that study strongly supported 

the baseline of the eActive model which will be visited later in this chapter. 

However, a framework which managers could follow to ensure effective 

engagement and continuous innovation by academic staff was not clearly 

provided in Giardina’s paper. In addition, Giardina suggested implementing 

continuous evaluation frameworks to determine factors that might affect the 

overall success. Giardina also highlighted the need to determine which strategies 

work effectively to prompt late majority and resisting staff to engage and to 

prioritise strategies that are essential for successful diffusion.   

As explained previously, the focus of the present study is on academic 

staff engagement in the change to use e-Teaching in HEI. So far, the problem has 

been determined and the need to develop a model to facilitate academic staff 

engagement in the change has been established. The following sections help 

determine the bases for the eActive model which is the outcome of this study. In 

the following sections, the importance of academic staff involvement, staff 

motivation to actively engage in e-Teaching, technological transformation 

management strategies (TTMS), and the theory of reasoned action (TRA) are 

reviewed. 
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2.4.1  Importance of Academic Staff Involvement in Change 

People, the human resources of organisations, are an essential factor in 

achieving organisational renewal and are also the biggest obstacles to change 

(Smith, 2005b). Smith explained this point as follows: “Because it is the people 

who do the work of organisations the capacity and capability of organisations to 

achieve change is, to a very large degree, determined by the attitude of their 

employees. The ability of people to respond and adapt when faced with change is 

thus critical” (2005b, p. 153).  

Within technology-driven innovation in higher education, the human 

factor is one important aspect (Giardina, 2010; MacKeogh & Fox, 2008; 

Schneckenberg, 2007). Effective diffusion of innovation in e-Learning and 

Teaching requires facilitation from the top-down policy and leadership together 

with bottom-up innovation and change (Giardina, 2010). Schneckenberg (2007) 

explained how important the academic staff are due to the fact that they determine 

and manage most of the educational processes within the institution. They play an 

essential role in the strategy of an institution by improving its educational services 

with the mediation of technology. They are the “process owners” or “gate 

keepers” of educational activities within their institution (Schneckenberg, 2007, p. 

18). Therefore, HEI should acknowledge the importance of motivating their 

human resources to actively engage in institutional innovation and, as MacKeogh 

and Fox pointed out, in “accordance to the tradition of academic freedom, [the 

academic staff] can often choose whether or not to change their teaching practice” 

(2008, p. 5). They also emphasised that addressing the needs and concerns of 

academics is essential for the successful introduction of the change.  

Smith (2005b) also stressed that employees, as the target of change, are 

central to the success of the change efforts because their attitudes, skills, 

motivations and basic knowledge form a significant component of the 

organisational environment in which change is to be attempted. Therefore, 

involving academic staff at every level and in every part of the change process is 

encouraged (Giardina, 2010). However, HEI struggle to engage academic staff in 

e-Teaching (Salmon, 2005; Schneckenberg, 2009). Knowing how important 
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academic staff are to the change indicates the need to focus on how to motivate 

them.  

2.4.2  Staff Motivation to Actively Engage in e-Teaching 

Engaging in e-Teaching and being actively engaged in e-Teaching are not 

equivalent. Actively engaged, used by the researcher of the current study, means 

that the engagement is effective and the participant who is being engaged is 

willing to continue to innovate. A person can be engaged in e-Teaching, but not in 

an effective way. Effective engagement means: (1) by using the new method in 

teaching, the students are gaining knowledge in an effective way; (2) the teacher 

is trying to understand the new method and improve his or her performance; and 

(3) the teacher is playing a main role in the change by motivating others to use the 

new method.  

Motivation is the eagerness to do something and it comes from within. 

Nicolle defined motivation as follows: “Either internal or external influences, 

ideas, beliefs, or perceptions that lead to the adoption and implementation of a 

technological innovation; includes perceived value or interest in student learning, 

perceived value on instructional delivery, perceived value on instructional design, 

and perceived value on collaboration” (2005, p. 12).  

Resistance is the exact opposite of motivation. Resistance to change is a 

very natural and expected part of organisational change due to the uncertainty it 

brings (Smith, 2005c).  Smith (2005c) explained that resistance has different ways 

and different degrees. It could range between “mild expressions” through to 

“active hostility and attempts to delay, subvert, or stop change”. Smith  

highlighted that, for some people, “change and transition is exciting and 

stimulating – they cannot wait to make the changes and get to the new state of 

things”, but for others, “change is deeply unsettling and a threat to their values 

and sense of worth” (2005b, p. 153). As a result of this range of responses, 

organisations face difficulties in achieving change (Smith, 2005b). 

Smith (2005c) believed that the poor implementation of change 

contributes greatly to resistance. Therefore, managers should understand the 

nature of and reasons for resistance to achieve the effective management of 
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change (Smith, 2005c). Smith (2005c) explained how that can be achieved: one 

way is by managers engaging with the change resistance, taking it seriously, and 

receiving feedback from those who are resisting.  By doing that, resistance may 

turn into support for change. According to Smith (2005c), “a holistic change 

management response – one which engages and seeks to understand, rather than to 

simply overcome, resistance – can form a constructive part of the process of 

achieving effective and lasting organisational change” (p. 522). 

Schneckenberg (2007) provided an overview of studies with a 

psychological perspective on e-Learning readiness and the motivational traits of 

academic staff. Schneckenberg drew on the work of many authors (e.g., Hagner, 

2001; Kerres, Engert, & Weckmann, 2004; Rogers, 2003; Zemsky & Massy, 

2004) who showed that there were different groups of adopter types within 

academic staff. As Schneckenberg stated, these types “have different motivational 

attitudes towards adopting e-Learning as innovation in their teaching practice”; 

“bring along different levels of e-Learning expertise”; and “take up technological 

innovation at different pace” (2007, p. 141). Zemsky and Massy (2004) proposed 

a typology of adopters of e-Learning innovation, as presented in Table 1. The 

types of adopters are innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and 

laggards. Zemsky and Massy applied Rogers’ (2003) model of the five categories 

in the adoption of new technologies in higher education in the US. They gathered 

data from staff members in six HEI in the US, focusing on their attitudes, 

expectations and uses of e-Learning.    

The five adopter types show different motivational backgrounds and 

understanding these can be helpful in choosing organisational strategies to 

motivate staff. Schneckenberg (2007) explained each type as follows. Innovators 

are motivated by themselves internally; they use technology in their teaching 

activities, even if there is no reward from the organisation; they have a high level 

of e-Learning expertise; they know about the latest technological trends; and they 

have the skills needed to integrate new tools into their teaching. Therefore, 

strategies used by the organisation should try to reinforce the innovators’ positive 

attitudes. 
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Table 1: Typology of adopters of e-Learning innovation (based on Zemsky & Massy, 2004) in 

(Schneckenberg, 2007) 
 

Early adopters have a high internal motivation and at the same time are 

aware of the external reward factors. Early adopters have a high level of e-

Learning expertise and skills but are in need of institutional support. Being aware 

of measures that indicate early adopters, helps managers to assess risks and 

rewards and reach the higher education institution public with their evaluations. 

Therefore, the higher education institution needs strategies to attract members of 

the early adopter groups to come closer to e-Teaching. 

Type 
% of 
Pop. 

Role 
Motivation 

Innovation 
Activities 

Spec. 
eLearn 
Activity intrinsic extrinsic 

Innovator 2.5% Pioneers + + + + + Seek out, take 
risk, 
experiment, 
make sense, 
demonstrate 

Work on 
complete re-
design of 
courses 

Early 
adopters 

13.5% Opinion 
leaders 

+ + + + + Take 
responsibility, 
manage risk, 
test, 
communicate 

Integrate 
digital 
content 
produced by 
others 

Early 
majority 

34% Open-
minded peers 

+ + + + + Take up, 
exploit 
potential, 
integrate, 
systematise 

Rely on 
LMS/CMS 
as 
communicati
on and data 
exchange 
platform 

Late 
majority 

34% Conservative 
followers 

+ + + + + Get aware, 
follow up, 
exploit 
potential 

Enrich 
existing 
courses using 
PowerPoint 
web, 
newsgroup, 
eAssessment 

Laggards 16% [Resistors]   Resist, stay out Marginal or 
none at all 

+ indicates level of motivation  intrinsic or extrinsic 
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The early majority are the most important group for the successful 

implementation of e-Learning and Teaching in HEI. As Rogers (2003) theorised, 

the innovation process will emerge to the whole academic staff population when 

the early adopters constantly work with innovative e-Teaching. Therefore, HEI 

need to develop strategies which target this group to attain success.  

The late majority are important to the success of e-Learning and Teaching, 

but have a low level of knowledge about e-Learning. Then, there are the laggards 

who have the lowest level of knowledge of e-Learning and are the hardest group 

to reach. Therefore, the higher education institution should have the proper 

strategies to engage these types in the change process. The present study 

attempted to find strategies that are suitable for all types. That was done by 

finding the level of engagement in the change of the academic staff and their 

attitudes towards the change. From there, the reasons for the concentration on 

motivational technological transformation strategies could be obtained.  

Leaders play a key role in this transaction (Marshall, 2012). To maintain 

academic staff interest and commitment in an environment of change, the 

leadership perspective on engaging staff needs to be looked at. Marshall (2012) 

identified three areas of leadership responsibility that have the potential to engage 

academic staff towards achieving transformation. These areas are: (1) valuing and 

rewarding, (2) professional development, and (3) collaborative work.    

It is of great importance for HEI managers to resolve or reduce the cost 

effects of change on academic staff (Marshall, 2012). The next section provides 

an overview of strategies proposed in some studies to overcome problems of staff 

engagement in e-Teaching. This section also provides an introduction to the 

eActive model constructed in Chapter 4.  

2.4.3  Technological Transformation Management Strategies 

Kotter and Cohen (2002) noted that the method “see-feel-change” is more 

successful than the “analysis-think-change” method and provided eight steps for 

successful large-scale change (Table 2). The identification of these eight steps was 

the outcome of previous work by Kotter in 1996 in his book “Leading Change”. 

Based on a wide-ranging review of attempts at organisational transformation, 
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Kotter (1996) offered a useful explanation of what he saw as the key steps in the 

process of successful change. Kotter (1996) theorised that if these steps were done 

well, they would provide the path to success. However, if done badly, they would 

become the root of failure.  

Table 2: Eight steps for successful large-scale change (J. P. Kotter & Cohen, 2002, p. 7) 

Step Action New Behaviour 

1 Increase urgency People start telling each other, 
“Let’s go, we need to change 
things!” 

2 Build the guiding team A group powerful enough to guide 
a big change is formed and they 
start … [working] together well. 

3 Get the vision right The guiding team develops the 
right vision and strategy for the 
change effort. 

4 Communicate for buy-in People begin to buy into the 
change, and this shows in their 
behaviour. 

5 Empower action More people feel able to act, and 
do act, on the vision. 

6 Create Short-term wins Momentum builds as people try to 
fulfil the vision, while fewer and 
fewer resist change. 

7 Don’t let up People make wave after wave of 
changes until the vision is 
fulfilled. 

8 Make change stick New and winning behaviour 
continues despite the pull of 
tradition, turnover of change 
leaders, etc. 

Smith (2005a) wrote a series on continuing professional development (PD) 

and workplace learning. In this series, he identified four key aspects that should be 

considered when managing the people-side of organisational change. The first key 

aspect is creating organisational and individual readiness for change (Smith, 
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2005a).  The second aspect deals with resistance and reaction to change (Smith, 

2005c). The third is communicating, sharing information and involving people in 

decision-making about change (Smith, 2006). The fourth and final aspect is 

getting change to stick and take root (Smith, 2006). Smith incorporated the eight 

steps proposed by Kotter and Cohen and provided some process details to achieve 

the key aspects when managing the people-side of organisational change.   

Based on the work of Kotter and Cohen (2002), Kotter (1996) and Synnot 

(2007), Charles Sturt University (CSU) used a change model that comprised eight 

dimensions that could occur in any order or simultaneously (Uys, 2009).  It used 

this model, as Uys (2009) explained, during the implementation of an open source 

learning management system (LMS) in 2007 and 2008. In 2008, CSU was the first 

Australian university to implement an open source learning management system 

across the institution (Uys, 2009).  

Uys (2009) evaluated the CSU implementation of LMS by using the 

leadership, academic and student ownership and readiness (LASO) model. This 

model was developed by Uys as a direct outcome of his PhD work. It is a multi-

pronged approach addressing both top-down and bottom-up strategies which have 

more potential for success when used together (Figure 2).      

From Uys (2009), one can say that the strategies found in the literature on 

technology transformation could be divided into three categories: organisational 

strategies top-down, middle management middle-out, and staff ownership bottom-

Figure 2: LASO model (Uys, 2007, p. 240) 
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up. The organisational strategies involve setting the stage for the middle 

management strategies and the staff ownership strategies to take place adequately.  

Uys theorised that the success of change is more likely to happen when these 

strategies are developed from different directions. However, if the organisation is 

not properly engaging the middle management and staff, there is a high risk of 

failure. The next paragraphs focus on the organisational strategies that involve 

setting the stage for middle-out and bottom-up strategies. 

Organisational strategies include leadership and management (Moser, 

2007). Leadership is important, as Moser (2007) stated, to help academic staff to 

know their role expectations and to engage in educational technology. It is also 

important to “provide meaning and overcome barriers among the various 

subcultures involved with educational technology support caused by differing 

values and goals” (Moser, 2007, p. 150). However, leadership alone cannot 

develop a “culture encouraging investments” in teaching practice. There is a need 

for “structural adjustment”, as Moser highlighted. Moser also explained that this 

can be best achieved through a culturally “sensitive strategic management 

approach” (2007, p. 150).  

TTMS and processes which involve leadership and management to 

motivate staff are widely found in the literature.  These strategies include: (1) 

ensuring that a sense of urgency is created and maintained (J. P. Kotter & Cohen, 

2002; Smith, 2005a; Uys, 2009); (2) creating and supporting collaborative guiding 

teams to lead the change (J. P. Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Uys, 2009); (3)  

communicating the vision of the change to academic staff and ensuring that the 

vision involves academic concerns (J. P. Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Smith, 2005a; 

Uys, 2009); (4) empowering academic staff and involving them in the change (J. 

P. Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Smith, 2005a; Uys, 2009); (5) generating short-term 

wins through recognising the work being done by academic staff towards 

achieving the change (J. P. Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Smith, 2005a; Uys, 2009); (6) 

consolidating performance improvement and continuing professional development 

(Uys, 2009); (7) addressing academic staff’s concerns and perceptions and 

ensuring their ownership (Uys, 2009); (8) developing clear policy to support e-

Teaching approaches (Covington, Petherbridge, & Warren, 2005; Garrison & 
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Kanuka, 2004; Parchoma, 2007); and (9) supplying the academic staff with 

resources on e-Teaching (Sheehy, Marcus, Costa, & Taylor, 2006; Uys, 2007). 

The TTMS found in the literature can be grouped into five categories: 

awareness, communication and involvement, support, empowerment, and 

evaluation and improvement.  A detailed explanation and classification as well as 

an overview of the resources for those strategies is provided in Chapter 4. In order 

to have a greater chance of engagement success and support from academic staff, 

the concerns and needs of academic staff need to be acknowledged (Giardina, 

2010; Goolnik, 2006). The theory of reasoned action is explained next as a base 

theory to help managers and leaders choose the strategies indicated by the 

academic staff in their institution to be the most important for their engagement in 

the change.   

2.4.4  Theory of Reasoned Action  

 The theory of reasoned action (TRA) suggests that human behaviours can 

be predicted from behavioural intentions and these intentions are a function of 

attitudes and the subjective norms of the social group (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 

Alnujaidi, 2008; Tzy-Ling, 2006). A schematic representation of this theory is 

presented in Figure 3, which illustrates the proposition that behavioural intention 

is determined by attitudes and subjective norms.  

An attitude, according to Alnujaidi (2008, p. 40), is the “salient” belief of a 

person about “whether the outcome of his action will be positive or negative”. A 

person’s beliefs regarding the consequences arising from the behaviour can 

Attitude 

Subjective Norm 

Behavioural 
Intention Behaviour 

Figure 3: Theory of reasoned action (Alnujaidi, 2008, p. 41) 
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determine the person’s attitude. On the other hand, the subjective norm is the 

perception of whether the people surrounding the person think that the behaviour 

should be performed. A person’s readiness to perform a given behaviour is 

represented by his or her behavioural intention. By determining the readiness, the 

person potentially will perform the behaviour. The intention is made up of 

attitudes and subjective norms. The behaviour is actually transferring intention 

into action. In accordance with that, to realise behaviour intention, which is to 

specify the behaviour, the TRA looks at a person’s (or population’s) attitudes 

towards that behaviour and the subjective norms of effectual people and groups 

that could affect those attitudes (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).   

The TRA has been used by many studies in different fields to predict 

behaviour by determining attitudes and subjective norms. Some of these studies 

related to innovation adoption beliefs and attitudes to predict their acceptance of 

the innovation (Alnujaidi, 2008; Tzy-Ling, 2006). In the present study, however, 

the focus was on the strategies to motivate the effective adoption of innovation 

and continue to innovate. By knowing the staff attitudes towards the strategies and 

the subjective norms, the effectiveness of these strategies and the intention of the 

staff to be motivated could be predicted. Finding such a relation was done by 

using a survey which measured academic staff’s attitudes towards being engaged 

in the change, current level and intention of being engaged in the change, and 

attitude towards the change strategies. Strategies are intended to motivate 

academic staff. If the academic staff attitudes towards being actively engaged in 

the change and their subjective norms are known, a prediction about their 

intention to engage could be made. Finally, a prediction about the subjective 

norms can be made from gathering the information of those who surround the 

individual and share demographic information. By also knowing their current 

behaviour towards the active engagement, the actual attitude towards the change 

and the change strategies, and the subjective norms, a better picture of future 

possible behaviour can be gained. That would help in choosing and prioritising 

the facilitating strategies for any organisation planning to change. However, the 

intention of the present study was to ensure active engagement in the change by 

the academic staff. Therefore, in the next section, active engagement is explained. 
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2.5    Active Engagement in the Change 

Effectiveness associated with the change to e-Teaching has been given 

little attention in the literature (Garrison & Vaughan, 2013; Russell, 2012; 

Stepanyan, Littlejohn, & Margaryan, 2013).  Garrison and Vaughan (2013) 

pointed out that generally institutions lack effective e-Learning and Teaching 

transition. Garrison and Vaughan further explained that the effectiveness of the 

transaction can be predicted upon committed collaborative leadership that engages 

all levels, which they called “sustained collaborative leadership” (2013, p. 25). 

Therefore, leadership also affects the effectiveness of the academic staff 

engagement in the transition. Effectiveness relates to how well the awareness, 

communication, involvement, support, empowerment were provided. By 

evaluating them and improving their provision effective engagement can be 

achieved.  

Russell (2012) pointed out that for blended teaching to be effective, 

systematic team-based approaches need to be used to rethink pedagogy between 

academics and specialist support. 

Stepanyan, Littlejohn and Margaryan (2013) deduced from their review of 

the literature on sustainability (commitment to continuous improvement and 

adaptation to a constantly changing environment) in e-Learning and Teaching that 

professional development was important for the successful and sustainable 

application of e-Learning.       

Casanovas (2013) reviewed the concept and models of innovation, 

including the work by Van der Van et al. (1999) who defined innovation as “new 

ideas that are developed and implemented to achieve desired outcomes by people 

who engage in transactions (relationships) with others in changing institutional 

and organisational contexts” (p. 6). 

The state of innovation is initiated by internal and/or external forces in the 

organisation. Ideas and activities then follow divergent, parallel or convergent 

paths. Due to different motivation factors, people’s involvement varies. Ideas in a 

higher education institution can be seen as technological, pedagogical and 

organisational products and the related processes of adoption and use. The 
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transformation of traditional teaching into blended teaching and learning is the 

outcome. Academic staff, students and administrative staff are the people 

interacting (rejecting, negotiating, learning or adopting) within the higher 

education institution context. e-Learning is therefore in a state of constant 

evolution. 

As Casanovas (2013) explained: 

New technologies are constantly emerging, and they flow in new 

pedagogical perspectives and new organisational strategies. 

Students develop new expectations and requests in accordance with 

the technology evolution. Teachers have to change their teaching 

styles and even their roles in the educational process. Institutions 

iteratively adapt or transform into new organisations and cultures. 

As a moving target, the innovation journey never stops. (p. 34)  

Academic staff face a new pedagogical challenge that is related to 

designing learning environments that reflect the changing needs of students 

(Schneckenberg, 2009). Continuous facilitation is needed for academic staff in 

order to motivate them to continue to innovate. One way to continue  facilitation 

is by using a continuous evaluation framework (Giardina, 2010). New ideas are 

developed from evaluation that reveals improvements which in turn develops the 

need for continuous innovation (Stepanyan, et al., 2013).  Therefore, managing 

academic staff engagement in transforming to e-Teaching does not stop. It 

involves continuous innovation to respond to the ongoing changing needs 

(Casanovas, 2013).  

2.5.1  TTMS and Their Relationship to Staff Motivation to Actively 
Engage in e-Teaching 

The strategies highlighted in the previous section assist in fulfilling the 

needs of academic staff to engage in e-Teaching. Academic staff are more likely 

to be motivated to participate in the change if their needs are met. For example, if 

there is a vision and the leaders communicate this with the staff, this will fulfil the 

need of being aware of the reasons for change. The staff might like the vision and 

be motivated by the vision. There is also the need to be aware of the processes 
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needed in developing the vision and to be involved in the implementation of such 

processes. By communicating change to academic staff, listening to their feedback 

and involving them in the planning phase, the academic staffs’ motivations to 

engage in the change are likely to increase. Studies show that internal and external 

motivation of academic staff is a major factor in successful staff development 

(Nicolle, 2005). 

 However, academic staff will go through a variety of motivational levels 

when they start the journey of engaging in e-Teaching. The diagram presented in 

Figure 4 illustrates people’s feelings during the transition process. Each feeling is 

expressed by an expression that needs to be addressed.  Accordingly, different 

strategies might be more suitable for some levels than others. Those who are 

moving forward need the support, empowerment and provision of the means to 

improve in order for them to actively engage in e-Teaching. This is the stage that 

academic staff need to reach in order to participate in a successful change. Those 

who are gradually accepting changes need extra support so that they can be more 

confident to move forward. Those who are experiencing anxiety, fear, threat, 

guilt, or depression need to become more aware and be communicated with so 

that they can accept the change. Finally, those who shift away from change need 

extra individual support to understand their weakness and help them overcome 

with it. Many strategies for increasing academic motivation to use e-Teaching can 

help at different stages in the engagement.    

Figure 4: People in the process of transition (ManagingChange@CSU, 2008, p.21) 
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2.5.1  How can TTMS Motivate Staff to be Actively Engaged in e-
Teaching?  

The desired outcome is for staff to be motivated to be actively engaged in 

e-Teaching. This behaviour, and the underlying motivation to be actively engaged, 

have a strong relationship with the staff’s attitudes towards: (1) being actively 

engaged; and (2) the strategies used to motivate them.  As Kotter and Cohen 

(2002) stated:  

Our main finding, put simply, is that the central issue is never 

strategy, structure, culture, or systems. All those elements, and 

others, are important. But the core of the matter is always about 

changing the behaviour of people, and behaviour change happens 

in highly successful situations mostly by speaking to people’s 

feelings. (p.x) 

The behaviour is to be motivated to actively engage in e-Teaching. The 

feelings examined in the present study related to the academic staff’s attitude. 

Involving academic staff in the change by speaking to their feelings can have a 

great impact on their decisions. As Somekh (2006) explained:  

The key to the process of change is the hearts and minds of the 

individuals who have the power to make it happen. One good way 

of engaging their hearts and minds is by involving them. (p. 125)  

Therefore, this study involved the academic staff in the choice of strategies 

to motivate them in e-Teaching. In the following section, we conclude this review 

of the literature and show how it led to the research question.  

2.6    Development of the Research Question 

The development of the research question from the literature was carried 

out through the sequence illustrated in Figure 5. The review in the previous 

sections revealed that the adoption of e-Learning in HEI started since the first 

user-friendly Web browser appeared in the early 1990s, the focus then was more 

on students’ needs and less on academic needs (Barton, et al., 2007). In recent 

years, HEI worldwide started to embrace electronically-mediated learning, mostly 

through the use of a LMS, due to internal and/or external pressures; and this 
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process involves change (Marshall, 2010). Electronically-mediated learning and 

teaching in higher education has been a popular topic of research, but different 

directions have been taken.  Most of these studies were student or technology-

focused, and some were on academic staff engagement (Marshall, 2012). 

 Many studies agree that for a higher education institution to successfully 

adopt electronically-mediated (e-Learning and e-Teaching) environments, the 

institution has to be involved in this adoption (i.e., Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; 

Marshall, 2012; Russell, 2009; Stoltenkamp, et al., 2007). This involvement can 

be through using a change management approach to change to using e-Learning 

e-Learning in HEI

Change management 

in HEI to use e-Learning

Management of 
academic staff

to engage in the change

Active engagement 

in the change 

What facilitating model can be used to motivate academics to actively engage 
in the change process in e-Learning technological transformations?

Figure 5: The Development of the Research Question 
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and e-Teaching environments (AlHogail & Mirza, 2011). However, HEI lack 

coordinated strategies for implementing new e-Learning and Teaching 

technologies, and rely on evolving local initiatives (Russell, 2009).  

Recently, studies are moving towards seeing the development of e-

Learning as a whole-of-institution change process that needs to be managed and 

led in a strategic way (Marshall, 2012). Strategic planning has been seen as a key 

element to successfully fostering the implementation of e-Learning in HEI 

(Russell, 2008; Schneckenberg, 2007). Strategic planning for change management 

involves planning the management of the electronic environment, management of 

student adoption, management of academic staff adoption, and management of 

administration adoption (Marshall, 2012). Since managing academic staff is one 

of the major elements for ensuring the change is successful, many studies have 

focused on academic staff acceptance of the electronically-mediated environment 

and little attention has been given to framing an approach to engaging academics 

in the change to use those environments (Labach, 2011).  

Some studies have highlighted the need for future research that identifies 

approaches that can help academic staff to easily transfer to the use of technology 

in teaching (AlHogail & Mirza, 2011; Giardina, 2010; Graham, et al., 2013; 

Labach, 2011; Marshall, 2010, 2012; Russell, 2009). Attempts to identify such 

approaches have been made (AlHogail & Mirza, 2011; Giardina, 2010; Graham, 

et al., 2013; Marshall, 2010, 2012; Russell, 2009). These studies identified 

strategies that provide support for academic staff in the transition; however, there 

was a lack of concentration on ensuring academic staffs’ active engagement in e-

Teaching. Moreover, some of those studies did not provide evidence of the 

successfulness of their proposed approaches to effective academic staff 

engagement due to being recent proposals and in the process of planned future 

evaluation that would determine the effectiveness of such approaches.  

Furthermore, there is a great need to support and ensure effective engagement, as 

well as continuous innovation (Giardina, 2010).  In the present study, effective 

engagement and continuous innovation are seen as the components of active 

engagement. The extant research has not dealt with monitoring active engagement 

or providing approaches to ensure and support active engagement. The research 
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has provided approaches to engage academic staff that could lead to unsatisfactory 

results, that is, the teaching may not be effective or improved.  The present study 

aimed to provide a model that shows the stages of academic staff engagement in 

order to understand how to foster academic staff engagement at each stage, as 

well as a framework that can be followed to ensure active engagement in the 

change to e-Teaching. Therefore, the present study aimed to start a process to 

close this gap in the research.   

This study aimed to suggest a facilitating model (a framework to follow) 

to fill this gap, as well as to lead to more research opportunities to evaluate this 

framework by putting it into action.  Furthermore, this study is a first step towards 

facilitating active engagement in the change to use electronically-mediated 

environments. It suggests an approach for three universities in the Kingdom of 

Saudi Arabia to facilitate and motivate their academic staff to actively engage in 

the changes their institutions are facing. The full-scale implementation and 

evaluation of this approach were out of the scope of this study but it is intended to 

explore these phases in future studies. 

This brief analysis of a small proportion of the vast literature on 

motivating and managing academic staff engagement in the change to use e-

Teaching environments pointed to the necessity for: 

 An approach to motivate, facilitate and manage academic staff 

engagement in the change to e-Teaching environments. 

 Management of the engagement of academic staff to ensure effective 

engagement and continuous innovation. 

 Recognition of the importance of leaders’ perspectives on the 

strategies that facilitate active engagement. 

 Involvement of academic staff in such change by: (a) determining their 

needs when constructing the eActive model and involving them in the 

choice of strategies, and (b) involving academic staff in the change 

strategies.  
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 Awareness, communication, support, empowerment, evaluation and 

improvement strategies in motivating, facilitating and managing 

academic staff engagement in the change to e-Teaching environments. 

Based on the identified gaps in the research, the primary research question 

for this study was: 

What facilitating model can be used to motivate academics 
to actively engage in the change process in e-Learning 
technological transformations? 

This question focuses on building a model that (1) best fits the need for the 

organisation that is facing the change, (2) motivates the engagement in the 

change, (3) facilitates effective engagement, (4) continues to innovate, and (5) 

supports high quality innovation. 

The eActive model, which is the result of this study, offers guidance to 

those responsible for managing academic staff engagement in the change to e-

Teaching environments, by identifying the phases and stages of such change that 

may need to be considered. The eActive model developed in this study underwent 

two phases of evolution before actual proposal for three HEI in Saudi Arabia. It 

has been predicted that e-Learning will grow quickly in Saudi Arabia (Alkhalaf, 

Drew, AlGhamdi, & Alfarraj, 2012).  In the last ten years, the Ministry of Higher 

Education in Saudi Arabia has been greatly supporting e-Learning and Teaching. 

A significant amount of the Saudi budget is allocated to education and manpower 

development which gives a high level of support for the development of e-

Learning in the country’s higher education sector (Mirza & Al-Abdulkareem, 

2011).  The context of e-Learning in Saudi Arabia is provided in the next section.  

2.7   Saudi Arabia Context 

Helpful sources of information about e-Learning in Saudi Arabia’s higher 

education institutions include a case study undertaken by Mirza and Al-

Abdulkareem (2011) and studies on the status of blended learning in Saudi Arabia 

done by Alebaikan and Troudi (2010) and Alebaikan (2010). For example, 

Alebaikan provided the following explanation about Saudi higher education, 
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university students, university lecturers, the Internet in higher education, and 

blended Learning in Saudi Arabia: 

Saudi Arabia is a country that strives to respond to the 

technological evolution in education. It has only been fifty years 

since the first University was established with only twenty one 

students. Today there are twenty one public universities and a 

number of private universities established throughout the country. 

The Islamic culture remains a strong influence on all aspects of life 

including education. Significantly, female education is being given 

a high priority. Nowadays, the trend in Higher Education is to 

integrate face-to-face learning with online learning.  (p. 36) 

Access to the Internet has been available to the public in Saudi Arabia 

since 1999. The number of Internet users has dramatically grown since then.  By 

2011, nearly half of the Saudi population was using the Internet; and continuous 

and rapid growth in the number of Internet users is predicted (IWS, 2013; Mirza 

& Al-Abdulkareem, 2011). Recently, HEI have recognised the benefits of using 

the Internet. Some institutions have provided different learning management 

systems such as Blackboard, WebCT, and Tadarus (an Arabic-based learning 

management system) to facilitate e-Learning and Teaching. However, the number 

of academic staff who use these systems is very limited, with only those who are 

interested in e-Learning and have adequate skills are using these systems. 

Due to the increasing demands on education resulting from the rapid 

population growth, the shortage of qualified professional instructors, and high 

costs, the Ministry of Higher Education in Saudi Arabia has developed an interest 

in e-Learning. In 2003, the Ministry established the National Plan for Information 

Technology which called for the implementation of e-Learning and distance 

education in higher education (Mirza & Al-Abdulkareem, 2011). In 2006, a 

national centre called the National E-Learning and Distance Learning Centre 

(NELC) was established by the National Plan for Information Technology. The 

NELC provides technical support, tools, and the means necessary for the 

development of digital educational content in higher education across the country, 
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as well as providing the means for standardisation by which all universities can 

become incorporated in their collective efforts and experiences in e-Learning and 

distance learning. At the time of the present study, more than fifteen HEI had 

signed agreements to become partners with the centre.  According to Mirza and 

Al-Abdulkareem (2011) the centre’s goals include: 

 To collaborate with higher education, government and corporate 

partners. 

 To solve complex e-Learning problems. 

 To provide complete e-Learning solutions to strategic partners. 

 To develop quality standards for e-Learning. 

 To establish alliances with major international e-Learning bodies.  

 To share e-Learning resources. 

 To develop rules and regulations governing e-Learning programs 

in Saudi Arabia. 

 To establish awareness of e-Learning programs. 

 To develop infrastructures for e-Learning in Saudi Arabian 

universities. 

 The NELC has started several projects that aim to enhance e-Learning in 

Saudi universities in the areas of research, development, and implementation of an 

e-Learning architecture and infrastructure using open standards. The NELC 

strives to provide rich multimedia resources to enable academic staff to integrate 

blended learning that fits their course and university needs. The NELC has 

established a learning management system called JUSUR promoting materials for 

introductory undergraduate courses which also aims to include tools based on 

Web 2.0 technology. The centre also established a digital library project called 

ZAD which includes more than 90,000 electronic book titles and other 

educational resources. Other projects supported by the centre include: providing e-

Learning to the public, providing a student support centre, and building a national 

learning objects repository which enables universities in Saudi Arabia to share 

learning objects. 
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Many education-based studies have been conducted to investigate the 

effect of e-Learning on education due to the rapid evolution of e-Learning in 

Saudi Arabia (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Almalki, 2011). However, studies on 

managing the transformation to e-Learning and Teaching in Saudi Arabia are still 

scarce (Ageel, 2012; Ageel & Woollard, 2012). A few Saudi studies have 

investigated particular elements of managing the transformation to e-Learning and 

Teaching,  such as attitudes towards e-Learning (Alkhalaf, et al., 2012; Ayub, 

Asiri, Mahmud, & AbuBakar, 2012) or the acceptance of the technology (Al-alak 

& Alnawas, 2011; Al-Busaidi & Al-Shihi, 2010, 2012) in male-only HEI. 

Therefore, it can be seen that there is a shortage of studies that focus on the 

management of the academic staff engagement in the transformation to e-

Teaching environments. The present study used an action approach to suggest a 

management model to be implemented in three Saudi Arabian female universities 

to facilitate and manage the engagement of their academic staff in the 

transformation to using e-Teaching environments in their blended teaching. 

2.8   Chapter Summary 

 The present study examines the influential strategies to actively engage 

academic staff in e-Teaching. The literature has been reviewed in order to show 

the significance of this study and provide a conceptual and theoretical framework 

for this study. Special attention has been paid to technological transformation 

strategies that motivate academic staff to actively engage in e-Teaching, and to the 

theory of reasoned action. These strategies framed the initial eActive model which 

is presented in detail in Chapter 4. In addition, the TRA was used to develop the 

survey instrument. An overview of the survey instrument is included in the next 

chapter, which explains the methodology and study design employed in this study.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY  

3.1   Introduction 

The primary purpose of this study was to build a model that suggests 

strategies to motivate academics to be engaged effectively in the technological 

transformation their institutions are facing and to continue to innovate in e-

Teaching. The study aimed to answer the following research question: 

What facilitating model can be used to motivate academics 
to actively engage in the change process in e-Learning 
technological transformations? 

This chapter presents the research design. The research context is 

discussed first, followed by the considerations for the selection of the research 

methodology. From this analysis, it became clear that the best approach would be 

the use of action research (AR) for the overall research strategy and the 

combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection methods. These 

methods included: constant comparative data analysis from the literature to build 

the eActive model, email exchange with a consultancy team in order to validate 

the model, and an academic staff survey for the final evaluation of the eActive 

model.  

The notable feature of AR is that it proceeds through a spiral of planning, 

acting, observing and reflecting (De Vries, 2005). Using an action research 

approach, the researcher collaborated with a team from an e-Learning centre, 

which is helping many universities to engage their academic staff in e-Teaching, 

in order to develop the eActive model. the researcher played the role of a 

consultant, carrying out a comprehensive literature review to come up with the 

eActive model, exchanging emails with a team of consultants, gathering feedback 

from academic staff on the model, and then proposing the model that can be used 

as part of a university’s e-Learning strategic plan. The survey method was 

especially valuable in collecting quantitative and qualitative data to get further 

feedback on the eActive model from academic staff. The AR approach and the 

qualitative and quantitative methods are discussed in relation to this research in 

this chapter.  
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Following this, the design of the process for collecting and analysing the 

data is explained. The design included a focus on perceptions of the eActive 

model and any improvements to be made to develop the model.  The outcome 

supplied information on the main recommendations for future development of the 

eActive model. The explanation of the design includes an overview of the data 

collection protocol, and the outline for reporting. The chapter ends with a 

description of the techniques used for the analysis in this study. 

3.2   The Research Context and Methodology 

The first part of this section presents the context and the focus of the 

research, which is followed by a discussion of the selection of the research 

methodology. 

3.2.1  Research Context and Focus 

The main objective in this research study was to develop an eActive model 

to improve the facilitation of academic staff engagement in e-Teaching in HEI. 

This aim was achieved by answering the research question: 

What facilitating model can be used to motivate academics 
to actively engage in the change process in e-Learning 
technological transformations? 

An important concern in this process was the lack of an appropriate 

instrument to confirm if organisational change strategies were motivating 

academic staff to engage in the change. The underlying question was whether 

organisational change strategies can contribute to the solution of academic staff 

resistance problems and their needs in the change. Therefore, it was decided to 

develop an approach which would support the confirmation of this process in a 

systematic way, including strategic consideration for future development and 

implementation of organisational change strategies in facilitating academic 

engagement in e-Teaching. This approach consisted of an eActive model intended 

to help organisations decide on which strategies would motivate their academic 

staff to effectively engage and to continue to innovate in e-Teaching.  

It was intended that the eActive model would be flexible so that it can be 

applied by different higher educational institutions facing technological changes. 
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It is an approach to guide the selection of motivational strategies which can be 

different depending on social and cultural differences. Therefore, the model was 

intended to function together with the survey tool that helps in the choice of 

strategies from the perspective of academic staff needs. The survey tool was used 

to collect information from the academic staff in order to interpret their needs. 

The eActive model was first developed from the perspective of the academic staff 

engagement consultant who should be able to use the approach in his or her 

practice in direct involvement with the organisation’s academic staff. The person 

could be the institution’s consultant or somebody working for an external 

consultancy firm. It was assumed that this person would have a firm basic 

knowledge of technological change facilitation strategies and would possess 

consultancy skills. The consultant is always part of a group of experts.  

The focus in this research was on developing a model for HEI to facilitate 

academic staff engagement in e-Teaching for three universities in Saudi Arabia. 

The model was developed in a cyclical manner in close collaboration with the first 

target group of consultants that worked together as a team in an e-Learning centre 

which is helping many universities engage their academic staff in e-Learning. The 

initial version of the model was based on the findings from the review of the 

literature on technological change management in higher education, theories on 

educational change and innovation, and studies on factors affecting academic staff 

engagement in e-Teaching. The initial version of the model was discussed by the 

e-Learning centre consultancy team members. As stated previously, a member of 

the team was the institution’s consultant or an external consultant. The 

consultants’ perspectives on the model were very important due to their 

involvement with the selected institutions in their transformation to using e-

Teaching and their expertise in the subject.   

The initial version of the eActive model was revised by the team and 

feedback was received by email. The insights from these messages provided the 

information needed to modify the initial version of the model. The new version 

was not yet proposed to be used by the institution. Further perceptions of 

academic staff on the model were gathered through a survey instrument. These 

data provided information for the next round of improvements of the eActive 
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model, which led to the development of the final recommendations for the 

improvement of the model in the context of this research.  

The tasks of the research were: 

 Descriptive - to develop a view on the state of technological change 

management strategies, theory on change behaviour and innovation, 

and strategies to motivate academic staff. 

 Explanatory - the experiences on the use of strategies for facilitating 

change management among academic staff and the role motivation is 

expected to play in future engagement and innovation. 

 Empirical - the process of developing and revising the eActive model in 

close collaboration with the target groups in a real life situation. 

 Prescriptive - the analysis of attitudes towards strategies and 

development of the final version of the model. 

The research approach chosen should support the execution of these tasks, 

which means that the process needs to be flexible, needs to allow other people to 

participate and needs to allow change during the research process (Dick & 

Swepson, 2013). The research approach should also allow the use of additional or 

other methods in the different phases of the research as required. 

3.2.2  Methodology Justification 

In the following sections, the justification of the research approach is 

provided. The selection of the research methodology is presented first, followed 

by an explanation of the characteristics, types, limitations and validity of the 

chosen methodology.  

3.2.2.1 Selecting the Research Methodology 
Given the research tasks as the main point of reference, action research 

seemed to be a natural choice and a relevant approach for the reliable execution of 

these tasks. This choice was also supported by the comparison of different 

research strategies for social science (Coleman & Briggs, 2002; Crowther & 

Lancaster, 2009; Dick, 1997; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000; Somekh, 2006) and 

other studies with similar situations that carried out action research (De Vries, 
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2005; Malopinsky, 2008; Russell, 2008). There are many different research 

approaches for social sciences (Coleman & Briggs, 2002; Creswell, 2008, 2012; 

Crowther & Lancaster, 2009; Lingard, Albert, & Levinson, 2008; McNiff & 

Whitehead, 2000, 2010; Somekh, 2006). AR was a natural choice because AR 

presumes that an action will take place and AR is practitioner-based.  The main 

task of this research was to propose an e-Teaching facilitation model for three 

Saudi Arabian universities. The action was the construction of this model, which 

was done collaboratively and designed and carried out and integrated by the 

participants (e-Learning centre consultancy team, academic staff and the HEI) in 

partnership with the researcher as part of the consultancy team as the researcher 

practised as a consultant in the e-Learning centre. In addition, AR differs from 

other research strategies and has characteristics that fit the context of this research. 

In the following paragraphs, the main contrasting characteristics of social science 

research strategies are explained while using the context of the present research as 

the main point of reference. 

De Vries (2005) explained the characteristics of the different social 

science research strategies which include: experimental research, survey research, 

archival analysis, historical research, case study and AR. As pointed out by De 

Vries, these strategies show in general a large overlap; however, one strategy can 

be more appropriate in a certain situation than others due to its characteristics. 

Therefore, the choice of the strategy depends on which is more advantageous 

when compared to others. The choice of strategy depends on “the type of research 

question posed, the extent of control an investigator has over actual behavioural 

and the degree of focus on contemporary events as opposed to historical events” 

(De Vries, 2005, p. 146).  

According to De Vries (2005, p. 146) experimental research requires 

potential control over the environment, which is “feasible in the scientific practice 

of biologists and physicians”. The control over the research environment in the 

present study was extremely fragile. Archival and historical research focuses on 

past events and situations; however, the present research would not benefit from 

such approaches, because it was dealing with a new situation and the focus was on 

the present. Case study research answers the questions ‘how’ and ‘why’, “with 
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little control over the events and the focus on contemporary phenomenon within 

some real life context” (De Vries, 2005, p. 146). While some of these 

characteristics reflect closely the conditions under which the present study took 

place, other characteristics such as ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions were not part of 

this study. The present study did not intend to answer how strategies were 

implemented or test why they were not motivating staff. In order to answer those 

questions, the model would need to be used by the university. There was no 

control over the application of the model to see if it was working or not at the time 

the study was conducted. However, the results of this study can be further 

followed up with future research that can answer such questions. 

The focus of this study was on the ‘what’ question, which could be 

answered more properly by the survey approach. Survey questions can indicate 

what strategies are most likely to motivate academic staff by knowing their 

attitudes towards these strategies. Survey research is usually used by economists 

and sociologists. It is based on the collection of a wide array of data which allows 

for the quantitative analysis necessary for the validation of models and 

hypotheses. Part of this research focused on behaviour prediction which involves 

sociological and psychological approaches. Surveys can also have qualitative data 

in the form of open-ended questions which can provide extra perceptions on the 

model. However, this study could start with a survey approach. The situation was 

too ambiguous to frame a precise research question or hypotheses. There was a 

need for an approach that could be flexible and help build up the survey as the 

model was built and refined before it was used. 

This research focused on both quantitative and qualitative data. Such 

combination helps widen the results and get better conclusions based on the 

analysis of both types of data which are based on cross-comparisons and factual 

data (Creswell, 2008). Qualitative and quantitative approaches can often 

complement each other (Dick & Swepson, 2013). AR has key features that have 

the potential to be flexible and facilitate the use of qualitative and quantitative 

approaches and hence was the best choice for this research (Dick, 2002a; Dick & 

Swepson, 2013; Lingard, et al., 2008; Somekh, 2006).  
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Dick (2002) defined action research as “a flexible spiral process which 

allows action (change, improvement) and research (understanding, knowledge) to 

be achieved at the same time”. AR is useful if research is meant to be flexible, 

involves people in the system researched, brings change at the same time, or the 

situation is too ambiguous to frame a precise research question (Dick & Swepson, 

2013). The present study aimed to propose a facilitation model for three Saudi 

universities and did not have a precise model to begin with. The picture was so 

wide that it needed to be refined in several steps. It needed to involve stakeholders 

to verify the acceptance of this model. The main stakeholders involved in this 

study were the consultancy teams responsible for proposing the model and the 

academic staff of the HEI that were targeted to use the model in order to 

encourage them to use e-Teaching. Flexibility was needed in order to refine the 

model as well as the survey instrument. Change occurred in the model and the 

survey instrument. Furthermore, AR is a paradigm that uses a set of qualitative 

and typically participative research methodologies (i.e., the researcher participates 

in fixing the problem) (Dick & Swepson, 2013). Dick also pointed out that AR 

can use quantitative data collection methods.  

According to Somekh (2006, p. 13) action research “is underpinned by a 

substantial body of literature that has built up complex theories of action as the 

practical instantiation of moral ideals and human aspiration”. Somekh explains 

that AR is a process which allows development of knowledge or understanding as 

part of practice and can be done through other means of collecting and 

interpreting data. This fits well into the research objective of the present study 

which focused on the development of a model as part of a continuous process of 

innovation and improvement. The combination of action and research, as the core 

of the AR strategy, best fits the research objective.  

The outcome of this consideration of the research strategy selection was 

the choice of AR as the main strategy for this research in combination with the 

survey approach for one means of data collection and analysis. AR involves acting 

and researching at the same time which gives it some characteristics that resemble 

consultancy or change agency and some which resemble field research (Dick, 

2000; Malopinsky, 2008). In this study, it was intended that AR would achieve 
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both action and research. Action would take the form of change to the facilitation 

model and at the same time understanding would take place through the 

perceptions informing the model and academic staff’s motivation to change to use 

e-Teaching in addition to what is known. Therefore, action research “alternates 

between action and critical reflection” and involves analysing then planning the 

change (De Vries, 2005, p. 147; Dick & Swepson, 2013). Other means of data 

collection can be used in combination with AR as mentioned previously (Dick & 

Swepson, 2013; Lingard, et al., 2008). Therefore, this study used the survey 

method as one means of data collection as the most appropriate within the 

framework of AR. The choice is further clarified in the following sections 

discussing the AR approach and the survey method. 

3.2.2.2 Characteristics of Action Research 
De Vries (2005) explained the AR characteristics by pointing out the three 

definitions for action research and their basic themes in the literature Masters 

(1995) considered exemplary definitions given by other scholars. The first 

definition reviewed by De Vries was given by McCutcheon and Jung (1990) who 

defined action research as “ a systematic inquiry that is collective, collaborative, 

self-reflective, critical and undertaken by participants in the inquiry”. The second 

definition was by Kemmis and McTaggert (1990) who thought of AR as “a form 

of collective self-reflective inquiry undertaken by participants in social situations 

in order to improve the rationality and justice of their own social or educational 

practices, as well as their understanding of these practices and the situations in 

which these practices are carried out”. The third definition was by Rapoport 

(1970) who highlighted the aim of AR “to contribute both to the practical 

concerns of people in an immediate problematic situation and to the goals of 

social science by joint collaboration within a mutually acceptable ethical 

framework”. De Vries drew four basic themes from these definitions as follows: 

“the empowerment of participants, collaboration through participation, acquisition 

of knowledge, and social change” (2005, p.147).  
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Dick (2000) summarised action research characteristics by explaining that 

AR tends to be:  

1. Cyclic: similar steps (i.e., plan–act–observe-reflect) tend to recur, in a 

similar sequence. 

2. Participative:  the clients and informants are involved as partners, or at 

least are active partners in the research process. 

3. Qualitative: it deals more often with language than with numbers. 

4. Reflective: critical reflection upon the process and outcome are 

important parts of each cycle.  

According to Dick (2000), action research is also flexible. The 

characteristics provided above do not need to be presented in each research in the 

same manner. The steps of a cycle can appear in practice in more or less similar 

steps. Furthermore, Dick explained that participation in action research generally 

occurs, but not necessarily, and the researcher can choose how to make research 

participative and which participative method to use. Some researchers may choose 

to have a genuine partnership with clients or may choose to give them the role of 

informant. In addition, action research is generally qualitative, but can mix 

qualitative data with quantitative data in ways where they can complement each 

other well. Moreover, qualitative data have the advantage of being flexible and 

responsive to the research situation (Dick, 2000).   Furthermore, the cyclical 

approach in action research allows the researcher to add value to the outcome 

through reflection and building on the evidence collected in previous cycles which 

can help solve an actual problem.      

3.2.2.3 Types of action research 
De Vries (2005) identified three types of action research types from 

McKernan (1991), Hughes (1997) and Grundy (1982), and provided an 

explanation for these types. According to McKernan (1991) and Hughes (1997), 

action research can by classified into three major types: 

1. Scientific-technical view of problem solving; 

2. Practical-deliberative action research; and  

3. Critical-emancipatory action research. 
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The main goal of the scientific-technical approach is to “test an 

intervention used by a practitioner in the field” (De Vries, 2005, p.149). The 

researcher identifies a specific intervention and uses a pre-specified theoretical 

framework, and then implements the intervention and involves the practitioner in 

the implementation. In this situation, the practitioner’s relationship with the 

research project is instrumental. This action research approach concentrates on 

“accumulation of predictive knowledge and validation and refinement of existing 

theories” (De Vries, 2005).  

The focus of the practical-deliberative action research is on the 

“identification of potential problems” (De Vries, 2005). Collaboratively with the 

practitioners, the researcher defines the problem, with the goal to understand 

practice and find solutions for immediate problems. Grundy (1982) described this 

type as “practical action research seeking to improve practice through the 

application of the personal wisdom of the participants” (p. 360). 

The aim of the critical-emancipatory type of action research is to 

strengthen the relationship between “the actual problems at a specific setting” and 

“the explanation and solution of the problem” (De Vries, 2005). It also seeks to 

strengthen the involvement of the participants in “the identification of the 

problem” (De Vries, 2005) and making it straightforward by raising their 

combined sensibility. 

The basic action research approach is shared among these different types 

of action research; however, these types differ in the relationship between the 

participants and the source and scope of the guiding ‘idea’. The idea in the 

technical approach often resides with the researcher or facilitator. On the other 

hand, the idea in the practical approach is shared between a group of equal 

participants. The idea, often perceived as ‘power’, in the emancipatory approach 

resides within the group, not the individuals in the group nor the facilitator. 

According to Grundy, “change in power relationships within a group causes a 

shift from one mode to another” (1982, p. 363).  

From the way the present research was developed, it seemed that the 

practical-deliberative approach come closest to what was happening in practice. 
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Much action research is participatory in the sense of a collective reflection; in the 

present study, the participants provided their perspective on the eActive model 

and immediate change was done to the model. 

3.2.2.4 Limitations of Action Research 
Action research has its strengths as outlined previously, and also has its 

weaknesses. It is important to be aware of the limitations and take them into 

account. De Vries (2005) brought to attention the limitations in AR identified by 

Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991) and Strijker (2004): 

1. Contingency of research findings - the validity of the findings in a 

research context is limited. Most projects involve a small number 

of people, who deal with a rather specific topic in one 

organisation. 

2. Control over the environment - action research tends to follow the 

environmental development instead of stabilising the research 

setting. Therefore, it is seen as an approach which cannot produce 

strong theories. 

3. Personal involvement - one of the characteristics of action 

research is the participative role of the researcher. This personal 

involvement brings in a bias which might affect the outcome and 

should be considered a serious limitation of the validity of the 

research if not taken care of. 

4. Informal planning and structure - the combination of action and 

research, the cyclical approach and the critical reflection in each 

cycle leads to changes in the research process and context. 

Rapoport (1970) considers the ad-hoc approach as a lack of 

scientific discipline which is in general leads to outcomes which 

are regarded as of low academic interest. 

5. Interference with the research environment - the pattern of 

interaction between the researcher, the participants and the 

organisation is considered an advantage in the action research 

approach, but can bias the outcome. The bias of findings is 
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difficult to identify and it is difficult for other researchers to 

replicate the study in different settings (Rapoport, 1970). 

6. Time planning - action research projects are difficult to plan and 

in general take time because of the specific character of the action 

research process. 

Being aware of the effects of the above limitations on the outcome of the 

research helps to avoid a strongly biased outcome. Moreover, action research has 

the nature of combining research with action and the exercise of the research can 

be shown to be of value if the action contributes to solving problems. 

3.2.2.5 Validity of Action Research 
One of the major criticisms of action research, which the limitations relate 

to, is the restricted reliability of the approach due to the inability to generalise 

from findings reached in action research. Action research is not designed to look 

for global relevance; rather, it looks for local relevance. However, if several 

studies in different settings came to similar findings, then this allows greater 

generalizability than single studies alone (Dick & Swepson, 2013). The reliability 

that needs to be focused on here is the reliability for the designated situation.  

Reliability has been an important issue in the action research field. McTaggert 

(1997) gave a comprehensive explanation of how action research can be validated 

as follows:  

[Validation in action research can be obtained through] a variety of 

methods, particularly those reported in methodological literature of 

interpretive inquiry and including triangulation of observations and 

interpretations, by establishing credibility among participants and 

informants, by participant confirmation, by the deliberate 

establishment of an ‘audit trail’ of data and interpretations, and by 

testing the coherence of arguments being presented in a ‘critical 

community’ or a ‘community of critical friends’ whose 

commitment is to testing the arguments and evidence advanced in 

the account on this study. (p. 13) 
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  According to Dick (2000), good action research is empirical, it is 

responsive to evidence and critically used rather than uncritically. Critical 

thinking is allowed to happen more easily through a cyclic process which explains 

the importance of this approach among other research approaches. The use of 

multiple sources of evidence within all or most cycles, therefore, can increase the 

quality of the evidence (Dick, 2000). A better understanding is then facilitated by 

the quality evidence to be achieved by the investigator and the participants. Dick 

summarised his recommendations to achieve good action research by using 

“multiple cycles, with planning before action and critical analysis after it”, and by 

using “within each cycle multiple data sources and try to disprove the 

interpretations arising from earlier cycles”. In the present study, multiple phases 

were used. Each phase cycle involved planning before action and critical analysis 

after that was conducted. The ending of each phase was the basis for planning for 

the next phase. Multiple data sources were used in different phases in order to 

increase validity. Further details are provided in the following sections on the 

ways used to increase the validity of this study.     

3.2.3  Action Research Framework 
As mentioned previously, McTaggert (1997) provided a very 

comprehensive description of what he qualifies as a good action research, and 

Dick (2000) provided a summary of how to achieve it. This section uses the 

principles proposed by Somekh (2006) to transfer what McTaggert said into 

operational terms and uses Dick’s (2000) summary of the action research 

discussion. According to Somekh, AR is based on eight methodological principles 

that increase the validity of the approach. Somekh expressed the principles as 

follows (pp. 6-8): 

1. AR integrates research and action in a series of flexible cycles (cyclic). 

2. AR is conducted by a collaborative partnership of participants and 
researchers (collaborative).  

3. AR involves the development of knowledge and understanding of a 
unique kind (uniqueness). 

4. AR starts from a vision of social transformation and aspirations for 
greater social justice for all (considering all). 
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5. AR involves a high level of reflexivity and sensitivity of the role of the 
self in mediating the whole research process (self-involvement). 

6. AR involves exploratory engagement with a wide range of existing 
knowledge (exploratory). 

7. AR engenders powerful learning (learning). 

8. AR locates the inquiry in an understanding of broader context (broader 
context). 

The research flow that shows the sequence of the research activities can 

help explain how these principles relate to this study. The research design in this 

project was inspired by parts of De Vries’s (2005) research design (Figure 6).  

This study was guided by an AR strategy, which together with a survey method as 

one means for data collection and analysis, structured the research flow. Stage 1 

related to the context of the research, starting with a description of strategic 

planning in the adoption of e-Learning in HEI. This was an analysis of technology 

transformation management in higher education institutions. An important issue 

was the effective engagement of academic staff and their continuing process of 

innovation in e-Teaching. The next stage in this flow related to the theory and data 

collection. The focus in this stage was on the collection of information from 

earlier research and experiences, focusing on three layers of data: 

1. Theoretical aspects of educational change and the process of innovation; 

2. Technology transformational strategies regarding motivating academic 

staff to engage in the transformation; and 

3. Theoretical aspects of behaviour prediction. 

The findings can be considered the brick and mortar for developing the 

eActive model and the survey instrument. Stage 3 involved the analysis and 

synthesis of the findings from the earlier stages. The layers of data (strategies 

found in the literature to engage academics in e-Teaching) were analysed and the 

outcome was used to develop the operational criteria for the model. Version 0 of 

the eActive model and the survey instrument were built on these findings. Stage 4 

involved the collaboration and pilot testing. In this stage, the researcher 

collaborated with the e-Learning centre consultancy team members through email. 
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To avoid confusion about the process, participants were made aware of the 

research through detailed debriefing sessions. According to the negotiation with 

the team, some modifications were made in Version 1 of the model. As a result, 

the survey instrument was modified in Version 1, too. During this stage, the 

survey instrument was pilot tested and the results of Version 1 were analysed and 

used to develop Version 2 of the survey instrument.  Subsequently, Version 1 of 

the model was tested during Stage 5. The responses of the academic staff to the 

model were described using the Version 2 survey instrument. These responses 

were analysed and Version 2 of the eActive model was the result. 

 Stage 6 focused on the conclusions and recommendations. The final 

analysis took place on the outcome of the whole study experience, using all the 

information collected, from the analysis of the context of strategic planning 

through to the final results. This led to the development of the final 

recommendations for the next step in improvement of the eActive model, 

including reflections on the study at large and recommendations for further 

research.  

When looking at the research flow (Figure 6), it is clear that in Stages 1 

and 2 AR was used as preliminary research to analyse what was there and plan for 

the next step (uniqueness and exploratory). The subsequent step was a critical 

Figure 6: Research flow 
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reflection on the outcome of Stages 1 and 2. The outcome was used to develop the 

initial version of the eActive model and the survey instrument (uniqueness, 

considering all, and exploratory). What follows was a sequence of the reviewing 

and discussing phase, including an acceptance of the model from the team 

(cyclic). These activities reflected the participation of the target group of 

consultants as active partners in the research process (collaborative). Following 

this was the modification of the model and the survey instrument. 

After modification of the survey instrument came the involvement of the 

second target groups of academic staff and leaders in the testing of the survey 

instrument. The following stage also involved the participation of academic staff 

and leaders but this time in reviewing the model. In both Stages 4 and 5, the 

review of the model and the survey instrument was put in a real-life situation 

(learning and broader context). This increased the validity of the review, 

especially when the reviews were repeated several times in cycles (cyclic). The 

outcomes of these reviews were analysed and discussed which led to a set of 

changes to be made to improve the eActive model and survey instrument (self 

involvement). Stage 6 involved analysis of the overall study and the reflective 

recommendations for future studies and on the model which were not included in 

this research (self involvement, learning, and broader context). 

3.2.4  Action Research Phases        
The AR period for this thesis spanned the years 2009-2012 through cycles 

shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. The phases indicate the period of time each cycle 

was performed. The initial phase “Phase (0)” included Stages 1, 2 and 3, which 

were the stages leading up to the research proposal. Phase (0) resulted in the initial 

e-Active model and survey instrument. Phase (1) involved the first part of Stage 4 

and included collaboration with the team, shown in Figure 8. At the end of this 

phase, the first version of the e-Active model and the survey instrument were 

refined. In Phase (2), the second part of Stage 4 included pilot testing the survey 

instrument. The outcome of this phase was the modified survey instrument, which 

was Version 2 of the tool. The researcher used this tool in Phase (3), which was 

Stage 5, and involved surveying the academic staff and leaders. At the end of this 

phase, the researcher developed the final version of the e-Active model.   
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3.3   Data Collection Methods 

 Three sets of procedures were used in this study for data collection. First, 

an extensive review of the literature was conducted to identify a set of strategies 

that increase academics’ engagement in e-Learning environments, increase 

motivation and innovation (qualitative data). Second, email was used as a method 

of gathering feedback on the e-Active model from the e-Learning centre 

consultant team members (qualitative data). Third, a survey instrument was used 

to gather data on current behaviour towards the change, attitudes towards the 

change and the eActive model strategies, and to compare the participants’ 

demographic information (quantitative and qualitative data).  

3.3.1  Model Construction 

The researcher chose to use the constant comparative data analysis method 

for building the model. the researcher focused on a comparison of data found in 

the literature which led to the development of categories. This process involved 

searching for relevant data, looking for common themes and patterns from the 

data collected, and establishing relationships among categories (Bremner, 2007). 

The researcher began the data collection process by reviewing the selected 

literature related to: (1) organisational technology transformation models; (2) case 

studies of universities’ strategic plans which involved faculty development and 

human resource management strategies or models; (3) strategies for engaging 
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Send model 
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model  

Figure 8: Collaborate with the team cycle
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academics; (4) factors affecting e-Learning use by academic staff; (5) reflections 

of academic use of e-Learning systems; and (6) recommendations on how to 

motivate academics to use e-Learning. From this literature, the researcher 

gathered technology transformation management strategies that are related to 

engaging academics in e-Teaching (see Chapter 4). The steps used to build the 

model were: (1) find a classification for TTMS concerning facilitating and 

motivating academic staff; (2) collect TTMS from the literature; (3) group the 

strategies according to classification; (4) find a relationship or sequence between 

the strategies; and (5) establish the model and provide detailed explanations on 

procedures and processes.   

Chapter 2 provided a discussion of the process of developing the model, 

while the initial development of the model is presented in Chapter 4. 

3.3.2  Email Discussions 

The second method of data collection involved multiple email exchanges 

between the researcher and the team members over an extended period of time. 

The information in these emails was volunteered by individual participants and 

shared with, viewed and influenced by the team. The reason for choosing this 

method of collaboration was that the researcher was located in Australia and the 

team members were in Saudi Arabia, which meant there was a time difference. 

Emails have been used as a method for collecting qualitative data in recent years 

(Lokman, 2006). According to Lokman (2006), email costs less than telephone or 

face-to-face qualitative data collection; it is easier for inviting a large number of 

geographically dispersed participants; it requires less effort in editing or 

formatting the data before they are processed for analysis; and it eliminates the 

need for synchronous collaboration which allows the researcher and participants 

to respond in their free time. However, the length of data collection, as indicated 

by Lokman, varies and often takes more time than if done synchronously. Lokman 

suggested limiting the number of exchanges to lower the rate of frustration for 

both the researcher and the participants. Therefore, the number of exchanges 

chosen for this study was between 5 and 10 emails sent asking for feedback; 

depending on the kind of feedback received from the participants or until 
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satisfaction was achieved. Another reason for choosing this method was that it 

enabled all participants to communicate by written words, allowing greater time 

for reflection on feedback.  

The steps for this method were as follows:  

1.   All participants were sent an informed consent form providing them 

with detailed information about the research in which they were asked 

to participate and ensuring that they fully understood what the 

participation entailed. 

2. A document that included the eActive model and a description of its 

components was sent to all participants who were asked to send their 

comments on the model.   

3. The researcher modified the model according to the participants’ 

feedback or sent an email explaining any parts that were not clear or 

asked them to explain unclear feedback. 

4. In case of no response from participants, a reminder email was sent 

every 5 days.  

5. The procedure of steps 2-4 were continued until no new suggestions 

for improvement were made to the model or the number of exchanges 

reached the limit of 10. 

The main reason for the email discussion was to refine the eActive model 

to reflect the team’s suggestions. The Delphi process can be used to create shared 

judgment and understanding among a panel of experts (Dick, 2002b). The 

objective of most Delphi applications is exploration of ideas or the production of 

suitable information for decision-making (Gunaydin, 2005; Pruitt, 2009). The 

Delphi method is based on a structured process for collecting and distilling 

knowledge from a group of experts by means of a series of questionnaires 

interspersed with controlled opinion feedback (Adler & Ziglio as cited in 

Gunaydin, 2005). Since the introduction of the Delphi process in 1950, 

researchers have developed variations of the method. Linstone and Turoff (2002) 

captured common characteristics of the Delphi method in this description:   



 

 63 

Delphi may be characterized as a method for structuring a group 

communication process so that the process is effective in allowing 

a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal with a complex problem. 

To accomplish this ‘‘structured communication’’ there is provided: 

some feedback of individual contributions of information and 

knowledge; some assessment of the group judgment or view; some 

opportunity for individuals to revise views; and some degree of 

anonymity for the individual responses. (p.3) 

According to Pruitt (2009), the Delphi process varies greatly across 

numerous applications; however, several key strategies are shared among most 

studies. One of shared components, as pointed out by Pruitt, is the selection of a 

group of strategically selected experts. Pruitt further explained the common 

features of the Delphi process whereby these experts respond individually during 

three or four rounds of refinement to a set of research questions. The researchers 

categorise and group responses after receiving the first round so they collectively 

represent all responses. In the second round, the researchers send to the panel of 

experts the categorised list of responses for their suggested edits, additions or 

deletions. After receiving the second round, the researchers once again review and 

compile the individual responses into categories for each research question. The 

goal, as Pruitt highlighted, is to represent the response of each member of the 

panel. For the third or final round, the researcher asks the members of the panel 

to: “(a) indicate their agreement that the response is associated with the research 

question; and (b) rate the degree of importance (low, moderate, high) for those 

items marked for inclusion” (Pruitt, 2009). A fourth round may be used if general 

consensus is not achieved during round three. Previous research has determined 

that little movement toward consensus is made beyond three or four rounds, 

thereby the process becomes unnecessary and time consuming after that point 

(Linstone & Turoff, 2002). 

While this study did not use a true Delphi technique, it did employ a panel 

of subject matter experts (consultancy team) to refine the eActive model and 

survey instrument items. The technique used in this phase of the study involved 

the use of subject matter experts, who never met face-to-face to provide input, 
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reach agreement, or forecast based on a series of prescribed procedures. In the 

first round, the researcher sent a document that included the eActive model and a 

description of its components with the questions for guidance in providing 

feedback to the team. After receiving the first round responses from all members, 

the researcher analysed the feedback and categorised and grouped the responses to 

represent all responses. Then the researcher sent the members the categorised list 

of suggestions in the second round for approval and further suggestions. After 

receiving the second round, the researcher reviewed the individual responses, 

changed the eActive model and survey instrument according to feedback, and 

prepared for the third round. For the third round, the researcher sent the modified 

eActive model and survey instrument to all the group members and asked them to 

indicate their agreement with the eActive model and asked them to rate the degree 

of importance of the survey instrument items.   

 The email message analysis was applied using themes and a coding 

scheme based on the eActive model. The email messages exchanged between the 

researcher and the team members contained three major themes: eActive model 

phases, the strategies under each phase, and the relationships between the phases. 

The model suggestions data were analysed using a range of themes and codes 

(outlined in Table 14 in Chapter 5). The following four major questions that 

covered the analysis theme were used to guide the team members to provide 

suggestions: 

1. Do you think that the five phases of the eActive model are a good 

classification or do you think the model needs more phases or a 

different classification? (eActive model phases theme) 

2. Under each phase there are a number of technology transformation 

management strategies; do you think these are enough? Please suggest 

more strategies not mentioned. (the strategies under each phase theme) 

3. Do you agree with the relationship between the five phases? Please 

explain. (the relationship between phases theme) 

4. Were the eActive model and the description clear? If you need further 

explanations please do not hesitate to ask.   
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 The team suggestions were coded according to the initial eActive model 

phases, strategies and relationship, and extra coding was added according to the 

participants’ suggestions. After analysing the suggestions the model was refined 

to reflect the suggestions.     

3.3.3  Survey       

3.3.3.1 Population 
The target population for this study was female academic staff in the Saudi 

Arabian universities that were contracted with the e-Learning centre involved in 

this study to train their staff and help them to engage in e-Teaching environments. 

The accessible population for this study was academic staff members from 

universities in the Riyadh region. The reason behind selecting the Riyadh region 

was convenient access to them, as the researcher used to live in that region and 

could easily converse with the university to help obtain a suitable response rate.  

3.3.3.2 Research Sample 
Due to the limited time and funds, this study was conducted based on a 

sample representative of the target population (Table 3). The institutions that 

participated in this study were kept anonymous at the institutions’ requests.  The 

study used a convenience sampling technique as it included participants who were 

available and willing to participate in the study. Table 3 presents a summary of the 

participating institutions. 

Table 3: Saudi higher education institution that participated in the survey 
Higher Education Institution Academic Population Sample 

1. University A 923 300 

2. University B 2247 200 

3. University C 1190 200 

4. Total 4360 700 

All the participants were females. They included Saudis and non-Saudis; 

they were professors, associate professors and assistant professors (PhD holders), 

lecturers (MA holders), and teaching assistants (BA holders). Participation in this 

study was on a voluntary basis and every participating academic staff was sent 

either a hard copy of the survey by the researcher or was informed via email of the 

online survey version. Participants were given the choice to either participate 



 

 66 

through the paper-based or Web-based survey questionnaire based on their 

convenience and preference.   

3.3.3.3 Instrument 
The purpose of the theory of reasoned action, as explained by Ajzen and 

Fishbein (1980), is to forecast, clarify, and sway people’s actions. Ajzen and 

Fishbein noted that the survey is the most employed method within research 

studies to gather appropriate attitudinal, intentional, and behavioural data. 

Advantages of the survey method include the ability to accommodate large sample 

sizes, the ease of administering and recording questions and answers, and the 

capability of utilising advanced statistical analysis (Coleman & Briggs, 2002; 

Crowther & Lancaster, 2009). The use of a quantitative design provides the ability 

to identify the nature of the relationship between variables (Crowther & 

Lancaster, 2009).  

The survey instrument in this study used TRA to predict if academic staff 

will accept the eActive model and predict if the eActive model will motivate 

academic staff to actively engage in e-Teaching. It provided further evaluation to 

the eActive model by involving academic staff to provide their feedback on the 

eActive strategies.    

3.3.3.4 Survey Questionnaire 
The initial questionnaire, presented in Appendix A, was developed in 

Phase (0) of this study based on the literature review (reported in Chapter 2) and 

the initial eActive model presented in Chapter 4. The initial survey instrument was 

modified two times before actual distribution of the instrument. First, it was 

modified in Phase (1) of this study to reflect the changes made to the eActive 

model after the collaboration with the team of consultants. Second, it was revised 

in Phase (2) of this study by two bilingual experts, and pilot tested and revised by 

a panel of ten experts from the target population who are not participating in the 

actual study. The survey instrument was in two languages (Arabic and English). It 

was also pilot tested online by 204 individuals from the target population who 

were not participating in the actual study. Feedback from the experts and the pilot 

group was used to modify the survey instrument prior to distribution in Phase (3) 

of this study. This increased the validity and reliability of the instrument 
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(Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). The details of the modifications to the survey 

instrument provided in Chapter 5. The final version of the survey is presented in 

Appendix D. 

The survey questions were grouped around four broad dimensions 

concerning technological change management strategies. Three were scales that 

were aligned to the independent and dependent variables of the study, and one 

dimension examined academic staff’s demographic characteristics. The three 

scales were: 

1. Academic staffs’ attitudes towards the change,  

2. Academic staffs’ perceptions of their level of engagement in the 
change, and 

3. Academic staffs’ opinions about the eActive model change strategies.  

The part that measured the academic staff’s attitudes towards the change 

was mainly developed from studies conducted by Mishra and Panda (2007). The 

researcher developed the remainder of the survey questionnaire based on the 

eActive model.  To address these dimensions, 62 items were incorporated (see 

Table 4). A five-point Likert scale was employed to determine the level of 

engagement (1 = never, 2 = occasionally, 3 = sometimes, 4 = most of the time, 5 = 

always),  the frequency of use (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = 

frequently, 5 = very frequently) or the level of agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 2 

= disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree). For the fourth part a seven-

point Likert scale was employed to determine the level of importance (1 = highly 

unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = slightly unimportant, 4 = neutral, 5 = slightly 

important, 6 = important, 7 = highly important).  

Table 4: Number of items for each survey dimension 

Survey dimensions 
Number 
of items 

Part One: Demographic information 6 

Part Two: Academic staff’s attitudes towards the change  12 

Part Three: Academic staff’s perceptions of their level of engagement in the change 10 

Part Four: Academic staff’s attitudes towards eActive model change strategies:  

A. Awareness and Communication and Involvement  Strategies 16 

B. Support and Empowerment Strategies 10 

C. Evaluation and Improvement Strategies 8 

Total 62 
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The reason behind using a seven-point Likert scale for determining the 

level of importance instead of five-point Likert scale was this part of the survey 

instrument is more important in determining the needs for academic staff. The 

more points the scale have the more precise their measurement (Alwin, 1997).  

Respondents were asked questions seeking demographic information (e.g., 

their institution, age, college, department, and years of service). Demographic data 

enable investigators to: (1) determine whether the respondents were representative 

of their population, (2) make comparisons between demographic groups, and (3) 

make comparisons of respondents against their counterparts nationwide. For the 

second part, the respondents were asked questions concerning their attitudes 

towards the change. Attitude data enable investigators to: (1) determine whether 

the respondents have positive or negative attitudes, (2) make comparisons of 

respondents who have positive attitudes, and (3) make comparisons of 

respondents with positive attitude against those who have negative attitudes.    

There were also other questions concerning respondents’ engagement in 

the change. Some questions indicated involvement in the change, which was 

measured by technology transformation strategies they have experienced and the 

level of engagement with that strategy. Other questions indicated how effective 

their engagement was in using e-Teaching environments and integrating them in 

their teaching by asking how long they had used e-Teaching environments in 

teaching, how many technologies they had integrated in regular teaching, and how 

frequently these technologies were integrated. Level of engagement data enable 

investigators to: (1) determine whether the respondents have experienced the 

change, (2) make comparisons of respondents who have experienced the change, 

and (3) make comparisons of experienced respondents against those who did not 

have an experience.  

This study was designed to use the survey instrument to investigate the 

strategies that would motivate academic staff to actively engage in e-Teaching. 

The dependent (criterion) variable was to engage in the change to use e-Teaching 

by academic staff. The independent (predictor) variables were: (1) the attitudes of 

academic staff towards the technological transformation strategies; (2) the 
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attitudes of academic staff towards the engagement in the change; (3) the 

academic staff demographic variables (age, academic department, academic 

position, nationality, country of graduation, and years of teaching experience). 

Two versions of the survey were used: (1) a Web-based version, and (2) a 

paper-based version. For the Web-based survey, an email was sent to each 

participant with a link to the survey. Three reminders were sent (one every five 

days). Those who completed the online survey were informed not to participate in 

the paper-based one. One month after the distribution of the Web-based survey, 

participation was closed. Those who did not participate in the Web-based survey 

were asked to participate in the paper-based one distributed by the researcher to 

their offices.  

A list of all participants’ e-mails was generated automatically when the 

participants opens the web-based survey. To make sure there was no duplicate 

participation, both surveys included an email field that was filled in by the 

participant which was used as a code. The paper-based surveys included an 

envelope with the code field to be filled in by the participant and to be used to put 

the survey in when completed and return it to the department secretary for the 

researcher to pick up. To ensure the confidentiality of individual responses, the 

field of e-mail addresses was stored in a different sheet with different order and is 

not linked in any way with the individual responses and for the paper-based 

surveys the envelopes were destroyed.  Once a match was found in the code with 

a submitted Web-based survey, the paper-based one was discarded.  

An informed consent paragraph was placed at the front of both surveys 

(paper-based and Web-based versions). This informed consent paragraph provided 

participants with detailed information about the research in which they had been 

asked to participate and ensured that they fully understood what participation 

entailed. 

3.3.3.5 Survey Data Analysis 
Content validity analysis was used for the pilot study feedback. The pilot 

study survey results and the actual data collected from the survey were coded and 

analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software and 



 

 70 

Microsoft Excel. Data from the pilot study and actual data were analysed for 

reliability by using the Cronbach-Alpha coefficient. For the actual data validity, 

factor analysis was used; and for the construct validity principal-component 

analysis was used. Descriptive statistics (frequency distributions, percentages, 

means, and standard deviations) were also computed. 

3.4   Ethical Considerations 

As required by Griffith University, a Request for Ethical Clearance form 

was filed in (MGT/13/09/HREC), including information about the project 

significance and method. As a result, an ethical clearance was given (see 

Appendix B). For Phase (2) of the study, an informed consent letter was sent to all 

participants. By replying to the email, the participants agreed to participate. For 

Phases (3) and (4) of the study, a cover page was added to the survey explaining 

the informed consent and it indicated that by completing the survey the 

participants agreed to participate in the study. The participants in all three phases 

were advised that the information would be used in a doctoral dissertation and 

subsequently in professional distribution, but that only aggregate data would be 

reported. Thus, the anonymity of each participant was preserved. The informed 

consent letters also included an explanation of the study and the voluntary nature 

of the response. 

The study did not refer to participants in any way in which they could be 

personally identified. Data collected from a web-based survey is owned by the 

researcher and stored in hard drive storage and deleted from the server. In Phase 

(2), the names of the team members were anonymous unless they requested to use 

their real names. All data, qualitative and quantitative, electronic or paper-based 

were locked in a metal filing cabinet and discarded in a timely fashion as dictated 

by the terms of the ethical clearance process.  

3.5   Researcher’s Role 

    Due to my previous experience in the field of higher education 

technological transformation management through Master’s thesis around the 

same subject, I was welcomed and invited by the executive manager of the e-
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Learning centre to participate with a consultancy team from the centre to propose 

a facilitation model for the participating universities. The data collection was done 

through phases with different participants and different methods to reduce bias 

and maintain objectivity. The role I played differed in Phase (1) from Phases (2) 

and (3). In Phase (1), I played the role of a consultant within a team of 

consultants. I provided my proposed solution to the problem of active engagement 

and discussed it with the rest of the team. Then I analysed the feedback and 

modified the solution. My background heightened my comfort level with 

proposing the eActive model. I remained unbiased and objective during this phase 

by highly valuing the team members’ individual participation. I valued my own 

autonomy; however, I gave the team full involvement in the contribution of 

refining the eActive model to accord to the team members the same autonomy as 

my own.  

In Phases (2) and (3), I collected numerical data and factual information 

through the administration of a survey and employed standard procedures to check 

the validity and reliability of the instrument. In Phase (2), feedback on the survey 

instrument helped me refine the instrument before launching it to collect data. The 

statistical data were analysed in Phase (3) by me to modify the proposed model 

and gain further acceptance of the model. I remained unbiased and objective, as 

well, during these phases by valuing all individual feedback. In Phase (2), I gave 

full attention to the participants’ feedback in refining the survey instrument. In 

reporting the results in Phase (3), I provided both negative and positive feedback; 

however, I highlighted the majorities’ opinions and gave it higher weight in 

evaluating the eActive model.  

3.6   Feasibility of the Study          

I was supported by the executive manager of an e-Learning centre that was 

providing consultancy in engaging academic staff in e-Teaching for many 

universities in Saudi Arabia. One of these universities supported the researcher 

through a scholarship to study in Australia. The executive manager welcomed the 

researcher to work with a team of consultants in the centre to develop the eActive 

model. The team members also provided their willingness to participate. 
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Access to the academic staff’s contact information was easily obtained 

through connections with the administrators in the e-Learning centre. the 

researcher was granted permission to gather information from the academic staff 

and provided some assistance as needed to conduct the project, as the findings 

were seen to be of importance to all the universities getting help from the centre as 

well as the university where the researcher was employed.     

3.7   Chapter Summary 

The study used an AR approach through three data collection methods. 

The first was a review of the literature to develop the initial version of the eActive 

model. The second was email exchange as a means of collaborating with a team of 

consultants to refine the eActive model. The third was a descriptive survey 

method to determine the motivational strategies according to academic staff 

attitudes. This helped to refine the eActive model in its final version for this study. 

This chapter presented the methodology and data collection approaches that were 

used in this study. The analytical strategy for this study integrated several 

approaches: (1) constant comparative data analysis method for constructing the 

initial eActive model and survey; (2) analysis of themes and codes based on the 

eActive model for the email collaboration; (3) content validity analysis was used 

for the pilot study feedback; (4) the pilot study survey results and the actual data 

collected from the survey were coded and analysed using the SPSS software and 

Ms Excel; (5) data from the pilot study and actual data were analysed for 

reliability by using the Cronbach-Alpha coefficient; (6) factor analysis was used 

for the actual data validity, and principal-component analysis was used for the 

construct validity; and (7) descriptive statistics (frequency distributions, 

percentages, means, and standard deviations) were computed. 
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CHAPTER 4: eActive Model Construction 

4.1   Introduction 

The aim of this study was to propose a facilitation model that encourages 

active engagement in e-Teaching. In this chapter, the initial phase of the study is 

presented. This phase dealt with the construction of the initial eActive model. The 

eActive model suggests strategies to motivate academic staff to be engaged 

effectively in the technological transformation their institution is facing and to 

continue to innovate in e-Teaching. An extensive review of the literature was 

conducted with constant comparative data analysis to identify technological 

transformation strategies that increase engagement in e-Teaching, and increase 

motivation and innovation. The identified facilitation strategies were categorised 

in five initial groupings: awareness; communication and involvement; support; 

empowerment; and evaluation and improvement.  

TTMS were gathered from the literature related to: (1) organisational 

technology transformation models; (2) case studies of universities’ strategic plans 

which involved faculty development and human resource management strategies 

or models; (3) strategies for engaging academics; (4) factors affecting e-Learning 

use by academic staff; (5) reflections on academic use of e-Learning systems; and 

(6) recommendations on how to motivate academics to use e-Learning. The 

literature review outlined in Chapter 2 provided the basis for this chapter as well 

as a discussion on how these strategies could motivate staff. In this chapter, the 

steps in constructing the eActive model and the first draft of the model are 

discussed.  

In this chapter, five steps were involved in constructing the eActive model: 

(1) find a classification for TTMS concerning the facilitation and motivation of 

academic staff; (2) collect TTMS from the literature; (3) group the strategies 

according to classification; (4) find a relationship or sequence between the 

strategies; and (5) establish the model and provide detailed explanations on the 

procedures and processes. These steps are explained in the following sections 

followed by a description of the initial eActive model and the survey items that 

corresponded to the initial eActive model. 
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4.2    Classification for TTMS 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Kotter and Cohen (2002) identified eight steps 

for successful change (see Table 5). These steps are proposed for general change 

in an organisation. Smith (2005a) included these steps in the four key aspects he 

identified for managing the people-side of organisational change (see section 2.4.3 

Technological Transformation Management Strategies). Uys (2009) highlighted 

the eight dimensional change model used by CSU during the implementation of 

an LMS which was based on Kotter and Cohen (2002) and Synnot (2007). He 

explained these dimensions as: (1) dealing with people issues by addressing the 

academic staff’s concerns, needs and perceptions for changing their attitudes and 

ensuring ownership by academic staff; (2) ensuring that a sense of urgency is 

created and maintained; (3) guiding the change process collaboratively; (4) 

creating alignment with university goals; (5) communicating the vision and 

change; (6) empowering people and removing  barriers; (7) achieving short-term 

wins, which was through pilots and front runners who started to use the system in 

innovative ways; and (8) consolidating performance improvement and continuing 

the professional development programme.  

By comparing and contrasting these studies, the researcher developed an 

initial classification for strategies that can be used to facilitate and motivate 

academic staff to effectively engage and to continue to innovate in e-Teaching. 

The strategies can be divided into five key groups: (1) awareness strategies; (2) 

communication and involvement strategies; (3) support strategies; (4) 

empowerment strategies; and (5) evaluation and improvement strategies. In the 

following paragraphs, the process of searching for the relevant data and looking 

for common themes to categorise the strategies from the literature is discussed.   

The first group of identified strategies is awareness strategies. In the eight 

steps proposed by Kotter and Cohen (2002), the creation of an increased sense of 

urgency is the first step. In the context of the present study, this step involves 

showing academic staff the need for change through spreading awareness. Smith 

(2005a) also explained that to achieve the first proposed key aspect, which is 

creating readiness for change, a sense of the need and urgency for change should 
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be created. In addition, the second dimension in the CSU change model was to 

ensure a sense of urgency was created and maintained, which can be achieved 

through awareness strategies as well (Uys, 2009). These strategies involve 

spreading the importance of change and explaining why the organisation is going 

to implement it. The common theme they share is spreading awareness.  

Table 5: Eight steps for successful large scale change (J. P. Kotter & Cohen, 2002) 

Step Action New Behaviour 

1 Increase urgency People start telling each other, 
“Let’s go, we need to change 
things!” 

2 Build the guiding team A group powerful enough to guide 
a big change is formed and they 
start … [working] together well. 

3 Get the vision right The guiding team develops the 
right vision and strategy for the 
change effort. 

4 Communicate for buy-in People begin to buy into the 
change, and this shows in their 
behaviour. 

5 Empower action More people feel able to act, and 
do act, on the vision. 

6 Create Short-term wins Momentum builds as people try to 
fulfil the vision, while fewer and 
fewer resist change. 

7 Don’t let up People make wave after wave of 
changes until the vision is 
fulfilled. 

8 Make change stick New and winning behaviour 
continues despite the pull of 
tradition, turnover of change 
leaders, etc. 

The second group of strategies is communication and involvement 

strategies. The fourth step for successful large-scale change proposed by Kotter 

and Cohen (2002) is communicating for buy-in. Smith’s (2006a) third proposed 
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key aspect was communicating, sharing information and involving people in the 

decision-making for the change; and communicating the vision and change was 

the fifth dimension in the CSU change model (Uys, 2009). The common theme in 

this group is that change can be achieved through communication and 

involvement strategies.  

The third group of strategies relate to support. The second step proposed 

by Kotter and Cohen (2002) is building the guiding team that provides support for 

change. Smith (2006b) explained that in order to achieve his fourth proposed key 

aspect, namely, getting the change to stick and take root, the organisation needs to 

provide support for those individuals who are changing. Similarly, the eighth 

dimension in the CSU change model highlighted by Uys (2009) includes 

continuing professional development, while the first dimension includes 

addressing the academic staff’s needs, both of which mean providing support. The 

common theme here is that change can be achieved by using support strategies.    

The fourth group of strategies relate to empowerment. In the steps 

proposed by Kotter and Cohen (2002), the fifth step is empowering action. Smith 

(2005a) explained that involving people in the change effort means empowering 

them, and this was his proposed first key aspect of change. Similarly, the first 

dimension of the CSU change model (Uys, 2009) includes ensuring ownership by 

academic staff, the third dimension involves collaborative guidance and the sixth 

dimension is empowering people. The common theme in this group is that change 

can be achieved by using empowerment strategies.   

The fifth group of strategies relates to evaluation and improvement. As 

Kotter and Cohen (2002) explained, the eighth step is to make the change stick. 

Smith (2006b) proposed that to achieve his fourth proposed key aspect of getting 

change to stick and take root, the organisation needs to follow through, evaluate, 

and learn from what has been achieved. Similarly, the eighth dimension of the 

CSU change model (Uys, 2009) includes consolidation of performance 

improvement. The common theme found here is that change can be achieved 

through the use of evaluation and improvement strategies.  
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Table 6: Academic staff e-Teaching facilitating strategies from change management 

 

4.3   TTMS from the Literature 

Leadership and management strategies were also gathered from the 

literature, some of which were already discussed in the literature review in 

Chapter 2. These strategies were identified from among: (1) parts, of 

organisational technology transformation models which related to academic 

engagement (Table 6); (2) case studies of universities’ change management 

strategies (Table 7); (3) strategies in engaging academics (); (4) factors affecting 

e-Learning use by academic staff (Table9); (5) reflections on academic use of e-

Learning systems (Table 10); and (6) recommendations for how to motivate 

academics to use e-Learning (Table 11).  

 

Author/s Strategies 

Kotter and Cohen 
(2002) 

 Show academic staff the need for change (increase urgency) 
 Show valid and dramatic evidence from outside the organisation  
 Get the vision right 
 Communicate for buy-in 
 Empower action 
 Create short-term wins 
 Make change stick 

Smith (2005b) 

 Create organisational and individual readiness for change 
 Deal with resistance and reaction to change 
 Communicate, share information and involve people  
 Get change to stick and take root 

Roche et al. 
(2002)  Provide professional development  

Uys (2007) 

 Full involvement and ownership of academic staff  
 Provide workshops  
 Encourage innovation, use of pilot tests to create role models 
 Extend the library with resources in e-Teaching 
 Encourage research in e-Learning by structuring research teams 
 Establish a centre for e-Learning 
 Encourage participation in e-Learning conferences  
 Encourage department meetings on e-Learning 
 Provide training in technology  
 Construct teams to develop e-Teaching materials 
 Recognise the staff’s efforts in the engagement (reward structure) 
 Communicate the vision to the staff 
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Table 7 : Case studies on technological transformation in HEI 

Author/s Strategies 

Covington et al. 
(2005) 

 Establish a unified vision 
 Address the issue of intellectual property and copyright 
 Establish peer support to share experiences, and provide workshops 
 Offer training opportunities with variety of options 
 Assist staff needs  
 Evaluate training and staff performance 

Latchem et al. 
(2008) 

 Provide training 
 Provide project funding 
 Recognise efforts by rewards 
 Develop policies 
 Have a clear vision 
 Establish an e-Learning centre  

Parchoma 
(2007) 

 Promote effective research studies 
 Consider intellectual property 
 Provide project funding 
 Provide project management support 
 Provide instructional designers and information technologists  

Sharpe et al. 
(2006) 

 Support staff through project funding 
 Reward efforts of staff participation  
 Ensure staff ownership  
 Make middle management aware of staff successful engagement 
 Encourage a pedagogical framework for engaging with e-Learning  
 Suggest roles of e-Learning champions  
 Provide learning technologists managed by the champion  
 Encourage to develop, publish and maintain each school’s own strategy 
 Evaluate innovations 
 Establish and plan staff development  
 Build supportive communities for innovators   

Sheehy et al. 
(2006) 

 Appoint staff to lead and support e-Learning implementation 
 Allocate resources 
 Provide competitive funds to support teaching innovation projects 
 Provide training and development of staff in groups and individually  
 Establish an e-Learning development and research group 
 Recognise e-Learning workload and achievements 

Taylor (2003) 

 Communicate the change with staff 
 Perform a gap analysis to determine staff needs 
 Provide one-to-one support in change 
 Establish teams to provide support in the curriculum design 
 Develop online discussion groups for staff to discuss and reflect  
 Develop an efficient mechanism for storing and sharing information  
 Provide examples of effective online teaching and learning 
 Evaluate and provide reports on online innovations or references 

Uys (2009) 

 Address the academic staff’s concerns, needs  and perceptions  
 Ensure ownership by academic staff 
 Ensure that a sense of urgency is created and maintained 
 Use collaborative guidance of the change process 
 Communicate the vision and change 
 Empower people and remove barriers 
 Achieve short-term wins 
 Consolidate performance improvement and continuing PD 
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The identified leadership and management strategies are: (1) establish 

professional development programs (i.e., training, workshops, one-to-one support 

and training); (2) establish teams to conduct projects or research in e-Learning; (3) 

encourage research in e-Teaching and e-Learning projects by providing funding 

and resources; (4) conduct department meetings, seminars and workshops to 

spread awareness on e-Learning and e-Teaching and communicate the change to 

the staff; (5) communicate the vision and establish a unified one; (6) listen to the 

staff’s concerns and use means to collect them (i.e., use surveys to determine 

staff’s needs, and use electronic communication channels); (7) use electronic 

communication channels to spread awareness and communicate the change with 

the staff; (8) assign key people to lead the change (i.e., place motivational leaders, 

suggest roles of e-Learning champions, establish a centre for e-Learning and 

provide educational technologists (or instructional designers and information 

technologists),  media  developers  and graphic  artists); (9) develop clear policies 

and ensure their quality; (10) develop an award structure (i.e., recognise effort by 

promoting and advertising, provide competitive funds, and recognise e-Teaching 

workloads); (11) allocate resources for research; (12) provide technical support; 

(13) ensure staff ownership; (14) generate short-term wins through the work being 

done by academic staff; (15) structure evaluation teams to evaluate and provide 

reports on the effectiveness of online innovations or references; (16) ensure that 

academic staff are aware of the achievements, the limitations of these 

achievements and the improvements needed; (17) show academic staff the need 

for change; (18) show valid and dramatic evidence from outside the organisation 

demonstrating that change is required.  

Some of the key strategies gathered from the literature are explained in the 

following paragraphs. These strategies are professional development, establishing 

teams, encouraging research, and evaluation.  
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Table 8: Studies that include strategies in engaging academics 

Author/s Strategies 

Bates  
(2000) 

 Provide just-in-time problem-solving approaches to e-Teaching 
 Provide training by peers 
 Free up time from teaching for formal professional development 
 Provide rewards for improved teaching 
 Address copyright and intellectual property issues 
 Provide technical support 
 Establish an e-Learning centre 
 Provide project funding 

Cummings 
et al. (2005) 

 Assign key people to lead the change 
 Ensure quality and coherence of local policy 
 Establish inter-organisational networks 
 Simplify and clarify the goals and priorities 
 Establish positive patterns of managerial and staff relations 

Elizondo-
Montemayor 
et al. (2008) 

 Involve faculty in decision making and the design of strategies 
 Ensure ownership by staff 
 Establish communities  
 Provide professional development 
 Provide evaluation 
 Provide reward structure 
 Recognise workload 

Kenny  
(2003)  Encourage the use of action research and action learning 

Pfeffer and 
DeVries  
(2007) 

 Provide professional development and training 
 Hire experts for technological and pedagogical support 
 Provide seminars 
 Use electronic means of communication and support 
 Encourage research 
 Allocate resources 
 Provide technical support 

 
   

A central strategy to facilitate and support staff in transformational change 

is professional development (Roche, et al., 2002). Roche et al. (2002) indicated 

that professional developers need to understand the adopted environment in order 

to develop efficient and appropriate approaches that are relevant to the 

transformational change and that support the university’s vision and strategies.  

Professional development can take the form of training classes, seminars, 

workshops, or one-to-one support. These programs represent a variety of 

technologies and show how they can influence certain processes in a positive way 

in the classroom (i.e., presentation, interaction, attention) (Brill & Galloway, 

2007). Instructors can then develop skills that enable them to select “the most 

useful technologies given specific pedagogical goals” (2007, p. 103). 
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Table 9: Studies on factors affecting e-Learning use by academic staff 

Author/s Strategies 

Barton et al. 
(2007) 

 Provide peer support 
 Train peers on mentoring 
 Build social networks to exchange, communicate and encourage e-Teaching 
 Encourage and identify champions in e-Teaching 
 Assign leader with leadership strategies 
 Provide project funding 

Hiltz et al. 
(2007) 

 Provide professional development 
 Recognise workload 
 Provide teams for course design 
 Provide technical support 
 Develop adequate policy 
 Encourage peer support 

MacKeogh 
and Fox  
(2008) 

 Create an awareness of the potential of e-Learning 
 Ensure pedagogical perspective on e-Learning 
 Recognise workload 
 Provide project funding 
 Provide development support and training  

Osika et al. 
(2009) 

 Provide technical support 
 Provide reward structure 
 Enhance quality of e-Teaching  
 Provide examples of good e-Teaching models 
 Provide workshops and seminars 

Panda and 
Mishra  
(2007) 

 Provide training 
 Develop adequate policy 
 Provide instructional designers  
 Provide role models 
 Provide technical support 
 Establish reward structure 
 Recognise workload 
 Allocate resources 
 Provide project funding 
 Encourage peer support 

Creating a course development team is one of the most effective support 

systems for academic staff when they are engaged in e-Teaching (Garrison & 

Kanuka, 2004). Garrison and Kanuka (2004) suggested who should comprise the 

team, pointing out that the instructor in the team has the role of the content expert. 

They added that the instructor should have the support of an “instructional 

designer who assists with course design, and a media specialist who assists with 

the technical creation of course materials” (2004, p. 102).  

Action research and action learning processes provide meaningful change 

by involving teachers in reflective activities with peers and can form the basis of 

the management of innovative projects (Kenny, 2003). This can be linked to the 
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organisational management processes, as Kenny (2003) emphasised, to ensure that 

resources and support are provided. He further explained that the mechanisms 

used by the organisation “need to provide freedom for staff to innovate but also 

ensure that learning is documented and shared with those outside of the project 

team” (2003, p. 9).  

Table 10: Studies on reflections on academic use of e-Learning systems  

Author/s Strategies 

Alias and 
Zainuddin  

(2005) 

 Encourage collaborative work 
 Recognise e-Teaching workload 
 Provide professional development 
 Encourage peer support 

Barak  
(2007) 

 Provide professional development 
 Provide resources 
 Provide project funding 
 Encourage collaborative approaches for e-Teaching 

Chang  
(2008) 

 Ensure pedagogical perspective on e-Learning 
 Raise awareness 
 Develop competence in the support of learning 
 Provide staff training and development 

Johnsrud et 
al. (2005) 

 Provide training and development 
 Provide technical support 
 Provide instructional designers and technical specialists 
 Address intellectual property and copyright issues 
 Recognise e-Teaching workload  

West et al. 
(2007) 

 Provide training  
 Encourage peer support 
 Provide technical support 
 Ensure pedagogical perspective 
 Achieve short-term wins  

When it comes to ensuring the effectiveness of staff engagement, 

evaluation strategies are indicated as the best way to ensure that this happens. 

Structuring teams to perform peer reviews and as a means to obtain feedback 

encourages a critical analysis of what works and supports, staff to improve their 

practice (Sharpe, et al., 2006). Evaluation can also ensure that processes are 

quality assured. Such processes include training, programs, workshops, seminars, 

meetings, research, projects, models, communication means, awareness strategies, 

and empowerment strategies.    
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Table 11: Studies on how to motivate academics to use e-Learning  

Author/s Strategies 

Brill and 
Galloway  

(2007) 

 Provide support in using technology 
 Provide workshops across campus 
 Provide examples of good e-Teaching practice 
 Provide project funding 
 Use electronic communication  
 Establish collaborative teams 
 Provide an adequate award structure 

Garrison 
and Kanuka  

(2004) 

 Develop, place, and recognise educational technologists to initiate 
and shape policy and manage change programmes and individuals to 
motivate academic staff to use e-Teaching 

 Develop clear policies to support e-Teaching approaches 
 Promote and advertise e-Teaching 

Shurville et 
al. (2008) 

 Develop, place, and recognise educational technologists to initiate 
and shape policy and manage change programmes 

Thompson  
(2006) 

 Encourage peer mentoring 
 Provide training and support  
 Enable mentors to attend conferences 

Wang  
(2008) 

 Provide staff technical support (i.e., one-to-one support) 
 Provide incentives awards such as teaching awards, extra hourly pay, 

and promotions 
 Provide demonstrations on good courses  
 Provide seminars to share experiences 
 Provide project funding 
 Get feedback from staff 
 Provide help in course design 
 Broadcast the benefits of e-Learning 
 Provide training 
 Allocate e-Learning related information and resources 
 Address copyright issues 
 Have a clear vision and goal 
 Assign leaders who are knowledgeable in e-Learning with good 

leadership strategies 
 Set up teams to plan and implement e-Learning 
 Reduce instructor teaching load 
 Provide e-Learning resources 

There are a number of similarities among the strategies identified in the 

literature. This led to the next step in the research of grouping them into the five 

classifications introduced earlier in section 4.2.  

4.4   Grouping Strategies 

As discussed in section 4.2, the leadership and management strategies 

identified in the literature can be classified into five groups: (1) awareness 

strategies; (2) communication and involvement strategies; (3) support strategies; 

(4) empowerment strategies; and (5) evaluation and improvement strategies.  
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Awareness strategies are those that ensure a sense of urgency is created. 

These strategies include: (1) showing academic staff the need for change; (2) 

showing valid and dramatic evidence from outside the organisation that 

demonstrates change is required; (3) ensuring that academic staff are aware of the 

achievements, the limitations of these achievements and the improvements 

needed; (4) using meetings, seminars, workshops, and research papers to spread 

the awareness; and (5) spreading the awareness through electronic communication 

channels (i.e., online discussion groups, the university’s TV channel, the 

university’s website, and the university’s computer network screen saver). 

Communication and involvement strategies are those that communicate 

with the academic staff the change processes and involve their concerns and 

participation. These strategies include: (1) conducting department meetings on e-

Learning and e-Teaching; (2) communicating the vision and establishing a unified 

vision; (3) listening to the staff’s concerns and providing a means to collect such 

concerns (i.e., using surveys to determine staff’s needs); (4) developing electronic 

communication channels (i.e., online discussion groups, the university’s TV 

channel, the university’s website, and the university’s computer network screen 

saver); and (5) using seminars, workshops, and research papers to communicate 

change to staff.  

Support strategies are those that provide support to academic staff to ease 

their engagement. These strategies include: (1) encouraging and providing 

professional development (i.e., providing opportunities for training, one-to-one 

support in change, and workshops); (2) assigning key people to lead the change 

(i.e., placing motivational leaders, suggesting the roles of e-Learning champions, 

establishing a centre for e-Learning and providing educational technologists (or 

instructional designers and information technologists), media developers and 

graphic artists); (3) developing clear policies and ensuring their quality; (4) 

allocating resources for research; (5) providing technical support; (6) providing 

project funding (i.e., providing opportunities for conducting action research and 

action learning, and encouraging and providing successful role models of e-

Teaching methods); (7) building supportive communities for innovators (i.e., 

structuring teams to research and develop e-Teaching materials, and encouraging 
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each school to develop, publish and maintain their own strategy); and (8) 

encouraging and providing opportunities for e-Learning conferences.  

Empowerment strategies are those that empower academic staff and 

involve them in the change. These strategies include: (1) ensuring staff ownership 

(i.e., full involvement and ownership of academic staff in the design of e-

Teaching); (2) addressing the issue of intellectual property and copyright; (3) 

providing opportunities for academic staff to support their peers by sharing their 

experiences and providing workshops; (4) encouraging a pedagogical framework 

for engaging with e-Learning; (5) generating short-term wins through the work 

being done by academic staff; and (6) developing an awards structure (i.e., 

recognising effort by promoting and advertising, providing competitive funds, and 

recognising e-Teaching workload). 

Evaluation and improvement strategies are those that evaluate the change 

made and provide suggestions for improvement. These strategies include: (1) 

structuring evaluation teams to evaluate and provide reports on the effectiveness 

of online innovations or references; (2) evaluating workshops; (3) evaluating 

training; (4) evaluating staff performance; and (5) evaluating research papers and 

projects. 

4.5   Relationship between Strategy Groups 

The groupings provided above and serve as the stages the academic staff 

could be involved in at any time of his or her engagement in the change. However, 

these steps have a sequential relationship. For example, an academic staff member 

who does not know anything about the change will probably best fit into the first 

step which is the awareness phase. After this person realises the sense of urgency 

for the change, he or she will move to the second step which is the communication 

and involvement phase. Now that the person knows the processes needed in the 

change, he or she will try to be involved in the change. To be involved in the 

change, the person needs some support, which leads that person to go to the next 

phase which is the support phase. After getting the support needed, this person 

will want to be involved in the change and goes to the next phase which is the 

empowerment phase. Now that this person has provided something for the 
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Awareness 

Communication 
and Involvement 

Support Empowerment 

Evaluation and 
Improvement 

change, his contribution needs to be evaluated; this leads this person to move on 

to the evaluation and improvement phase. After suggestions for improvement are 

provided, a sense of urgency for improvement is created which takes the person 

back to the first phase (Figure 9). 

4.6   eActive Model 

To ensure effective academic staff engagement and continuous innovation 

in e-Teaching, higher education institutions need to implement strategies that 

fulfil the academic staff’s needs. These needs are: (1) the need to be aware of the 

urgency for using e-Teaching; (2) the need to be communicated with about the 

change processes and to be involved; (3) the need to be supported; (4) the need to 

be empowered; and (5) the need to be evaluated and improved. 

The eActive model illustrates how to fulfil these needs (see Figure 10). 

Figure 10 also clearly present 26 strategies which are the key to the model and 

survey instrument, which will be discussed in the next section. The first need of 

the academic staff is to be aware of the urgency for the change that their 

institution is embracing. They need to be really convinced that this change is 

necessary. This can be done by showing them why it is needed. Evidence from 

outside the institution can be used to explain how this change has helped other 

institutions. Achievements from inside the institution can also help explain the 

Figure 9: Relationship of Strategy Groupings 
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importance of such change. Nevertheless, the academic staff should be aware of 

the limitations of these achievements and how they can be improved on. There are 

many ways to spread such awareness, for instance through department meetings, 

seminars, workshops, and research papers. There is also the use of the electronic 

means of communication (i.e., the university’s broadcast channel, website, online 

magazine, online discussion groups, email, and computer screen savers).   

 After the academic staff have been made aware of the importance of the 

change, they need to know how they can achieve it and be involved. 

Communicating the process with them and involving them in the plans fulfil this 

need. Conducting department meetings about the change process and paying 

attention to the academic staffs’ concerns is one kind of staff communication and 

involvement. The staff need to know the institution’s vision and be involved in its 

final production. Managers need to listen to staff concerns and needs and provide 

the means to collect them. This could include the use of surveys, discussion 

groups, email, and the university website. The staff communication and 

involvement can also be done by using seminars with questions and answers at the 

end, workshops, and research papers on the change processes.  

After communicating the change process with the staff, the staff will need 

support to engage in the change process. Therefore, the university should provide 

them with professional development programs such as training classes, 

workshops, and one-to-one support on how to use technology in teaching. 

Assigning key people to lead the change with backgrounds in motivating people 

and in technology and teaching could be a great way to support the staff in the 

change process. Moreover, developing a clear policy on e-Teaching would fulfil 

the academic staff’s need to know how the implementation of the technology 

should proceed and what standards need to be followed. The academic staff will 

need resources such as books, journals, and studies on the use of technology in 

teaching, and allocating such resources will fulfil this need. The use of technology 

by academic staff sometimes involves problems that only a technician can fix; 

therefore, providing all-day technical support would help decrease such problems. 

Providing support through project funding will help staff become involved in 

projects related to using technology in teaching and to prepare for these projects. 
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In their engagement in change, academic staff are helped through building 

supportive communities by, for example, structuring teams for research and 

developing e-Teaching materials, or encouraging each school to develop, publish 

and maintain their own strategy. Encouraging and providing opportunities for 

academic staff to participate in e-Learning conferences is another way to provide 

support to those who seek to learn more or want to share what they have found. 

Even though staff may have gained the support they need, some may still 

need to feel empowered in their engagement. Empowerment can be attained 

through ensuring staff ownership (i.e., full involvement and ownership of 

academic staff in the design of e-Teaching). Furthermore, it can be achieved by 

addressing the issue of intellectual property and copyright. This builds trust in the 

staff, as they know that their rights are protected. Empowering academic staff can 

also be achieved by providing them with opportunities to support their peers by 

sharing their experiences and providing workshops. Moreover, encouraging a 

pedagogical framework for engaging with e-Learning is a great means of 

empowerment, because academic staff could be more familiar with pedagogical 

approaches. Further empowerment can be achieved by generating short-term wins 

through the work being done by academic staff. Finally, developing an awards 

structure by recognising effort, promoting and advertising academic staff’s work, 

providing competitive funds for e-Teaching projects and recognising e-Teaching 

workloads will help empower academic staff. 

After the academic staff become involved in producing materials related to 

e-Teaching, they need to know if these are effective and how they can be 

improved, which helps ensure the effectiveness of the staff’s engagement in e-

Teaching. This need can be achieved by implementing the evaluation and 

improvement strategies which evaluate the change made and provide suggestions 

for improvement. Structuring evaluation teams to evaluate and provide reports on 

the effectiveness of online innovations or references is one strategy that can help 

ensure effective engagement. Evaluating workshops and training ensures that the 

professional development provided is adequate to academic needs. Evaluating 

staff performance and evaluating research papers and projects also ensures 

effective engagement. 
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Evaluation and 
Improvement 

 Structure evaluation teams 

 Evaluate workshops 

 Evaluate training 

 Evaluate staff performance 

 Evaluate resources 

 Evaluate research papers 

and projects 

 Provide professional 
development 

 Assign key people to lead  the 
change 

 Develop clear policy 
 Allocate resources 
 Provide technical support 
 Provide project funding 
 Build supportive communities 
 Hold e-Learning conferences 

 

 Ensure staff ownership 
 Address intellectual property 

and copyright issues 
 Encourage peer support and 

workshop provision 
 Use a pedagogical framework 
 Generate short-term wins 
 Develop an awards structure 

 

 Conduct department meetings 
 Communicate the vision 
 Listen to staff concerns and 

provide means to collect them 
 Develop electronic 

communication channels 
 Use seminars, workshops, 

and research papers as 
means of communication 

 Show the need for change 

 Show evidence from outside 

 Ensure achievements, limitations, 

improvement awareness 

 Use meetings, seminars, workshops, 

and research papers 

 Use of electronic communication 

Figure 10: eActive model 
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In conclusion, the eActive model provides guidance for any HEI seeking 

to engage its staff in change through the provision of new means of teaching, 

especially the use of technology in teaching. This model can ensure effective 

academic engagement and continued innovation when combined with quality 

assurance of its phases. This quality assurance can be achieved through evaluating 

the strategies used as well as the staff’s participation. The cyclic flow of the model 

determines the stages a person might go through during the engagement in the 

change. However, the provision of such strategies is not connected to time phases. 

All of the strategies need to be provided simultaneously to make sure that all 

academic staff’s needs are met. When an academic staff member is engaging in 

the change, the phase he or she might be in would be one of the phases of the 

eActive circle depending on that person’s needs at that time.   

4.6.1  eActive Model and the Survey Instrument 
The initial survey instrument contains a fourth part that deals with 

opinions about the eActive model strategies. As discussed above, there are five 

groupings of strategies in the eActive model: (1) awareness strategies; (2) 

communication and involvement strategies; (3) support strategies; (4) 

empowerment strategies; and (5) evaluation and improvement strategies. 

Altogether, 26 strategies were included in the initial eActive model. The initial 

survey instrument represented the eActive strategies in 24 items as presented in 

Table 12 and Table 13. 

Table 12: Initial survey items representing the eActive strategies 
 

eActive component Survey item 
Item 
no. 

A
w

ar
en

es
s 

1. Show the need for change 
A good motivation strategy is one that 
shows the need for change. 

1 

2. Show evidence from 
outside 

Providing role models of uses of e-
Teaching encourages engagement. 

2 

3. Ensure achievements, 
limitations, improvement 
awareness 

An academic staff is more encouraged to 
be involved in the change when she is 
aware of the change achievements, 
limitations, and improvements. 

3 

4. Use meetings, seminars, 
workshops, and research 
papers 

Providing meetings, seminars, workshops, 
and research papers for communication 
can encourage engagement in e-Teaching. 

4 

5. Use of electronic 
communication 

Using electronic communication channels 
in communication motivates engagement. 

5 
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Table 13: Initial survey items representing the eActive strategies - continued 

 eActive component Survey item 
Item 
no. 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ic
at

io
n

 a
n

d
 

In
vo

lv
em

en
t 

6. Conduct department 
meetings 

Department meetings on e-Learning are 
very important in increasing engagement. 

6 

7. Communicate the vision 
Being aware of the vision of change 
encourages engagement in e-Teaching. 

7 

8. Listen to staff concerns and 
provide means to collect 
them 

Listening to concerns around the change 
and providing means to collect them 
encourages engagement. 

8 

9. Develop electronic 
communication channels 

Using electronic communication channels 
in communication motivates engagement. 

5 

10. Use seminars, workshops, 
and research papers 

Providing meetings, seminars, workshops, 
and research papers for communication 
can encourage engagement in e-Teaching. 

4 

S
u

p
p

o
rt

 

11. Provide professional 
development 

Providing professional development in e-
Learning encourages change. 

9 

12. Assign key people to lead  
the change 

Having individuals in each department to 
lead and motivate the change encourages 
engagement. 

10 

13. Develop clear policy Developing clear policies to support e-
Teaching encourages engagement. 

11 

14. Allocate resources Extending the library with e-Learning 
resources encourages engagement. 

12 

15. Provide technical support Providing technical support encourages 
effective engagement. 

13 

16. Provide project funding Providing project funding motivates 
involvement in e-Teaching. 

14 

17. Build supportive 
communities 

Constructing teams to develop e-Teaching 
materials encourages engagement. 

15 

18. Hold e-Learning 
conferences 

Holding e-Learning conferences 
encourages engagement. 

16 

E
m

p
o

w
er

m
en

t 

19. Ensure staff ownership Full involvement and ownership of the 
design of change encourages engagement 
in e-Teaching. 

17 

20. Address intellectual 
property and copyright 
issues 

Addressing intellectual property and 
copyright issues encourages participation 
in the change. 

18 

21. Encourage peer support and 
workshop provision 

Encouraging peer support and workshop 
provision motivates participation. 

19 

22. Use a pedagogical 
framework 

Using a pedagogical framework in the 
change encourages participation in the 
change. 

20 

23. Generate short-term wins Generating short term wins in the change 
increases the involvement in those wins. 

21 

24. Develop an awards 
structure 

Recognising staff efforts in engagement by 
providing rewards encourages 
engagement. 

22 

E
va

lu
at

io
n

 a
n

d
 

Im
p

ro
ve

m
en

t 

25. Structure evaluation teams Structuring evaluation teams increases the 
effectiveness of evaluation and increases 
the engagement rate. 

23 

26. Evaluate workshops, 
training, staff performance, 
resources, research papers 
and projects 

Continuous evaluation of workshops, 
training, staff performance, resources, 
research papers and projects increases the 
trustworthiness of these and increases the 
engagement rate.   

24 
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Each strategy in the eActive model was represented with an item in the 

initial survey (there were a few strategies that were represented with the same 

item). Using traditional communication methods to spread the awareness and 

using traditional communication methods for communication and involvement 

were represented by one item in the survey which was item 4 “Providing 

meetings, seminars, workshops, and research papers for communication 

encourage engagement in e-Teaching”. Similarly, using electronic communication 

channels to spread the awareness and using electronic communication channels 

for communication and involvement were represented by one item in the survey 

which was item 5 “Using electronic communication channels in communication 

motivates engagement”. In both cases, the intention was to indicate which method 

was preferred to be used according to academic staff’s preference either for 

spreading the awareness or for communication and involvement.  

4.7   Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, the development of the initial phase of this study was 

presented through an overview of the eActive model and the corresponding items 

in the initial survey instrument. An extensive review of the literature was 

conducted with constant comparative data analysis to identify technological 

transformation strategies that increase engagement in e-Teaching, and increase 

motivation and innovation. Five initial groupings were given to the facilitating 

strategies: awareness; communication and involvement; support; empowerment; 

and evaluation and improvement. The final result of the initial phase was the 

identification of twenty-six strategies in the eActive model, represented in twenty-

four items in the survey. The following chapter discusses the findings of the first 

and second evaluation cycles of the eActive model and survey instrument.  

 

 

  



 

 93 

CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS 

5.1   Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to develop the eActive model to engage 

academic staff in e-Teaching. This development was accomplished by reviewing 

the literature (see Chapters 2 and 4), discussing the initial model with a team of 

consultants from an e-Learning centre in Saudi Arabia through email, and 

determining a sample of academic staff’s attitudes towards the model. The 

determination of academic staff’s attitudes is based on a survey that was pilot 

tested before launching.  

This chapter presents the analysis of the team discussion emails (Phase 1), 

the pilot testing of the survey instrument (Phase 2), and the results of the survey 

instrument (Phase 3). It also explains the first modifications on the survey 

instrument and the model (Version 1) as a result of the team discussion emails 

(first evaluation cycle) and the second modification of the survey instrument 

(Version 2) as a result of the pilot testing (second evaluation cycle for survey 

instrument).  

5.2   Team Collaboration Data Analysis (Phase 1) 

In the initial phase, Phase (0) of this study, the researcher carried out an 

extensive review of the literature presented in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 to initially 

develop the eActive model, presented in Chapter 4, and the survey instrument that 

was based on the eActive model, described in Chapter 3. In the first phase, Phase 

(1) of this study, the researcher contacted the consultancy team through email 

message exchange for the first evaluation of the eActive model and survey 

instrument which are further described in this section. The email discussion data 

collection method was based on a Delphi-like process of three rounds. In the first 

round, all the team members were provided with a document that described the 

eActive model and its components, and the email included four questions to 

provide guidance in feedback provision. These questions were: 

1. Do you think that the eActive model’s five phases are a good classification 
or do you think it needs more phases or a different classification? 
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2. Under each phase there are number of technology transformation 
management strategies; do you think these are accurate enough? Please 
suggest more strategies not mentioned. 

3. Do you agree with the relationship between the five phases? Please explain. 

4. Were the eActive model and the description clear? If you need further 
explanations please do not hesitate to ask. 

During the first round of data collection process, the researcher received 

all responses on the four questions, and analysed their feedback in the email 

messages by using the themes and codes based on the eActive model outlined in 

Table 14. Those themes were the phases of the eActive model, the strategies under 

each phase and the relationship between the phases.  

In the second round, the researcher sent the team members the categorised 

list of suggestions for approval and further suggestions. After receiving all the 

team members’ feedback, the researcher reviewed the individual responses and 

modified the eActive model and survey instrument according to the round one and 

round two suggestions. Finally, in round three, all the team members were sent the 

modified eActive model and were asked to indicate their agreement on the model. 

All team members were also asked to rate the degree of importance of the eActive 

items in the survey instrument.    

Five members from the e-Learning centre agreed to participate in the 

study; however, only feedback from three members was analysed. The other two 

members provided their agreement with the model and survey instrument from the 

beginning and did not have any suggestions to add. None of the team members 

had a problem with the clarity of the eActive model or its description.  

Email messages were exchanged three times before reaching the desired 

model. In the following sections, the description of participants, findings for 

question one, findings for question two, findings for question three and Version 1 

of the model and survey instrument are provided. The findings of the email 

questions were based on the first and second rounds of the email exchange. The 

modified versions of the eActive model and survey items were based on the 

results of all three rounds. 



 

 95 

Table 14: Email code and themes 
Original eActive Components 

Suggestions 
Phases Strategies Relationship 

Awareness  Show the need for change 
 Show evidence from 

outside 
 Ensure achievements, 

limitations, improvement 
awareness 

 Use meetings, seminars, 
workshops, and research 
papers 

 Use of electronic 
communication 

Sequence circular 
relationship:  
 
Evaluation and 
Improvement  
 
Awareness   
 
Communication  
and Involvement 

 Ensure awareness 
of challenges and 
providing solutions 
is needed to be 
added to the 
awareness 
strategies. 

 Awareness is 
needed before 
communication and 
involvement, 
support, and 
empowerment.  

 Communication and 
involvement, 
support, and 
empowerment 
better put under 
one stage as three 
separate 
components. 

 Communication and 
involvement, 
support, and 
empowerment 
interact with each 
other 

 Strategies better 
represented 
numbered to show 
which ones have 
higher priority. 

 Evaluation and 
improvement are 
better represented 
as two separate 
components of one 
stage. 

 Need to add 
strategies for 
improvement. 

 Structure quality 
standard as an 
evaluation strategy. 

 Evaluation and 
Improvement 
needed after all 
components of 
stage two. 

Communication  
and 
Involvement 

 Conduct department 
meetings 

 Communicate the vision 
 Listen to staff concerns and 

provide means to collect 
them 

 Develop electronic 
communication channels 

 Use seminars, workshops, 
and research papers as 
means of communication 

Sequence circular 
relationship:  
 
Awareness  
 
Communication  
and Involvement 
   
 
Support 

Support  Provide professional 
development 

 Assign key people to lead  
the change 

 Develop clear policy 
 Allocate resources 
 Provide technical support 
 Provide project funding 
 Build supportive 

communities 
 Hold e-Learning 

conferences 

Sequence circular 
relationship: 
  
Communication  
and Involvement 
  
 
Support    
 
Empowerment 

Empowerment  Ensure staff ownership 
 Address intellectual 

property and copyright 
issues 

 Encourage peer support 
and workshop provision 

 Use a pedagogical 
framework 

 Generate short term wins 
 Develop an award structure 

Sequence circular 
relationship:  
 
Support  
  
Empowerment 
 
 
Evaluation and 
Improvement 

Evaluation and 
Improvement 

 Structure evaluation teams 
 Evaluate workshops 
 Evaluate training 
 Evaluate staff performance 
 Evaluate resources 
 Evaluate research papers 

and projects 

Sequence circular 
relationship: 
  

Empowerment   
 
Evaluation and 
Improvement   
 
Awareness  
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5.2.1  Description of Participants 

Team member L: Member L had three years of experience in the field of e-

Learning. She had helped many instructors use e-Teaching environments either by 

training them, providing examples of ideas and helping them grasp the power of 

technology in the eyes of the students (young generation). She was in her first 

year of working with the centre when the researcher contacted her. the 

researcher’s first email contact with Member L was explaining to her the 

background of the study and why she was selected to participate. Member L 

confirmed that she was willing to participate and was eager to share her expertise 

as a consultant in the e-Learning centre and provide feedback on the eActive 

model.     

Team member M: Member M had a total of nine years of experience in e-

Learning, six of which were as an instructor in a Saudi university and three years 

in the e-Learning centre. She used e-Learning when she was teaching in the 

university. She was also involved in the design and preparation of a variety of 

workshops. These workshops had introduced and explained e-Learning and its 

tools to academic staff in Saudi universities. She provided her own work as an 

example and the work of others, in addition to a vast number of free e-Learning 

tools that were available. She also was involved in the launch of a Wiki in Arabic 

which was a part of the workshop. The aim of this Wiki was to spread examples 

in e-Learning and benefit from them. At the e-Learning centre she worked as a 

consultant, the manager of the women’s section of the centre and the supervisor of 

the training programs provided by the centre for Saudi academic staff. She was 

the first member the researcher contacted and she welcomed the researcher and 

provided the researcher with all the other contacts. 

 Team member R: Member R had 6 years experience in e-Learning. She 

was among the first who used Blackboard® LMS in King Saud University. She 

also provided a seminar on her experience. She had carried out PhD research on 

the challenges of blended learning in Saudi Arabian universities.  

Team member A: Member A had a total of five years’ experience in e-

Learning. Two years of this e-Learning experience were as an instructor in a 
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Saudi university and three years in the e-Learning centre. He used e-Learning 

when he was teaching in the university. He was also involved in the preparation of 

a variety of e-Learning designs. These designs were developed to provide role 

models for academic staff in Saudi universities.  

Team member B: Member B had three years experience in e-Learning. She 

was among the first who used Blackboard® in King Saud University. She also 

provided training courses on using the Jusor® and Blackboard® systems.  

Overview of Participants: The five participants had been working as 

consultants at the e-Learning centre for three years except for Member L and 

Member B. Member L and Member B were in their first year when the researcher 

began contacting them. All members had been involved in many activities related 

to engaging academic staff in e-Teaching, one of which was training academic 

staff and providing workshops. They also were among the first in their 

universities to use e-Teaching environments in their teaching. They encouraged 

their students to be involved in e-Learning environments. They all were highly 

supportive and three of the members provided good feedback for the eActive 

model. The feedback from the members in the first and second rounds is 

highlighted in the following discussion of the findings related to the four email 

questions. 

5.2.2  Findings for Question One 

Do you think that the eActive model’s five phases are a good classification or do 
you think it needs more phases or a different classification? 

The discussion between the team members and the researcher in the first 

and second rounds revealed the need to separate the evaluation and improvement 

phase. Member L and Member R mentioned that usually what happens is that 

evaluation is done but the improvement that is based on the evaluation fails. 

Separating them will provide a better structure. This would give us a total of six 

phases instead of five. Detailed implementation of the improvement is important 

in order for the implementation of the change to succeed. The team agreed that 

they needed to be separated. 
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5.2.3  Findings for Question Two 

Under each phase there are number of technology transformation management 
strategies; do you think these are enough? Please suggest more strategies not 
mentioned. 

Overall, the strategies were well formed; however, the team suggested 

some minor modifications. Member L suggested that the eActive model needed to 

show the priority of the strategies under each phase. To do so, she suggested 

numbering the bullets under each step and after the survey these numbers can be 

changed according to the academic staff’s majority choice of preferred strategies. 

All other members agreed with her suggestion and thought it would give the 

survey more structure and enable the eActive model to be custom-fit for any 

organisation.  

Since Member R had done a recent project on the challenges that might 

face academic staff in using blended learning, she suggested an addition to the 

awareness strategies relating to the awareness of the challenges and how to 

overcome them. This would help the academic staff have an idea about what to 

expect as obstacles in the engagement and to ensure that there was always a 

solution for it. This approach would ease the engagement. All team members 

agreed to this suggestion and this strategy was added. 

Member M suggested the addition of a strategy in the evaluation phase to 

reach the devoted, hardworking and effective users of the e-Teaching 

environment. This could help in empowering them by encouraging them to be 

involved in sharing their success; for example, developing standards for effective 

use of the e-Teaching environment. Those who reached a high standard would be 

selected as good role models. All team members thought that this strategy was a 

good idea and it was added to the model. 

5.2.4  Findings for Question Three 

Do you agree with the relationship between the five phases? Please explain. 

The relationship theme was the topic of most of the team discussions. It 

was changed using the very helpful suggestions. It was the only part that confused 

some of the team members. All team members agreed that the way the phases 
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interacted needed more thought. Putting them in a sequential circular relationship 

did not show how the phases supported each other. For example, as Member M 

pointed out, the awareness phase could be the first step to providing the awareness 

of the communication and involvement, the awareness of support and the 

awareness of empowerment. Showing them with three arrows moving from the 

awareness to the three other phases would be a better representation, as Member L 

suggested. This would suggest that the first stage would usually be the awareness 

stage.  

All the team members pointed out evaluation also needs to be done for 

communication and improvement, for support and for empowerment. Therefore, 

having an arrow coming out from each of the three stages to the evaluation would 

be a better way to show their interaction, which was Member L’s suggestion. 

After the evaluation comes the improvement step. Both the evaluation and the 

improvement steps are parts of the final stage. These steps are the responsibility of 

the management, as Member L pointed out. This ensures the quality of the other 

steps.   

Member L suggested that the communication and improvement phase, 

support phase and empowerment phase need more focus and therefore it would be 

better to place them in the middle. Member L further explained that these three 

components are treated as one stage which will be stage two.  There will be a lot 

of interaction between them and the success of how they interact determines the 

success of the whole process. Member M and Member R thought this would be a 

good way to ensure stage one would be prior to the three components of stage 

two, and stage three would be prior to the components of stage two.  

Overall, the team members did not understand the reason for the sequential 

circular relationship. They suggested changing it into stages with components in 

each stage and a lot of interactions between the stages and components. In round 

three, all team members agreed with the newer version of the eActive model (see 

Figure 11) which reflected their suggestions. Detailed descriptions (as here 

already given an overview) of the modifications of the eActive model and the 

survey instrument items are provided in the following sections. 



 

 

Figure 11: eActive model Version 1
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5.2.5  eActive Model after First Modifications 

The eActive model (Figure 10) was changed (see Figure 11) to reflect the 

suggestions made by the team members in the first and second rounds. First, the 

number of components was increased to six components from five. That was a 

result of separating the evaluation and improvement strategies. The improvement 

strategies were put in a separate step to ensure a following-up of evaluation. Both 

components were placed in one stage of the model which became Stage 3. New 

strategies were added to this stage. The evaluation included a strategy of using 

quality standards and developing an evaluation strategy. The improvement 

component included structuring guidelines for improvement according to 

evaluation, needing awareness according to subjects raised in evaluation, and 

following-up improvement.   

The communication and involvement, support, and empowerment 

strategies were the components of the second stage (Stage 2). The three 

components interact between each other. It means that when the management is 

communicating the change to the academic staff they do need, at the same time, to 

provide support and empower those who are involved in order to ensure the 

success of the whole process. There is no sequential relationship between the three 

components.  

 The awareness stage is the first stage (Stage 1) and is before the three 

components of the second stage. Therefore, three arrows come out of the 

awareness component and to the three components (communication and 

involvement, support, and empowerment). Providing awareness of the challenges 

of the change and how to overcome them was added to the strategies for 

awareness. Finally, all the strategies under each component were numbered to 

give the strategy a priority according to the academic staff’s preferences. The 

academic staff’s preferences were the second evaluation of the eActive model and 

were gathered by the fourth section of the survey instrument, as described in 

Chapter 3. In the following section, the changes made to the items in the fourth 

section of the survey instrument are explained.   
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5.2.6  Survey Instrument after First Modifications 

In this study, the survey instrument used TRA to predict whether academic 

staff will accept the eActive model and whether the eActive model will motivate 

academic staff to actively engage in e-Teaching. The survey also provided further 

evaluation of the eActive model by asking academic staff to provide their 

feedback on the eActive strategies. As described previously, the initial 

questionnaire (described in Chapter 3 and presented in Appendix A), was 

developed in Phase (0) of this study based on the literature review(reported in 

Chapter 2) and the initial eActive model (presented in Chapter 4).  Only the fourth 

part of the survey instrument was modified in Phase (1) of this study as a result of 

the discussion with the team members.   

The items in the fourth section in the initial survey reflected the eActive 

strategies. Initially, there were 24 items that reflected the 26 strategies in the 

initial eActive model as explained in Chapter 4. the researcher went through the 

survey before sending it to the team members and made sure that all the 

components of the eActive model drafted after the team members’ feedback were 

represented in the initial survey. 

Some changes were made to the survey instrument that only involved the 

fourth section of the survey, which had the eActive strategies. Items were mapped 

with their corresponding eActive components as summarised in Table 15 to Table 

20. Some items were rephrased according to the team members’ suggestions and 

some were added according to the team members’ discussion. The rephrased ones 

were marked with a star and those that were added did not have an item number in 

the initial version. An open-ended question was added at the end of section four 

asking about any other comments or technology transformation strategies the 

participants wanted to add in order to provide extra feedback on the subject. The 

initial survey is presented in Appendix A and Version 1 of the survey is presented 

in Appendix C. 

Five items were added to the survey as a result of the first modification of 

the eActive model. As a result of the first and second rounds of the email 

discussion with the team members, the fifth component of the eActive model was 
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separated into two components: the evaluation component and improvement 

component. Two strategies were added to the evaluation component according to 

the team members’ suggestions, namely, structure evaluation quality standards, 

and develop an evaluation strategy. Accordingly, two new items were added to the 

survey instrument: items 26 and 27.  As a result of adding the improvement 

component to the eActive model, three improvement strategies were suggested to 

be included in the eActive model: structure guidelines for improvement according 

to evaluation, awareness needed according to subjects raised in evaluation, and 

follow-up improvement.  Consequently, three new items were added to the initial 

survey item: items 29-31.  

As a result of the third round of team discussion which involved the team 

members rating the survey items that corresponded to the eActive model, nine 

survey items were rephrased. The team provided some comments on the survey 

items which they thought were not clear or when they did not agree with the 

wording and provided some suggestions for better wording. the researcher 

rephrased the items and tried to reflect the teams’ comments and used their 

suggested wording where possible.  

One of the suggestions involved having two items for two strategies that 

were previously represented in one item in the survey. It was a suggestion 

provided by one of the team members and the researcher took it into account 

knowing that there would be a further validation to the survey in the next phase 

that would help verify this change. This was done on the strategies that involved 

the use of electronic communication channels and traditional communication 

methods which were presented in items 4 and 5 of the initial survey and 

represented four strategies in the eActive model. In addition, one of the team 

members suggested adding the awareness of e-Teaching challenges to the eActive 

strategies; as a result, item 3 of the initial survey was rephrased to include 

awareness of the challenges. The remaining four items (items 2, 6, 7 and 15) were 

rephrased so that the intended meanings were more clearly conveyed.   
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Table 15: Survey v1 items and corresponding awareness eActive components 

eActive awareness 
components 

Initial 
survey 

item 
number 

 Survey 
v1 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Show the need for 
change 

1 1 
A good motivation strategy is one that shows the 
need for change. 

2. Show evidence from 
outside 

2* 2 
A successful motivation strategy is one that 
provides successful role models of e-Teaching uses. 

3. Use meetings, 
seminars, workshops, 
and research papers 

4* 3 
Conducting meetings, seminars, workshops and 
research papers to spread the awareness for the 
change are good means of communication. 

4. Use of electronic 
communication 
channels  

5* 4 
I prefer using electronic communication channels 
such as forums, Wikis, email, and the university 
website to follow the news of change awareness. 

5. Ensure awareness of 
achievements, 
limitations, 
improvement, 
challenges  

3* 5 

An academic staff member is more encouraged to 
be involved in the change when she is aware of the 
change achievements, limitations, improvements 
and challenges. 

Table 16: Survey v1 items and corresponding communication and involvement eActive 
components 

eActive 
communication and 

involvement 
components 

Initial 
survey 

item 
number 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

Survey item 

1. Develop electronic 
communication 
channels 

5* 6 

I prefer using electronic communication channels 
such as forums, Wikis, email, and the university 
website to communicate and be involved in the 
change. 

2. Conduct department 
meetings 

6* 7 
The use of department meetings on e-Learning is 
very important in increasing engagements. 

3. Communicate the 
vision 

7* 8 
Being aware of the vision of change and involved 
in the production of the vision encourages 
engagement in e-Teaching. 

4. Listen to staff concerns 
and provide means to 
collect them 

8 9 
Listening to concerns around the change and 
providing means to collect them encourages 
engagement. 

5. Use seminars, 
workshops, and 
research papers as 
means of 
communication 

4* 10 

Providing opportunities to be involved in 
seminars, workshops and research papers and 
using them as means of communication 
increases engagement in the change. 

 

                                                 
* The rephrased survey items were marked with a star. 
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Table 17: Survey v1 items and corresponding support eActive components 

eActive 
support 

components 

Initial 
survey 

item 
number 

Survey 
v1 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Develop clear policy 11 11 
Developing clear policies to support e-Teaching 
encourages engagement. 

2. Allocate resources 12 12 
Extending the library with e-Learning resources 
encourages engagement. 

3. Assign key people to 
lead the change 10 13 

Having individuals in each department to lead and 
motivate the change encourages engagement. 

4. Provide professional 
development 9 14 

Providing professional development in e-Learning 
encourages change. 

5. Provide technical 
support 13 15 

Providing technical support encourages effective 
engagement. 

6. Provide project funding 14 16 
Providing project funding motivates involvement 
in e-Teaching projects. 

7. Build supportive 
communities 15* 17 

Building supportive communities (for example, 
placing educational technologies in each 
department) encourages engagement.  

8. Hold e-Learning 
conferences 16 18 

Holding e-Learning conferences encourages 
engagement in e-Teaching. 

Table 18: Survey v1 items and corresponding empowerment eActive components 

eActive 
empowerment  
components 

Initial 
survey 

item 
number 

Survey 
v1 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Use a pedagogical 
framework 

20 19 
Using a pedagogical framework in the change 
encourages participation in the change. 

2. Address intellectual 
property and 
copyright issues 

18 20 
Addressing intellectual property and copyright 
issues encourages participation in the change. 

3. Encourage peer 
support and 
workshop provision 

19 21 
Encouraging peer support and workshop provision 
motivates participation in them. 

4. Ensure staff 
ownership 

17 22 
Full involvement and ownership of the design of 
any change related subject motivates involvement 
in that design. 

5. Develop an award 
structure 

22 23 
Recognising staff efforts in engagement by 
providing rewards structure encourages 
engagement. 

6. Generate short-term 
wins 

21 24 
Generating short-term wins in the change increases 
the involvement in those wins. 
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Table 19: Survey v1 items and corresponding evaluation eActive components 

eActive 
evaluation  

components 

Initial 
survey 

item 
number 

Survey 
v1 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Structure evaluating teams 23 25 
Structuring evaluation teams increases the 
effectiveness of evaluation and increases the 
engagement rate. 

2. Structure evaluation 
quality standards  

- 26 
Structuring and using high quality standards 
for evaluation increases the effectiveness of 
evaluation and increases the engagement rate. 

3. Develop evaluation 
strategy 

- 27 
Developing an evaluation strategy increases 
the effectiveness of evaluation and increases 
the engagement rate. 

4. Evaluate workshops, 
training, staff 
performance, resources, 
research papers and 
projects 

24 28 

Continuous evaluation of workshops, training, 
staff performance, resources, research papers 
and projects increases the trustworthiness of 
these and increases the engagement rate.   

Table 20: Survey v1 Items and corresponding improvement eActive components   

eActive 
improvement  
components 

Initial 
survey 

item 
number 

Survey 
v1 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Structure guidelines 
for improvement 
according to 
evaluation 

- 29 
Structuring guidelines for improvement according 
to evaluation increases the performance of 
improvement and motivates engagement. 

2. Awareness needed 
according to subjects 
raised in evaluation. 

- 30 
Ensuring awareness of subjects raised in evaluation 
increases improvement and motivates engagement. 

3. Follow-up 
improvement   

- 31 
Making sure that subjects that need improvement 
are followed-up increases improvement and 
motivates engagement. 

5.3   Pilot Testing (Phase 2) 

As a result of the feedback (reported in the previous section), the eActive 

model and the survey instrument were modified according to the first evaluation 

cycle in Phase (1) of this study. In this section, an overview of Phase (2) of the 

study is provided. Phase (2) involved the second cycle of evaluating the survey 

instrument. This phase included validating the survey instrument and checking its 

reliability. The survey instrument was revised by two bilingual experts and pilot 

tested among ten individuals from the target population in order to validate the 

instrument for face and content validity. After the verification of face and content 
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validity, further evaluation of the survey instrument was conducted by the use of a 

pilot study. A pilot study involving academic staff registered in the e-Learning 

centre was conducted in order to determine how long the process of collecting 

data would take, to collect respondents’ feedback in order to revise the survey 

content, and to verify the validity and reliability of the survey instrument 

(Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). 

In the following sections, the procedures of verifying the survey 

instrument’s validity and reliability are explained. This is followed by a section 

that covers the modifications to the survey instrument as a result of this phase.    

5.3.1  Validity of the Survey Instrument 

The second scale that measured the academic staff’s attitudes toward the 

change to e-Teaching environments was mainly developed from a questionnaire 

used in a study conducted by Panda and Mishra (2007) to examine the attitude of 

academic staff towards e-Learning. Their questionnaire had been validated by 

nine expert reviewers (Mishra & Panda, 2007).  

The survey instrument in the present study was revised by two bilingual 

experts and pilot tested among ten individuals from the target population in order 

to validate the instrument for face and content validity. Feedback from the experts 

and the pilot group was used to modify the survey instrument prior to distribution. 

The pilot group was asked to examine the clarity of the items in the survey in its 

two versions (Arabic and English). The group for the content validity consisted of 

seven leaders in using technology in teaching who have different experiences and 

specialisations: three of them were experts in e-Learning curriculum development 

and improvement, all of them had mastered English as a second language, and two 

of them were social studies experts. The survey instrument was evaluated from 

these groups after its development. The comments from the group members were 

used to modify and adjust the survey instrument prior to and after conducting the 

pilot study. 

To ensure that academic staff in Saudi Arabia would completely 

understand the items in the survey instrument, the survey was translated from 

English to Arabic and back from Arabic to English by the researcher and another 
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bilingual e-Learning consultant in the e-Learning centre who participated in this 

study. The final Arabic version was reviewed by the 10 bilingual academic staff 

who participated in the pilot group.  

5.3.2  Reliability of the Survey Instrument     

The original scale to measure attitude had a Cronbach-Alpha coefficient of 

0.81 indicating high internal consistency of items (Mishra & Panda, 2007). Only 

12 items of the 20 attitude items were reported by Mishra and Panda as best to 

measure attitudes towards e-Learning. Therefore in the final version of the survey 

instrument in the present study only the 12 items indicated by Mishra and Panda 

were included. The reliability of the quantitative data (the three scales of the 

survey) in this study was ascertained by finding the Cronbach Alpha coefficient of 

the pilot study data. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient was calculated using the 

SPSS20 statistical package.  

The sample for the pilot study was all academic staff who were registered 

in the e-Learning centre’s database with a valid email and not from the three 

universities this study is focusing on. The survey was launched online through 

surveymonkey.com. The e-Learning centre distributed the link through its 

database which consisted of 3000 academic staff. A total number of 204 responses 

were received. The response rate of the pilot study was 6.8 percent. The time 

taken to collect the pilot study data was three weeks, starting on April 21 to May 

11, 2012. The collected data from the pilot study was used to establish the 

reliability of this study. The respondents’ feedback helped to improve the quality 

of the survey in terms of content coverage and content validity of the scales as 

well as detecting some language and technical mistakes. The pilot sample was not 

included in the actual research sample.   

Based on the collected data from the pilot study, the Cronbach (α) of 0.95 

for the “academic staff’s attitudes towards the change” scale was found. For the 

“academic staff’s perceptions of their level of engagement in the change” scales, 

the Cronbach (α) was 0.80. For the “academic staff’s opinion towards eActive 

model change strategies” scale, the Cronbach (α) was 0.98; for the “awareness, 

and communication and involvement strategies” scale, the Cronbach (α) was 0.96; 
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for the “support, and empowerment Strategies” scale, the Cronbach (α) was 0.95; 

and for the “evaluation, and improvement strategies” scale, the Cronbach (α) was 

0.96 (Table 21). 

Table 21: Cronbach Alpha coefficient values for the pilot study data 

Scale 
Number 
of study 

items 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Num 
of 

cases 

Scale 1: Academic staff’s attitudes  12 0.95 204 

Scale 2: Academic staff’s engagement in the change 10 0.80 204 

Scale 3: Academic staff’s opinion towards eActive  
               strategies 

34 0.98 204 

A. Awareness, and communication and involvement  
strategies 

16 0.96 204 

B. Support and  empowerment strategies 10 0.95 204 

C. Evaluation and improvement strategies 8 0.96 204 

5.3.3  Changes to the Survey Instrument  
The survey instrument went through three cycles of refining during Phase 

(2) of this study. As a result, the items in the survey instrument were changed 

according to the feedback provided in that phase. Appendix C presents Version 1 

of the survey instrument, and Appendix D shows Version 2 of the survey 

instrument as a result of this phase. Table 22 to Table 27 show the specific 

modifications that were made to Version 1 of the survey instrument.  

The first section that included the demographics information initially had 

eleven questions. According to the expert panel’s suggestions, these items were 

reduced to six questions. Some questions were removed because the questions 

were not relevant to the subject. Asking the participants to indicate their age and 

years of experience would help indicate if the sample was representative. 

However, some of the experts thought that it was not important to include 

questions about the degrees they had obtained, academic rank, nationality, country 

in which they had obtained their degree, and their study major.  

The order of the second and third parts of the survey instrument was 

swapped so that questions that indicated attitude towards e-Learning were asked 

first; then, questions that indicated the participants’ engagement in the change 

their institutions were facing were asked next. The second part of the survey 

explored the participants’ attitudes towards e-Learning; the final version differed 
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from the first version by using only the 12 items reported by Mishra and Panda 

(2007) to measure academic staff’s attitudes towards e-Learning. No changes 

were made to the second part except for 8 items reported by Panda and Mishra as 

these items were not needed, so they were deleted.  

In the third part of the survey which explored the participants’ engagement 

in the change, several modifications were made according to the feedback 

obtained in this phase. The initial eleven items were reduced to seven items. Items 

4 and 5 of the first version were merged into item 3 in the final version. 

Workshops and training could mean the same thing to some participants. Items 3, 

6 and 7 in the first version were merged into one item in the final version. The 

activities in these items indicated participation in the production of e-Learning and 

would be better put in one item. Item 10 was deleted due to this activity not being 

practised in Saudi universities as indicated by the panel of experts. Item 11 was 

restructured so that there was no need to indicate what reward was received. As 

suggested by the experts, this study was only interested in whether the participants 

had engaged in some technology transformation strategies. It did not focus on the 

reward strategy. Therefore, this information would be extraneous and would not 

be of importance. The scale was revised to not include the “do not know” choice 

for the first section. It was possible that the “do not know” choice would be the 

first choice made by some participants before spending time to understand the 

sentences. In addition, the open-ended questions in this part were removed as 

suggested by the expert panel. The reason for removing these questions was that 

survey participants may not like to write lot of free text and could be bored with 

open-ended questions. Just keeping one open-ended question at the end of the 

survey would be enough to capture their extra comments and feedback. Finally, 

item 14 was restructured so that it would be easier for participants to indicate the 

technologies they had used and how often they had used them in two simple 

choice questions which were items 9 and 10 in the final version.  

The fourth part of the survey instrument was restructured and rephrased 

and the scale was changed according to the feedback obtained during this phase. 

First, the items were grouped into three groups instead of having 31 items for this 

part. The groupings were related to the eActive components.  The first grouping 
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was for awareness and communication and involvement strategies. The second 

grouping was for the support and empowerment strategies. The third grouping 

was for the evaluation and improvement strategies. The scale was changed to a 7 

point importance scale (from highly unimportant to highly important). The “do 

not know” choice was removed so that the participants would not have the 

opportunity to lean towards choosing it.  The items were rephrased in order to 

reflect the intention of this part which was to explore the importance of the 

eActive strategies to the participants’ engagement in the change their institutions 

are facing.  

The items were worded in shorter phrases and to the point in order to 

capture the participants’ attention. Some items that involved the use of more than 

one sub-strategy were restructured so that the sub-strategies were rated in 

importance (i.e., items A3, A4, A5 and C3). Some items that related to the same 

subject were merged into one item (i.e., items B5, B7 and C2).  Finally, the open-

ended question was rephrased so that the participants could provide any feedback 

on the subject or add any comments. The items were mapped with their 

corresponding eActive components as presented in Table 22 to Table 27. 

Table 22: Survey v2 items and corresponding awareness eActive components 

eActive awareness 
components 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

 Survey 
v2 item 
number 

Survey item 

1. Show the need for 
change 

1* A1 
Show the need for change to e-Teaching 
environments 

2. Show evidence from 
outside 

2* A2 
Provide successful role models of uses of 
e-Teaching environments 

3. Use meetings, 
seminars, workshops, 
and research papers 

3* A3a-A3d 

Spread the awareness for the change by 
communicating through meetings, 
seminars and conferences, workshops, 
and research papers 

4. Use of electronic 
communication 
channels  

4* A4a- A4d 

Use electronic communication channels 
to communicate and be involved in the 
change such as: forums, Wikis, email 
and the university’s website 

5. Ensure awareness of 
achievements, 
limitations, 
improvements, 
challenges  

5* A5a-A5d 
Provide academic staff with awareness of 
the change achievements, limitations, 
improvements and challenges 

                                                 
* The rephrased survey items were marked with a star. 
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Table 23: Survey v2 items and corresponding communication and involvement eActive 
components 

eActive 
communication and 

involvement 
components 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

Survey 
v2 item 
number 

Survey item 

1. Develop electronic 
communication 
channels 

6* A4a-A4d 

Use electronic communication channels to 
communicate and be involved in the change such 
as: forums, Wikis, email and the university 
website 

2. Conduct department 
meetings 

7* A3a 
Spread the awareness for the change by 
communicating through: meetings 

3. Communicate the 
vision 

8* A6 
Be aware of the vision of change and be involved 
in the production of the vision 

4. Listen to staff concerns 
and provide means to 
collect them 

9* A7 
Listen to concerns around the change and 
provide means to collect them and find solutions 

5. Use seminars, 
workshops, and 
research papers as 
means of 
communication 

10* A3b-A3d 
Spread the awareness for the change by 
communicating through: seminars and 
conferences, workshops, and research papers 

 
Table 24: Survey v2 items and corresponding support eActive components 

eActive 
support 

components 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

Survey 
v2 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Develop clear policy 11* B1 
Develop clear policies to support the use of e-
Teaching environments 

2. Allocate resources 12* B2 Extend the library with e-Learning resources 

3. Assign key people to 
lead the change 13* B3 

Have individuals in each department to lead and 
motivate the change 

4. Provide professional 
development 14* B5 

Build supportive communities to provide technical 
support and professional development (e.g., 
educational technologists) 

5. Provide technical 
support 15* B5 

Build supportive communities to provide technical 
support and professional development (e.g., 
educational technologists) 

6. Provide project funding 16* B4 
Provide project funding in projects related to e-
Teaching environments 

7. Build supportive 
communities 17* B5 

Build supportive communities to provide technical 
support and professional development (e.g., 
educational technologists) 

8. Hold e-Learning 
conferences 18* A3b 

Spread the awareness for the change by 
communicating through: seminars and conferences 
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Table 25: Survey v2 items and corresponding empowerment eActive components 
eActive 

empowerment  
components 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

Survey 
v2 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Use a pedagogical 
framework 

19* B6 Using a pedagogical framework in the change 

2. Address intellectual 
property and 
copyright issues 

20* B7 
Addressing intellectual property, copyright, and 
ownership issues 

3. Encourage peer 
support and 
workshop provision 

21* B8 
Encouraging peer support and being part of 
providing workshops 

4. Ensure staff 
ownership 

22* B7 
Addressing intellectual property, copyright and 
ownership issues 

5. Develop an awards 
structure 

23* B9 
Recognising staff efforts in engagement by 
providing a rewards structure 

6. Generate short-term 
wins 

24* B10 Generating short-term wins in the change 

Table 26: Survey v2 items and corresponding evaluation eActive components 
eActive 

evaluation  
components 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

Survey 
v2 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Structure evaluating teams 25* C1 Structuring evaluating teams 

2. Structure evaluation 
quality standards  

26* C2 
Structuring evaluation strategy and using high 
quality standards for evaluation 

3. Develop evaluation 
strategy 

27* C2 
Structuring evaluation strategy and using high 
quality standards for evaluation 

4. Evaluate workshops, 
training, staff 
performance, resources, 
research papers and 
projects 

28* C3a-C3c 
Continuous evaluation of workshops and 
training, staff performance, and resources, 
research papers and projects 

Table 27: Survey v2 items and corresponding improvement eActive components 
eActive 

improvement  
components 

Survey 
v1 item 
number 

Survey 
v2 item 
number

Survey item 

1. Structure guidelines 
for improvement 
according to 
evaluation 

29* C4 
Structuring guidelines for improvement according 
to evaluation 

2. Awareness needed 
according to subjects 
raised in evaluation. 

30* C5 Ensuring awareness of subjects raised in evaluation 

3. Follow-up 
improvement   

31* C6 
Making sure that subjects that need improvement 
are followed-up 
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5.4   Survey Results (Phase 3) 

As a result of the steps outlined in the previous section, the survey 

instrument was modified according to the second evaluation cycle in Phase (2) of 

this study. In this section, Phase (3) involved the second evaluation cycle of the 

eActive model by academic staff in three Saudi Arabian universities. This phase 

included the launch of the survey instrument refined in Phase (2) through an 

online survey and paper-based survey.    

This part presents the findings of the data analysis of the actual survey 

data. The findings of the data analysis related to this study are presented in seven 

sections: (1) the validity and reliability of the survey instrument, (2) descriptive 

summary of the participants’ demographic characteristics, (3) descriptive statistics 

of the participants’ attitudes toward the change, (4) descriptive statistics of 

participants’ perceptions of their level of engagement in the change, (5) 

descriptive statistics of participants’ opinions about the eActive change strategies, 

(6) a summary of the typological analysis of qualitative data, and (7) the means 

comparison of the eActive change strategies at the university or college level.   

5.4.1  Validity and Reliability of the Survey Instrument 

  The validity and reliability of the survey instrument were examined after 

collecting the data from all the participants. Factor analysis was used to examine 

the construct validity of the survey instrument, while Cronbach-Alpha values were 

used to examine the reliability of the different scales in the survey instrument. 

5.4.1.1 Validity 
Factor analysis was conducted to check the construct validity of the final 

survey’s scales used for data collection and to check that the items in each scale 

loaded on the same factor (Garson, 2008). Principal component analysis was used 

to identify the number of basic factors in the independent variable scales. The 

results of the factor analysis showed that the 56 items representing the 

independent variables loaded on 10 dimensions accounting for 64.2% of the total 

variations in items with Eigenvalues of more than one and the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was 93.5%. However, the result of the 10 

factors conflicted with the assumption that the items would load into three factors. 
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Examining the scree plot in order to find distinctive breaks in the slope of the plot 

indicated that the assumption of three factors would explain almost 44.4% of the 

variance among the items. Therefore, three factors were rotated using Oblim with 

the Kaiser Normalisation rotation method converged in 5 iterations and the 

principal component analysis method. These three factors accounted for 44.4% of 

the total variation in the items. The results of the factor analysis are presented in 

Appendix E. The academic staff’s opinions towards the eActive strategies loaded 

on the first factor, the academic staff’s attitudes towards the change loaded on the 

second factor, and the academic staff’s perceptions of the level of engagement in 

the change loaded on the third factor. 

5.4.1.2 Reliability 
Cronbach-Alpha values were used to examine the reliability of the final 

survey used for the data collection. Based on the collected data from all the 

participants in this study, the Cronbach (α) of 0.92 for “academic staff’s attitude” 

scale was found. The results for the other scales were: 0.82 for “level of 

engagement” scale, 0.95 for “academic staff’s opinion on eActive” scale; 0.90 for 

the “awareness, communication and involvement Strategies”, 0.90 for the 

“support and empowerment strategies”, and 0.93 for the “evaluation and 

improvement strategies” (Table 28).  

Table 28: Cronbach-Alpha values for the actual study data 

Scale 
Number 
of study 

items 

Cronbach- 
Alpha 

No. of 
cases 

Scale 1: Academic Staff’s Attitudes  12 0.92 572 

Scale 2: Academic Staff’s Engagement in the Change 10 0.82 572 

Scale 3: Academic Staff’s Opinion towards eActive  
               Strategies 

34 0.95 572 

A. Awareness, Communication and Involvement  
Strategies 

16 0.90 572 

B. Support and  Empowerment Strategies 10 0.90 572 

C. Evaluation and Improvement Strategies 8 0.93 572 
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5.4.2   Descriptive Summary of the Participants’ Demographic 
Information 

The examined demographic characteristics of the academic staff were: the 

institution the participant worked for, the age of the participant, the college and 

department the participant worked under, and years of teaching experience. In this 

part, the descriptive statistics for the overall participants (Table 29 and Table 30), 

for the participants who described themselves as leaders (Table 31), and for 

participants from each university (Table 32, Table 33 and Table 34) are presented.  

5.4.2.1 Participants’ Demographic Information 
The participants for this study were 572 (82%) academic staff from three 

Saudi Arabian universities. Table 29 and displays the descriptive statistics for the 

academic staff’s demographic characteristics and correspondent charts are 

displayed in Figure 12. Table 30 displays the descriptive statistics for the 

departments under each college and correspondent chart is displayed in Figure 13. 

Table 29: Descriptive summary of participants' characteristics 
Variables Category Frequency Percent 

Survey 
Type 

Online 
Paper-based 

260 
312 

45.5 
54.5 

Institution University A 
University B 
University C 

248 
169 
155 

43.4 
29.5 
27.1 

Age Less than 26 
26-35 
35-44 
44-53 
More than 53 

80 
233 
155 
78 
26 

14.0 
40.7 
27.1 
13.6 
4.5 

College Social Sciences 
Computer and Information Sciences 
Economics and Administrative Sciences 
Sciences 
Languages and Translation 
Islamic Studies 
Medical Sciences 
Arabic Language 
Art 

140 
125 
70 
70 
68 
55 
24 
12 
8 

24.5 
21.9 
12.2 
12.2 
11.9 
9.6 
4.2 
2.1 
1.4 

Experience Less than 5 years 
5-15 years 
15-20 years 
More than 20 years 

266 
206 
47 
53 

46.5 
36.0 
8.2 
9.3 

Lead the 
Change 

Yes 
No 

59 
513 

10.3 
89.7 
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As shown in Figure 12, more than half of the respondents (54.5%; n=312) 

participated through the paper-based survey, and the rest (45.5%; n=260) 

participated through the online survey. The response rate for the online survey 

was 37%, therefore it was supported with a paper-based survey, which had a 

response rate of 45%, to get more insights on the strategies needed.  

The information in Figure 12 regarding the participants’ institutions shows 

that forty-three percent (43.4%; n= 248) of the respondents were from University 

10%

90%

Lead the Change
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14%

41%27%

14%

4%
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Figure 12: Descriptive summary charts of participants' characteristics 
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A, thirty percent (29.5%; n= 169) were from University B, and twenty-seven 

percent (27.1%; n= 155) were from University C.  

As can be seen in Figure 12 in relation to age, two-thirds of the 

participants were aged between 26 and 35 (40.7%; n=233) and between the ages 

of 35 and 44 (27.1%; n=155). More than one-quarter were aged less than 26 

(14%; n=80), and between the ages of 44 and 53 (13.6%; n=78). Only five percent 

were more than 53 years old (4.5%; n=26).  

In relation to the experience, Figure 12 shows that most of the participants 

had less than five years of teaching experience (46.5%; n=266) and between five 

and fifteen years of teaching experience (36%; n= 206). Only 8.2% had teaching 

experience of between fifteen and twenty years (n=47) and 9.3% had more than 

twenty years of experience (n=53). 

As shown in Figure 12 in relation to the respondents’ college, one-quarter 

of the participants were from the Social Sciences College (24.5%; n=140). More 

than one-fifth were from the Computer Science and Information Sciences College 

(21.9%; n=125). Almost half of the participants were either from the Economics 

and Administrative Sciences College (12.2%; n=70), Sciences College (12.2%; 

n=70), Languages and Translation College (11.9%; n=68), or Islamic Studies and 

Fundamentals College (9.6%; n=55). Only 4.2% were from the Medical Sciences 

College (n=24), 2.1% were from the Arabic Language College (n=12), and 1.4% 

were from the Art College (n=8).  

 The information in Figure 12 related to leading the change shows that ten 

percent of the participants (10.3%; n=59) described themselves as leaders of the 

change their institutions were facing. The leaders indicated that their roles were 

either related to e-Learning or distant education. These roles were in quality 

assurance, improvement, professional development, training, curriculum 

development, system consulting, content design, programming, research direction, 

resource review, translating, and/or coordination. Improvement roles were related 

to college website improvement, academic improvement in teaching technologies, 

improvement of university teaching, electronic communication and webpage 

improvement, improving electronic content, and improving training programs. 
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College Department Frequency Percent 
Social Sciences Social Sciences - Education 86 61.4 

Social Sciences - Teaching Technologies 25 17.9 
Social Sciences - Sociology and Social Work 22 15.7 
Social Sciences - Geography 3 2.1 
Social Sciences - Psychology 4 2.9 
Total 140 100.0 

Computer 
Science and 
Information 
Sciences 
 

Computer Science 58 46.4 
Information Systems 41 32.8 
Information Studies 14 11.2 
Computer Networks 12 9.6 
Total 125 100.0 

Economics and 
Administrative 
Sciences 

Finance 4 5.7 
Accounting 16 22.9 
Banking 2 2.9 
Business Information Systems 11 15.7 
Economics 11 15.7 
Business Administration 26 37.1 
Total 70 100.0 

Sciences Physics 19 27.1 
Chemistry 20 28.6 
Biology 10 14.3 
Mathematics 21 30.0 
Total 70 100.0 

Languages and 
Translation 

English Language and Literature 66 97.1 
Languages and Translation 2 2.9 
Total 68 100.0 

Islamic Studies Islamic Studies- Islamic Culture 29 52.7 
Islamic Studies - The Holy Quran and its Sciences 11 20.0 
Islamic Studies - The Sunnah and its Sciences 5 9.1 
Islamic Studies - Advocacy and Media 10 18.2 
Total 55 100.0 

Medical Sciences Applied Medical Sciences 14 58.3 
Pharmacology 3 12.5 
Dentistry 3 12.5 
Nursing 4 16.7 
Total 24 100.0 

Arabic Language Arabic Literature 4 33.3 
Arabic Language 8 66.7 
Total 12 100.0 

Art Interior Design 8 100.0 

Table 30: Participants’ college and department 
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Participants from the Social Sciences College (n=140) were from five 

departments. Almost two-thirds of the participants (61.4%; n=86) were from the 

Education Department. One-third were either from the Teaching Technologies 

Department (17.9%; n=25), or the Sociology and Social Work Department 

(15.7%; n=22). Only 2.9% were from the Psychology Department (n=4), and 

2.1% from the Geography Department (n=3).  

Participants from the Computer Science and Information Sciences College 

(n=125) were from four departments. Almost half were from the Computer 

Science Department (49.4%; n=58). One-third were from the Information Systems 

Department (32.8%; n=42). The rest were from the Information Studies 

Department (11.2%; n=14), and the Computer Networks Department (9.6%; 

n=12).   

Participants from the Economics and Administrative Sciences College 

(n=70) were from five departments. More than one-third (37.1%; n=26) were 

from the Business Administration Department. Almost one-quarter (22.9%; n=16) 

were from the Accounting Department. Almost one-third were either from the 

Economics Department (15.7%; n=11), or the Business Information Systems 

Department (15.7%; n=10). Only 5.7% were from Finance Department (n=4), and 

2.9% were from the Banking Department (n=2).  
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Figure 13: Participants’ college and department (chart)
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Participants from the Sciences College (n=70) were from four 

departments. Thirty percent were from the Mathematics Department (n=21), 

28.6% were from the Chemistry Department (n=20), 27.1% were from the Physics 

Department (n=19), and 14.3% were from the Biology Department (n=10). 

 Participants from the Languages and Translations College (n=68) were 

from two departments. Most were from the English Language and Literature 

Department (97.1%; n=66). Only 2.9% (n=2) were from the Languages and 

Translations Department.  

Participants from the Islamic Studies and Fundamentals College (n=55) 

were from four departments. More than half (52.7%; n=29) were from the Islamic 

Culture Department. One-fifth (20%; n=11) were from the Holy Quran and its 

Sciences Department. Almost one-fifth (18.2%; n=10) were from the Advocacy 

and Media Department. Only 9.1% were from the Sunnah and its Sciences 

Department (n=5).  

Participants from the Medical Sciences College (n=24) were from four 

departments. Most participants were from the Applied Medical Sciences 

Department (58.3%; n=14). The rest were from the Nursing Department (16.7%; 

n=4), the Pharmacology Department (12.5%; n=3), and the Dentistry Department 

(12.5%; n=3).  

Participants from the Arabic Language College (n=12) were from two 

departments. Two-thirds were from the Arabic Language Department (66.7%; n= 

8), and One-third were from the Arabic Literature Department (33.3%; n=4). All 

participants from the Art College (n=8) were from one department, which was the 

Interior Design Department (100%; n=8).  
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5.4.2.2 Demographic Information of Leaders 
Only ten percent of the participants (10.3%; n=59) identified themselves 

as leaders of the change their institutions were facing. Table 31 and Figure 14 

present the descriptive statistics on the demographic characteristics of the 

academic staff who described themselves as leaders.  

 

Variable Category Frequency Percent 
Survey 

Type 

Online 

Paper-based 

23 

36 

39 

61 

Institution University A 

University B 

University C 

21 

26 

12 

35.6 

44.1 

20.3 

Age Less than 26 

26-35 

35-44 

44-53 

More than 53 

3 

15 

27 

10 

4 

5.1 

25.4 

45.8 

16.9 

6.8 

College Social Sciences 

Computer Science and Information Sciences 

Economics and Administrative Sciences 

Sciences 

Languages and Translation 

Islamic Studies 

Medical Sciences 

Arabic Language 

12 

19 

9 

8 

3 

2 

4 

2 

20.3 

32.2 

15.3 

13.6 

5.1 

3.4 

6.8 

3.4 

Experience Less than 5 years 

5-15 years 

15-20 years 

More than 20 years 

15 

28 

7 

9 

25.4 

47.5 

11.9 

15.3 

 

Table 31: Leaders’ demographic characteristics 
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As presented in Figure 14, almost two-thirds (61%; n=36) of the 

respondents who identified themselves as leaders participated through a paper-

based survey, and the rest (39%; n=23) participated through the online survey.  

As shown in Figure 14, thirty-five percent (35.6%; n=21) of the 

respondents who identified themselves as leaders were from University A, forty-

four percent (44.1%; n=26) were from University B, and twenty percent (20.3%; 

n=12) were from University C.  

Figure 14: Leaders’ demographic characteristics (charts) 

36%

44%

20%

Institution

University A

University B

University C

39%

61%

Survey Type

Online

Paper based

5%

25%

46%

17%

7%

Age

Less than 26

26‐35

35‐44

44‐53

more than 53

25%

48%

12%

15%

Experience
Less than 5 years

5‐15 years

15‐20 years

More than 20
years

20%

32%
15%

14%

5%

4%
7%

3% 0%
College

Social Sciences

Computer Science and Information Sciences

Economics and Administrative Sciences

Sciences

Languages and Translation

Islamic Studies

Medical Sciences

Arabic Language

Art



 

124 
 

 

In relation to age (in Figure 14), more than two-thirds of the participants 

who identified themselves as leaders were aged between 35 and 44 (45.8%; n=27) 

and between the ages of 26 and 35 (25.4%; n=15). More than one-quarter were 

between the age of 44 and 53 (16.9%; n=10). Only twelve percent were more than 

53 years old (6.8%; n=4) or were less than 26 years old (5.1%; n=3). 

In relation to their college (Figure 14), one-third of the participants who 

identified themselves as leaders were from the Computer Science and Information 

Science College (32.2%; n=19). One-fifth were from the Social Sciences College 

(20.3%; n=12). Almost one-third of the participants who identified themselves as 

leaders were either from the Economics and Administrative Sciences College 

(15.3%; n=9), or Sciences College (13.6%; n=8). The rest were either from the 

Medical Sciences College (6.8%; n=4), the Languages and Translation College 

(5.1%; n=3), the Islamic Studies and Fundamentals College (3.4%; n=2), or from 

the Arabic Language College (3.4% n=2).  

In relation to experience (Figure 14), most of the participants who 

identified themselves as leaders had teaching experience of between five and 

fifteen years (47.5%; n=28), or less than five years (25.4%; n= 15). Only 15.3% 

had more than twenty years of experience (n=9) and 11.9% had teaching 

experience of between fifteen and twenty years (n=7). 
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5.4.2.3 Participants’ Demographic Information by University 
The participants in this study included 248 academic staff from University 

A. Table 32 and Figure 15 display the descriptive statistics for the demographic 

characteristics of the academic staff of University A. 

 

Table 32: University A participants’ demographic information 
Variable Category Frequency Percent 

Survey 

Type 

Online 

Paper-based 

127 

121 

51.2 

48.8 

Age Less than 26 

26-35 

35-44 

44-53 

More than 53 

43 

117 

66 

15 

7 

17.3 

47.2 

26.6 

6.0 

2.8 

College Social Sciences 

Computer Science and Information Sciences 

Economics and Administrative Sciences 

Sciences 

Languages and Translation 

Islamic Studies 

Arabic Language 

46 

54 

49 

17 

38 

37 

7 

18.5 

21.8 

19.8 

6.9 

15.3 

14.9 

2.8 

Experience Less than 5 years 

5-15 years 

15-20 years 

More than 20 years 

131 

90 

14 

13 

52.8 

36.3 

5.6 

5.2 

Lead the 

Change 

Yes 

No 

21 

227 

8.5 

91.5 
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As shown in Figure 15, half of the University A participants (51.2%; 

n=127) participated through the paper-based survey, and the other half (45.5%; 

n=121) participated through the online survey.  

In relation to age (Figure 15), almost three-quarters of the participants 

were aged between 26 and 35 (47.2%; n=117) or between the age of 35 and 44 

51%

49%

Survey Type

Online

Paper based 17%
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Figure 15: University A participants’ demographic information (charts) 
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(26.6%; n=66). Almost one-quarter were aged less than 26 (17.3%; n=43) and 

between the age of 44 and 53 (6.0%; n=15). Only three percent were more than 53 

years old (2.8%; n=7).   

In regard to their institution (Figure 15), University A participants were 

from seven colleges. More than one-fifth (21.8%; n=54) were from the Computer 

Science and Information Sciences College. One-fifth (19.8%; n=49) were from 

the Economics and Administrative Sciences College. Almost one-fifth (18.5%; 

n=46) were from the Social Sciences College. More than one-third were either 

from the Languages and Translation College (15.3%; n=38), the Islamic Studies 

College (14.9%; n=37) or the Sciences College (6.9%; n=17). Only 2.8% (n=7) 

were from the Arabic Language College. 

 In relation to experience (Figure 15), most of the University A 

participants had teaching experience of less than five years (52.8%; n=131), and 

between five and fifteen years (36.3%; n=90). Only 5.6% had teaching experience 

of between fifteen and twenty years (n=14) and 5.2% had more than twenty years 

of experience (n=13).  

In relation to leading the change (Figure 15), only nine percent of the 

University A participants (8.5%; n=21) described themselves as leaders of the 

change their institution was facing. 
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The participants in this study included 169 academic staff from University 

B. Table 33 and Figure 16 display the descriptive statistics on the demographic 

characteristics of the academic staff from University B. 

Table 33: University B participants’ demographic information 
Variable Category Frequency Percent 

Survey 

Type 

Online 

Paper-based 

78 

91 

46.2 

53.8 

Age Less than 26 

26-35 

35-44 

44-53 

More than 53 

14 

67 

42 

34 

12 

8.3 

39.6 

24.9 

20.1 

7.1 

College Social Sciences 

Computer Science and Information Sciences 

Economics and Administrative Sciences 

Sciences 

Languages and Translation 

Islamic Studies 

Medical Sciences 

Arabic Language 

Art 

56 

22 

12 

22 

17 

7 

24 

5 

4 

33.1 

13.0 

7.1 

13.0 

10.1 

4.1 

14.2 

3.0 

2.4 

Experience Less than 5 years 

5-15 years 

15-20 years 

More than 20 years 

69 

59 

18 

23 

40.8 

34.9 

10.7 

13.6 

Lead the 

Change 

Yes 

No 

26 

143 

15.4 

84.6 
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As shown in Figure 16, more than half of the University B participants 

(53.8%; n=91) participated through the paper-based survey, and the rest (46.2%; 

n=78) participated through the online survey.  

In relation to age (Figure 16), two-thirds of the University B participants 

were aged between 26 and 35 (39.6%; n=67) and 35 and 44 (24.9%; n=42). One-

fifth were between the age of 44 and 53 (20.1%; n=34). Only eight percent were 

Figure 16: University B participants’ demographic information (charts) 
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less than 26 years old (8.3%; n=14), and seven percent were more than 53 years 

old (7.1%; n=12).  

The University B participants were from nine colleges (Figure 16). One-

third (33%; n=56) were from the Social Sciences College. More than half were 

either from the Medical Sciences College (14.2%; n=24), the Sciences College 

(13%; n=22), the Computer Science and Information Sciences College (13%; 

n=22), or the Languages and Translation College (10.1%; n=17). Only 7.1% 

(n=12) were from the Economics and Administrative Sciences College, 4.1% 

(n=7) were from the Islamic Studies College, 3% (n=5) were from the Arabic 

Language College, and 2.4% (n=4) were from the Art College.  

In relation to experience (Figure 16), most of the University B participants 

had teaching experience of less than five years (40.8%; n=69) and between five 

and fifteen years (34.9%; n=59). Only 13.6% had more than twenty years of 

experience (n=23) and 10.7% had teaching experience of between fifteen and 

twenty years (n=18). In regard to leading the change (Figure 16), only fifteen 

percent of the University B participants (15.4%; n=26) identified themselves as 

leaders of the change their institution was facing. 
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The participants in this study included 155 academic staff from University 

C. Table 34 and Figure 17 display the descriptive statistics on the demographic 

characteristics of the academic staff from University C. 

Table 34: University C participants’ demographic information 
Variable Category Frequency Percent 

Survey 

Type 

Online 

Paper-based 

55 

100 

35.5 

64.5 

Age Less than 26 

26-35 

35-44 

44-53 

More than 53 

23 

49 

47 

29 

7 

14.8 

31.6 

30.3 

18.7 

4.5 

College Social Sciences 

Computer Science and Information Sciences 

Economics and Administrative Sciences 

Sciences 

Languages and Translation 

Islamic Studies 

Art 

38 

49 

9 

31 

13 

11 

4 

24.5 

31.6 

5.8 

20.0 

8.4 

7.1 

2.6 

Experience Less than 5 years 

5-15 years 

15-20 years 

More than 20 years 

66 

57 

15 

17 

42.6 

36.8 

9.7 

11.0 

Lead the 

Change 

Yes 

No 

12 

143 

7.7 

92.3 

More than half (64.5%; n=100) of the University C respondents 

participated through the paper-based survey, and the rest (35.5%; n=55) 

participated through the online survey. In relation to age (Figure 17), two-thirds of 

the University C participants were aged between 26 and 35 (31.6%; n=46) or 

between the age of 35 and 44 (30.3%; n=47). One-third were between the age of 

44 and 53 (18.7%; n=29) or less than 26 (14.8%; n=23). Only five percent were 

more than 53 years old (4.5%; n=7).  
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Figure 17: University C participants’ demographic information (charts) 
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The University C participants were from seven colleges (Figure 17). 

Almost one-third (31.6%; n=49) were from the Computer Science and 

Information Sciences College. One-quarter (24.5%; n=38) were from the Social 

Sciences College. One-fifth (20%; n=31) were from the Sciences College. One-

fifth were either from the Languages and Translation College (8.4%; n=13), the 

Islamic Studies College (7.1%; n=11), or the Economics and Administrative 

Sciences College (5.8%; n=9). Only 2.6% (n=4) were from the Art College. 

In relation to experience (Figure 17), most of the University C participants 

had teaching experience of less than five years (42.6%; n=66), or between five 

and fifteen years (36.8%; n=57). Only 11.0% had more than twenty years of 

experience (n=17) and 9.7% had teaching experience of between fifteen and 

twenty years (n=15). In regard to leading the change (Figure 17), only eight 

percent of the University C participants (7.7%; n=12) identified themselves as 

leaders of the change their institution was facing. 

5.4.3  Descriptive Statistics of the Participants’ Attitudes toward e-
Learning   

The participants were asked to specify their level of agreement or 

disagreement on a five-point scale ranging from ‘5’ (strongly agree) to ‘1’ 

(strongly disagree), with ‘3’ being undecided, on 12 items that represented 

positively worded statements concerning attitudes towards e-Learning. The 

frequency percentage of the participants’ responses for the 12-item attitude scale 

is shown in Table 35, Table 36, Table 37, Table 38 and Table 39. Table 35 

presents all the participants’ responses (n=572) and Table 36 presents the 

frequency percentage of the leaders’ responses only (n=59). Table 37, Table 38 

and Table 39 present the frequency percentage of the participants’ responses by 

university. 

It is apparent from the results presented in Table 35 that the academic staff 

had positive beliefs towards e-Learning. The majority of the respondents agreed 

that: e-Learning will bring new opportunities for organising teaching and learning 

(93.5%); e-Learning can solve many of the participants’ educational problems 

(92.0%), universities should adopt more e-Learning for their students (91.9%); e-
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Learning increases the flexibility of teaching and learning (91.4%); e-Learning 

increases the quality of teaching and learning because it integrates all forms of 

media (i.e., print, audio, video and animation) (86.6%); e-Learning increases 

access to education and training (88.5%);  e-Learning improves communication 

between students and teachers (87.0%); and e-Learning saves time and effort for 

both teachers and students (86.7%). Three-quarters of the participants agreed that 

e-Learning will increase their efficiency in teaching (74.8%), and agreed that e-

Learning can engage learners more than other forms of learning (75.5%). In 

addition, 69.0% agreed that e-Learning enables collaborative learning, and 62.0% 

agreed that e-Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course. 

Table 35: Frequency percentage of all participants' responses to the attitude towards e-
Learning scale 

No. Attitude scale Percent% Mean 
SD D N A SA 

1 
e-Learning can solve many of our 
educational problems. 

0.2 2.8 5.1 43.9 48.1 4.33 

2 
e-Learning will bring new 
opportunities for organising 
teaching and learning 

0.0 1.4 5.1 45.8 47.7 4.40 

3 
e-Learning saves time and effort for 
both teachers and students. 

0.5 3.5 9.3 35.3 51.4 4.34 

4 
e-Learning increases access to 
education and training. 

0.2 1.7 9.6 38.8 49.7 4.36 

5 
e-Learning will increase my 
efficiency in teaching. 

0.7 4.5 19.9 35.3 39.5 4.08 

6 
e-Learning enables collaborative 
learning. 

0.7 11.5 18.7 34.4 34.6 3.91 

7 
e-Learning can engage learners 
more than other forms of learning. 

0.3 6.5 17.7 36.2 39.3 4.05 

8 

e-Learning increases the quality of 
teaching and learning because it 
integrates all forms of media; i.e., 
print, audio, video and animation. 

0.3 3.3 9.8 40.6 46.0 4.28 

9 
e-Learning increases the flexibility 
of teaching and learning. 

0.0 3.0 5.6 44.9 46.5 4.33 

10 
e-Learning improves 
communication between students 
and teachers. 

0.3 3.5 9.1 33.9 53.1 4.36 

11 
e-Learning enhances the pedagogic 
value of a course. 

1.2 13.3 23.4 28.1 33.9 3.65 

12 
Universities should adopt more and 
more e-Learning for their students. 

0.0 0.9 7.2 36.0 55.9 4.47 

Scale: SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree 
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The respondents’ attitudes toward e-Learning were positive with an overall 

mean of 4.2 and a standard deviation of 0.59. The range of respondents’ mean 

scores was between 4.47 and 3.65. The respondents responded most favourably to 

item 12 that “Universities should adopt more and more e-Learning for their 

students” (mean = 4.47), and least favourably to item 11 that “e-Learning 

enhances the pedagogic value of a course” (mean=3.65).  

Table 36: Frequency percentage of leaders' responses to the attitude towards e-Learning 
scale 

No. Attitude scale Percent% Mean 
SD D N A SA 

1 
e-Learning can solve many of our 
educational problems. 

0.0 0.0 0.0 23.7 76.3 4.76 

2 
e-Learning will bring new 
opportunities for organising 
teaching and learning 

0.0 0.0 0.0 23.7 76.3 4.76 

3 
e-Learning saves time and effort 
for both teachers and students. 

0.0 0.0 1.7 22.0 76.3 4.75 

4 
e-Learning increases access to 
education and training. 

0.0 0.0 3.4 15.3 81.4 4.78 

5 
e-Learning will increase my 
efficiency in teaching. 

0.0 0.0 3.4 28.8 67.8 4.64 

6 
e-Learning enables collaborative 
learning. 

0.0 3.4 11.9 23.7 61.0 4.42 

7 
e-Learning can engage learners 
more than other forms of learning. 

0.0 0.0 13.6 28.8 57.6 4.44 

8 

e-Learning increases the quality of 
teaching and learning because it 
integrates all forms of media; i.e., 
print, audio, video and animation. 

0.0 0.0 1.7 28.8 69.5 4.68 

9 
e-Learning increases the 
flexibility of teaching and 
learning. 

0.0 0.0 3.4 32.2 64.4 4.61 

10 
e-Learning improves 
communication between students 
and teachers. 

0.0 0.0 3.4 30.5 66.1 4.63 

11 
e-Learning enhances the 
pedagogic value of a course. 

0.0 5.1 18.6 28.8 47.5 4.19 

12 
Universities should adopt more 
and more e-Learning for their 
students. 

0.0 0.0 0.0 11.9 88.1 4.88 

Scale: SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree 

Participants who identified themselves as leaders had positive beliefs 

towards e-Learning (Table 36). All of these respondents either agreed (11.9%) or 

strongly agreed (88.1%) that universities should adopt more e-Learning for their 
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students. They agreed (23.7%) or strongly agreed (76.3%) that e-Learning will 

bring new opportunities for organising teaching and learning, and they agreed 

(23.7%) or strongly agreed (76.3%) that e-Learning can solve many of their 

educational problems. 

Most of the respondents who identified themselves as leaders agreed 

(22.0%) or strongly agreed (73.3%) that e-Learning saves time and effort for both 

teachers and students. They agreed (15.3%) or strongly agreed (81.4%) that e-

Learning increases access to education and training, agreed (28.8%) or strongly 

agreed (67.8%) that e-Learning will increase their efficiency in teaching, agreed 

(30.5%) or strongly agreed (66.1%) that e-Learning improves communication 

between students and teachers, and agreed (32.2%) or strongly agreed (64.4%) 

that e-Learning increases the flexibility of teaching and learning. They agreed 

(28.8%) or strongly agreed (69.5%) that e-Learning increases the quality of 

teaching and learning because it integrates all forms of media (i.e., print, audio, 

video and animation), and agreed (28.8%) or strongly agreed (57.6%) that e-

Learning can engage learners more than other forms of learning. Only 3.4% of the 

respondents who identified themselves as leaders disagreed that e-Learning 

enables collaborative learning, and only 5.1% disagreed that e-Learning enhances 

the pedagogic value of a course.  

Leaders’ attitudes toward e-Learning were positive with an overall mean 

of 4.63 and a standard deviation of 0.36. The range of respondents’ mean scores 

was between 4.88 and 4.19. Leaders responded most favourably to item 12 that 

“Universities should adopt more and more e-Learning for their students” 

(mean=4.88), and least favourably to item 11 that “e-Learning enhances the 

pedagogic value of a course” (mean=4.19). 

University A academic staff had positive beliefs towards e-Learning 

(Table 37). The majority of University A respondents agreed that: e-Learning will 

bring new opportunities for organising teaching and learning (89.9%);  e-Learning 

can solve many of their educational problems (90.7%); universities should adopt 

more e-Learning for their students (89.9%); e-Learning increases the flexibility of 

teaching and learning (88.7%); e-Learning increases the quality of teaching and 
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learning because it integrates all forms of media (i.e., print, audio, video and 

animation) (82.6%); e-Learning increases access to education and training 

(85.5%);  e-Learning improves communication between students and teachers 

(84.7%); and e-Learning saves time and effort for both teachers and students 

(89.5%). Three-quarters of the University A participants agreed that e-Learning 

will increase their efficiency in teaching (71%), and agreed that e-Learning can 

engage learners more than other forms of learning (74.6%). In addition, 67% 

agreed that e-Learning enables collaborative learning, and 56.1% agreed that e-

Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course.  

Table 37: Frequency percentage of University A participants' responses to the attitude 
towards e-Learning scale 

No. Attitude scale Percent% Mean 
SD D N A SA 

1 
e-Learning can solve many of our 
educational problems. 

0.4 3.2 5.6 50.0 40.7 4.27 

2 
e-Learning will bring new 
opportunities for organising 
teaching and learning 

0.0 2.4 7.7 47.2 42.7 4.3 

3 
e-Learning saves time and effort 
for both teachers and students. 

0.0 4.0 6.5 40.3 49.2 4.35 

4 
e-Learning increases access to 
education and training. 

0.0 1.2 13.3 40.3 45.2 4.29 

5 
e-Learning will increase my 
efficiency in teaching. 

0.0 4.4 24.6 35.5 35.5 4.02 

6 
e-Learning enables collaborative 
learning. 

1.2 14.1 17.7 33.5 33.5 3.84 

7 
e-Learning can engage learners 
more than other forms of learning. 

0.4 6.0 19.0 44.0 30.6 3.98 

8 

e-Learning increases the quality of 
teaching and learning because it 
integrates all forms of media; i.e., 
print, audio, video and animation. 

0.4 3.2 13.7 41.1 41.5 4.2 

9 
e-Learning increases the 
flexibility of teaching and 
learning. 

0.0 4.4 6.9 47.6 41.1 4.25 

10 
e-Learning improves 
communication between students 
and teachers. 

0.0 4.8 10.5 34.3 50.4 4.3 

11 
e-Learning enhances the 
pedagogic value of a course. 

1.6 17.3 25.0 32.7 23.4 3.59 

12 
Universities should adopt more 
and more e-Learning for their 
students. 

0.0 0.8 9.3 39.9 50.0 4.39 

Scale: SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree 
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The attitude of the University A academic staff towards e-Learning were 

positive with an overall mean of 4.15 and a standard deviation of 0.62. The range 

of the respondents’ mean scores was between 4.39 and 3.59. The University A 

academic staff responded most favourably to item 12 that “Universities should 

adopt more and more e-Learning for their students” (mean=4.47), and least 

favourably to item 11 that “e-Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course” 

(mean=3.59). 

University B academic staff also had positive beliefs towards e-Learning 

(Table 38). The majority of the University B respondents agreed that: e-Learning 

will bring new opportunities for organising teaching and learning (94.1%); e-

Learning can solve many of their educational problems (92.9%); Universities 

should adopt more e-Learning for their students (94.1%); e-Learning increases the 

flexibility of teaching and learning (94.7%); e-Learning increases the quality of 

teaching and learning because it integrates all forms of media (i.e., print, audio, 

video and animation) (92.9%); e-Learning increases access to education and 

training (92.3%); e-Learning improves communication between students and 

teachers (88.1%); e-Learning saves time and effort for both teachers and students 

(82.3%); and e-Learning can engage learners more than other forms of learning 

(81.6%). Three-quarters of the University B respondents agreed that e-Learning 

will increase their efficiency in teaching (78.1%) and that e-Learning enables 

collaborative learning (73.9%). Sixty-one percent agreed that e-Learning enhances 

the pedagogic value of a course.  

The attitude of the University B academic staff towards e-Learning were 

positive with an overall mean of 4.28 and a standard deviation of 0.57. The range 

of the respondents’ mean scores was between 4.54 and 3.72. The University B 

academic staff responded most favourably to item 12 that “Universities should 

adopt more and more e-Learning for their students” (mean=4.54), and least 

favourably to item 11 that “e-Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course” 

(mean=3.72). 
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Table 38: Frequency percentage of University B participants' responses to the attitude 
towards e-Learning scale 

No. Attitude scale Percent% Mean 
SD D N A SA 

1 
e-Learning can solve many of 
our educational problems. 

0.0 3.0 4.1 43.8 49.1 4.39 

2 
e-Learning will bring new 
opportunities for organising 
teaching and learning 

0.0 1.2 4.7 42.0 52.1 4.45 

3 
e-Learning saves time and effort 
for both teachers and students. 

0.6 4.7 12.4 30.2 52.1 4.28 

4 
e-Learning increases access to 
education and training. 

0.6 3.6 3.6 39.6 52.7 4.4 

5 
e-Learning will increase my 
efficiency in teaching. 

0.6 6.5 14.8 33.7 44.4 4.15 

6 
e-Learning enables collaborative 
learning. 

0.6 5.6 19.5 33.7 40.2 4.07 

7 
e-Learning can engage learners 
more than other forms of 
learning. 

0.6 5.9 11.8 40.8 40.8 4.15 

8 

e-Learning increases the quality 
of teaching and learning because 
it integrates all forms of media; 
i.e., print, audio, video and 
animation. 

0.0 3.6 3.6 44.4 48.5 4.38 

9 
e-Learning increases the 
flexibility of teaching and 
learning. 

0.0 1.8 3.6 42.6 52.1 4.45 

10 
e-Learning improves 
communication between 
students and teachers. 

1.2 3.0 7.7 32.5 55.6 4.38 

11 
e-Learning enhances the 
pedagogic value of a course. 

0.6 10.1 28.1 38.5 22.5 3.72 

12 
Universities should adopt more 
and more e-Learning for their 
students. 

0.0 0.0 5.9 33.7 60.4 4.54 

Scale: SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree 

 

University C academic staff also held positive beliefs towards e-Learning 

(Table 39). The majority of the University C respondents agreed that: e-Learning 

will bring new opportunities for organising teaching and learning (98.7%); e-

Learning can solve many of their educational problems (92.9%); universities 

should adopt more e-Learning for their students (92.9%); e-Learning increases the 

flexibility of teaching and learning (92.2%); e-Learning increases the quality of 

teaching and learning because it integrates all forms of media (i.e., print, audio, 

video and animation) (85.8%); e-Learning increases access to education and 
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training (89.0%); e-Learning improves communication between students and 

teachers (89.6%); e-Learning saves time and effort for both teachers and students 

(87.1%); and e-Learning can engage learners more than other forms of learning 

(70.3%). Three-quarters of the University C participants agreed that e-Learning 

will increase their efficiency in teaching (77.4%), and that e-Learning enables 

collaborative learning (67.1%). Over fifty-five percent agreed that e-Learning 

enhances the pedagogic value of a course. 

Table 39: Frequency percentage of University C participants' responses to the attitude 
towards e-Learning scale 

No. Attitude scale Percent% Mean 
SD D N A SA 

1 
e-Learning can solve many of 
our educational problems. 

0.0 1.9 5.2 49.7 43.2 4.34 

2 
e-Learning will bring new 
opportunities for organising 
teaching and learning 

0.0 0.0 1.3 47.7 51.0 4.5 

3 
e-Learning saves time and effort 
for both teachers and students. 

1.3 1.3 10.3 32.9 54.2 4.37 

4 
e-Learning increases access to 
education and training. 

0.0 0.6 10.3 35.5 53.5 4.42 

5 
e-Learning will increase my 
efficiency in teaching. 

1.9 2.6 18.1 36.8 40.6 4.12 

6 
e-Learning enables collaborative 
learning. 

0.0 13.5 19.4 37.4 29.7 3.83 

7 
e-Learning can engage learners 
more than other forms of 
learning. 

0.0 7.7 21.9 30.3 40.0 4.03 

8 

e-Learning increases the quality 
of teaching and learning because 
it integrates all forms of media; 
i.e., print, audio, video and 
animation. 

0.6 3.2 10.3 35.5 50.3 4.32 

9 
e-Learning increases the 
flexibility of teaching and 
learning. 

0.0 1.9 5.8 49.0 43.2 4.34 

10 
e-Learning improves 
communication between 
students and teachers. 

0.0 1.9 8.4 34.8 54.8 4.43 

11 
e-Learning enhances the 
pedagogic value of a course. 

1.3 10.3 32.9 31.0 24.5 3.67 

12 
Universities should adopt more 
and more e-Learning for their 
students. 

0.0 1.9 5.2 32.3 60.6 4.52 

Scale: SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree 
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The attitudes of University C academic staff towards e-Learning were 

positive with an overall mean of 4.24 and a standard deviation of 0.58. The range 

of the respondents’ mean scores was between 4.52 and 3.67. The University C 

academic staff responded most favourably to item 12 that “Universities should 

adopt more and more e-Learning for their students” (mean=4.52), and least 

favourably to item 11 that “e-Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course” 

(mean=3.67). 

5.4.4  Descriptive Statistics of the Participants’ Perceptions of their 
Engagement in the Change 

The participants were asked to specify their perceptions of their 

engagement in the change their institution was facing. They were asked to indicate 

their level of involvement in the change activities on a five-point scale ranging 

from ‘5’ (always) to ‘1’ (never), with ‘3’ being (sometimes) on 7 items that 

represented change activities. They were also asked to indicate if they were 

involved in using e-Teaching environments in their teaching and for how long. 

This was on a five-point scale ranging from ‘5’ (over four years) to ‘1’ (never). 

They were also asked to indicate the technologies they used from a list of eleven 

technologies, and to indicate the frequency of using these technologies on a five-

point scale ranging from ‘5’ (very frequently – more than twice a week) to ‘1’ 

(never). Table 40 presents the frequency percentage of the participants’ responses 

on this 10-item involvement scale, Table 41 presents the leaders’ responses and 

Table 42, Table 43, and Table 44 present the responses of the participants by 

university. 

From the data presented in Table 40 we can see that the majority of 

academic staff had been involved in some of the change activities their institutions 

were providing. Only 3.7% had never followed the news about e-Learning plans 

in the institution and the remaining 96.3% had either followed the news 

occasionally, sometimes, most of the times, or always. Only 7.7% had never 

attended workshops or training classes on using technology in teaching and the 

remaining 92.3% had either attended workshops or training classes occasionally, 
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sometimes, most of the times, or always. Over 12% had never attended 

conferences or high-level summits in the field of e-Learning and the remaining 

87.2% had either attended conferences or high-level summits occasionally, 

sometimes, most of the time, or always.  Over 21% had never taken part in 

working groups on learning designs and frameworks, provided role model 

courses, or  exchanged good ideas in e-Learning and e-Teaching, and 88.7% had 

been involved in this activity either occasionally, sometimes, most of the times, or 

always. Thirty-five percent had never taken part in projects or research in the field 

of e-Learning and e-Teaching, 39.0% had never been given an incentive or reward 

for engaging in e-Learning, and 55.1% had never taken part in translating e-

Learning resources into Arabic. 

The majority of academic staff had been using e-Teaching environments in 

their teaching (Table 40). Only 11.0% never used e-Teaching environments in 

their teaching, 19.2% used e-Teaching environments less than a year ago, 28.5% 

used e-Teaching environments one to two years ago, 21.5% used e-Teaching 

environments three to four years ago, and 19.8% used e-Teaching environments 

over four years ago. 

It can also be seen from the data presented in Table 40 that the majority of 

academic staff frequently integrated technologies into their regular teaching. 

45.3% used the technologies very frequently (more than twice a week), and 23.8% 

used the technologies frequently (one to two times a week). Only 6.1% used the 

technologies rarely (once a month), and 13.8% used the technologies occasionally 

(two to three times a month). 

It is apparent from the data presented in Table 40 that the majority of the 

academic staff had integrated more than four technologies into their regular 

teaching. Only 21.2% integrated one to three technologies, 36.9% integrated four 

to six technologies, 23.1% integrated seven to nine technologies, and 7.9% 

integrated ten to eleven technologies.  
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Table 40: Frequency percentage of participants' responses to involvement 

No. Involvement scale 
Percent% 

Mean 
N O S M A 

1 
Following the news about e-
Learning plans in the 
institution. 

3.7 11.9 34.8 28.3 21.3 3.52 

2 
Attending conferences or high-
level summits in the field of e-
Learning. 

12.8 22.6 30.1 24.1 10.5 2.97 

3 
Attending workshops or 
training classes on using 
technology in teaching. 

7.7 13.1 30.2 29.9 19.1 3.4 

4 

Taking part in providing 
learning designs, frameworks, 
role model, or exchanging 
ideas.  

21.3 21.0 30.8 15.6 11.4 2.75 

5 
Taking part in projects or 
research in the field of e-
Learning and e-Teaching. 

35.0 20.5 21.9 12.1 10.7 2.43 

6 
Taking part in translating e-
Learning resources into 
Arabic. 

55.1 18.2 15.0 5.4 6.3 1.9 

7 
Being given an incentive or 
reward for engaging in e-
Learning. 

39.0 10.1 16.4 16.3 18.2 2.65 

  N L1 1-2 3-4 O4 Mean 

8 
When did you start using e-
Teaching environments in your 
teaching? 

11.0 19.2 28.5 21.5 19.8 3.20 

  0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-11 Mean 

9 Number of technologies used* 11.0 21.2 36.9 23.1 7.9 2.96 
  N R O F VF Mean 

10 Frequent use of technologies 11.0 6.1 13.8 23.8 45.3 3.86 
Scale: N= Never, O=Occasionally, S=Sometimes, M=Most of the time, A=Always, 
          L1= Less than a year, 1-2= 1-2 years, 3-4= 3-4 years, O4= Over four years, 
          R = Rarely (once a month), O= Occasionally (2-3 times a month), 
          F= Frequently (1-2 times a week), and VF= Very Frequently (more than twice a week) 

 
As the chart in Figure 18 shows regarding the percentage of technologies 

used by participants, 80.4% had used email, 65.7% had used resources on the 

World Wide Web (WWW R), 62.4% had used a search engine (SE), 57.2% had 

used file transfer (FT), 51.2% had used the course webpage (CWP), 46.0% had 

used digital libraries (DL), 42.0% of participants had used a course management 

system (CMS), 31.8% had used forums, 22.9% had used blogs, 21.7% had used 

instant messaging (IM), and 19.4% had used Wiki. 

                                                 
* The technologies were listed in the survey see Appendix D 
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T CMS CWP FT email SE 
www 

R 
DL IM Forum Wiki blogs 

C 240 293 327 460 357 376 263 124 182 111 131 

% 42% 51% 57% 80% 62% 66% 46% 22% 32% 19% 23% 

 

Academic staff perceptions’ of their level of engagement in the change 

their institution was facing in the use e-Learning and e-Teaching environments 

leaned towards being engaged with an overall mean of 3.17. The range of 

respondents’ mean scores was between 3.86 and 1.9. The academic staff 

perception of the frequent use of e-Teaching environments was the highest 

(mean=3.86) which leans towards frequently use the technology, and the 

academic staff perception of the level of involvement in translating e-Learning 

resources into Arabic was the lowest (mean=1.9) which leans towards 

occasionally involved in this activity.   

It is apparent from the data that the majority of the leaders had been 

involved in some of the change activities their institutions were providing (Table 

41). Only 1.7% had occasionally followed the news about e-Learning plans in the 

institution and the remaining 98.3% had either followed the news sometimes, 

most of the times or always. Only 3.4% had never attended workshops or training 

classes on using technology in teaching, only 3.4% had occasionally attended, and 

Figure 18: e-Teaching technologies used (count table and chart)
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the remaining 93.2% had either attended workshops or training classes sometime, 

most of the times or always. Over three percent had never attended conferences or 

high-level summits in the field of e-Learning, 6.8% had attended occasionally, 

and the remaining 89.8% had attended conferences or high-level summits 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. Nearly seven percent had never taken part 

in working groups on learning designs and frameworks, provided role model 

courses, or exchanged good ideas in e-Learning and e-Teaching, 10.2% had 

occasionally been involved in this activity, and 83% had been involved in this 

activity either sometimes, most of the time, or always. Nearly seven percent had 

never taken part in projects or research in the field of e-Learning and e-Teaching, 

8.5% had taken part occasionally, and 84.7% were involved in this activity either 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. Over fifteen percent had never been given 

an incentive or reward for engaging in e-Learning, 8.5% had occasionally been 

given an incentive or reward for engaging in e-Learning, and 76.2% experienced 

this either sometimes, most of the time, or always. Just over 27% had never taken 

part in translating e-Learning resources into Arabic, 22.0% had occasionally taken 

part in this activity, and 50.9% were involved in this activity either sometimes, 

most of the time, or always.  

All of the leaders had used e-Teaching environments in their teaching. 

Only 6.8% used e-Teaching environments less than a year ago, 20.3% used e-

Teaching environments one to two years ago, 37.3% used e-Teaching 

environments three to four years ago, and 35.6% used e-Teaching environments 

over four years ago. 

The majority of the leaders had integrated more than four technologies into 

their regular teaching. Only 1.7% had integrated one to three technologies, 25.4% 

had integrated four to six technologies, 39.0% had integrated seven to nine 

technologies and 33.9% had integrated ten to eleven technologies. All of the 

leaders frequently integrated technologies into their regular teaching. Nearly 73% 

used the technologies very frequently (more than twice a week), and 27.1% used 

the technologies frequently (one to two times a week).  
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Table 41: Frequency percentage of leaders' responses to involvement 

No. Involvement scale 
Percent%

Mean 
N O S M A 

1 
Following the news about e-
Learning plans in the 
institution. 

0.0 1.7 6.8 28.8 62.7 4.53 

2 
Attending conferences or high-
level summits in the field of e-
Learning. 

3.4 6.8 18.6 40.7 30.5 3.88 

3 
Attending workshops or 
training classes on using 
technology in teaching. 

3.4 3.4 15.3 37.3 40.7 4.08 

4 

Taking part in providing 
learning designs, frameworks, 
role model, or exchanging 
ideas.  

6.8 10.2 25.4 18.6 39.0 3.73 

5 
Taking part in projects or 
research in the field of e-
Learning and e-Teaching. 

6.8 8.5 33.9 15.3 35.6 3.64 

6 
Taking part in translating e-
Learning resources into 
Arabic. 

27.1 22.0 20.3 11.9 18.6 2.73 

7 
Being given an incentive or 
reward for engaging in e-
Learning. 

15.3 8.5 23.7 23.7 28.8 3.42 

  N L1 1-2 3-4 O4 Mean 

8 
When did you start using e-
Teaching environments in your 
teaching? 

0.0 6.8 20.3 37.3 35.6 4.02 

  0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-11 Mean 

9 Number of technologies used 0.0 1.7 25.4 39.0 33.9 4.05 
  N R O F VF Mean 

10 Frequent use of technologies 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.1 72.9 4.73 
Scale: N= Never, O=Occasionally, S=Sometimes, M=Most of the time, A=Always, 
          L1= Less than a year, 1-2= 1-2 years, 3-4= 3-4 years, O4= Over four years, 
          R = Rarely (once a month), O= Occasionally (2-3 times a month), 
          F= Frequently (1-2 times a week), and VF= Very Frequently (more than twice a week) 

Leaders’ perceptions of their level of engagement in the change their 

institutions were facing in using e-Learning and e-Teaching environments leaned 

towards being engaged with an overall mean of 3.88. The range of respondents’ 

mean scores was between 4.73 and 2.73. The academic staff’s perception of their 

frequent use of e-Teaching environments was the highest (mean=4.73) which lean 

towards very frequent use of technology, and the academic staff’s perception of 

their level of involvement in translating e-Learning resources into Arabic was the 

lowest (mean= 2.73) which lean towards sometimes involved in this activity.   
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It can be seen from the data presented in Table 42 that the majority of 

University A academic staff had been involved in some of the change activities 

their institution was providing. Only 6.9% had never followed the news about e-

Learning plans in their institution and the remaining 93.1% either followed the 

news occasionally, sometimes, most of the time, or always. Only 11.3% had never 

attended workshops or training classes on using technology in teaching and the 

remaining 88.7% had either attended workshops or training classes occasionally, 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. Nearly 17% had never attended 

conferences or high-level summits in the field of e-Learning and the remaining 

83.1% had either attended conferences or high-level summits occasionally, 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. Nearly 28% had never taken part in 

working groups on learning designs and frameworks, provided role model 

courses, or exchanged good ideas in e-Learning and e-Teaching and 72.2% were 

involved in this activity either occasionally, sometimes, most of the time, or 

always. Just over 41% had never taken part in projects or research in the field of 

e-Learning and e-Teaching, 33.9% had never been given an incentive or reward 

for engaging in e-Learning, and 60.5% had never taken part in translating e-

Learning resources into Arabic. 

The majority of University A academic staff had been using e-Teaching 

environments in their teaching. Only 12.9% had never used e-Teaching 

environments in their teaching, 28.2% had used e-Teaching environments less 

than a year ago, 24.6% had used e-Teaching environments one to two years ago, 

18.5% had used e-Teaching environments three to four years ago, and 15.7% had 

used e-Teaching environments over four years ago. 

Two-thirds of the University A academic staff had integrated four or more 

technologies into their regular teaching. Only 23.0% had integrated one to three 

technologies, 39.1% had integrated four to six technologies, 17.7% had integrated 

seven to nine technologies and 7.3% had integrated ten to eleven technologies. In 

relation to the technologies used by the University A participants, 79.4% had used 

email, 65.7% had used World Wide Web resources, 61.7% had used a search 

engine, 53.2% had used file transfer, 45.2% had used a course webpage, 44.8% 

had used digital libraries, 34.7% had used a course management system, 27.4% 
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had used forums, 21.0% had used instant messaging, 17.7% had used blogs, and 

16.5% of the University A respondents had used Wiki. 

Table 42: Frequency percentage of University A participants' responses involvement 

No. Involvement scale 
Percent%

Mean 
N O S M A 

1 
Following the news about e-
Learning plans in the 
institution. 

6.9 18.1 41.5 22.6 10.9 3.13 

2 
Attending conferences or high-
level summits in the field of e-
Learning. 

16.9 27.8 29.4 20.2 5.6 2.7 

3 
Attending workshops or 
training classes on using 
technology in teaching. 

11.3 17.7 32.7 25.0 13.3 3.11 

4 

Taking part in providing 
learning designs, frameworks, 
role model, or exchanging 
ideas.  

27.8 21.4 30.2 12.9 7.7 2.51 

5 
Taking part in projects or 
research in the field of e-
Learning and e-Teaching. 

41.1 21.8 21.0 8.5 7.7 2.2 

6 
Taking part in translating e-
Learning resources into 
Arabic. 

60.5 18.5 11.7 4.8 4.4 1.74 

7 
Being given an incentive or 
reward for engaging in e-
Learning. 

33.9 13.3 17.7 13.7 21.4 2.75 

  N L1 1-2 3-4 O4 Mean 

8 
When did you start using e-
Teaching environments in your 
teaching? 

12.9 28.2 24.6 18.5 15.7 2.96 

  0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-11 Mean 

9 Number of technologies used 12.9 23.0 39.1 17.7 7.3 2.83 
  N R O F VF Mean 

10 Frequent use of technologies 12.9 6.5 16.5 23.8 40.3 3.72 
Scale: N= Never, O=Occasionally, S=Sometimes, M=Most of the time, A=Always, 
          L1= Less than a year, 1-2= 1-2 years, 3-4= 3-4 years, O4= Over four years, 
          R = Rarely (once a month), O= Occasionally (2-3 times a month), 
          F= Frequently (1-2 times a week), and VF= Very Frequently (more than twice a week) 

Two-thirds of University A academic staff frequently integrated 

technologies into their regular teaching. Over 40% used the technologies very 

frequently (more than twice a week), and 23.8% used the technologies frequently 

(one to two times a week). Only 6.5% used the technologies rarely (once a 

month), and 16.5% used the technologies occasionally (two to three times a 

month).   
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The perception of the University A academic staff of their level of 

engagement in the change their institution was facing in using e-Learning and e-

Teaching environments leaned towards being engaged with an overall mean of 

2.77. The range of the respondents’ mean scores was between 3.72 and 1.74. The 

perception of the University A academic staff of their frequent use of e-Teaching 

environments was the highest (mean= 3.72) which leans towards frequent use of 

technology, and perception of their level of involvement in translating e-Learning 

resources into Arabic (mean=1.9) which leans towards occasional involvement of 

such activity.    

As shown in the data presented in Table 43, the majority of University B 

academic staff had been involved in some of the change activities their institution 

was providing. Only 0.6% had never followed the news about e-Learning plans in 

the institution and the remaining 99.4% followed the news either occasionally, 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. Only 3% had never attended workshops 

or training classes on using technology in teaching and the remaining 97% had 

either attended workshops or training classes occasionally, sometimes, most of the 

time, or always. In regards to the attendance of conferences or high-level summits 

in the field of e-Learning, 6.5% had never attended and the remaining 93.5% had 

attended either occasionally, sometimes, most of the time, or always. Over 15% 

had never taken part in working groups on learning designs and frameworks, 

provided role model courses, or exchanged good ideas in e-Learning and e-

Teaching, and 84.6% were involved in this activity either occasionally, 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. In relation to participation in projects or 

research in the field of e-Learning and e-Teaching, 28.4% had never taken part. In 

addition, 43.8% had never been given an incentive or reward for engaging in e-

Learning, and 49.7% had never taken part in translating e-Learning resources into 

Arabic. 

The majority of University B academic staff had been using e-Teaching 

environments in their teaching. Only 11.8% had never used e-Teaching 

environments in their teaching, 12.4% had used e-Teaching environments less 

than a year ago, 32.5% had used e-Teaching environments one to two years ago, 
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21.9% had used e-Teaching environments three to four years ago, and 21.3% had 

used e-Teaching environments over four years ago. 

Table 43: Frequency percentage of University B participants' responses to involvement 

No. Involvement scale 
Percent%

Mean 
N O S M A 

1 
Following the news about e-
Learning plans in the 
institution. 

0.6 7.7 26.0 32.5 33.1 3.9 

2 
Attending conferences or high-
level summits in the field of e-
Learning. 

6.5 18.3 28.4 33.1 13.6 3.29 

3 
Attending workshops or 
training classes on using 
technology in teaching. 

3.0 8.9 27.8 37.3 23.1 3.69 

4 

Taking part in providing 
learning designs, frameworks, 
role model, or exchanging 
ideas.  

15.4 18.9 30.2 20.7 14.8 3.01 

5 
Taking part in projects or 
research in the field of e-
Learning and e-Teaching. 

28.4 18.9 24.3 16.0 12.4 2.65 

6 
Taking part in translating e-
Learning resources into 
Arabic. 

49.7 17.2 19.5 7.1 6.5 2.04 

7 
Being given an incentive or 
reward for engaging in e-
Learning. 

43.8 7.1 17.2 18.3 13.6 2.51 

  N L1 1-2 3-4 O4 Mean 

8 
When did you start using e-
Teaching environments in your 
teaching? 

11.8 12.4 32.5 21.9 21.3 3.28 

  0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-11 Mean 

9 Number of technologies used 11.8 20.7 34.9 21.3 11.2 2.99 
  N R O F VF Mean 

10 Frequent use of technologies 11.8 7.1 16.0 23.1 42.0 3.76 
Scale: N= Never, O=Occasionally, S=Sometimes, M=Most of the time, A=Always, 
          L1= Less than a year, 1-2= 1-2 years, 3-4= 3-4 years, O4= Over four years, 
          R = Rarely (once a month), O= Occasionally (2-3 times a month), 
          F= Frequently (1-2 times a week), and VF= Very Frequently (more than twice a week) 

Two-thirds of University B academic staff had integrated four or more 

technologies into their regular teaching. Only 20.7% had integrated one to three 

technologies, 34.9% had integrated four to six technologies, 21.3% had integrated 

seven to nine technologies and 11.2% had integrated ten to eleven technologies. In 

regards to the use of technologies, 79.3% of University B academic staff had used 

email, 62.1% had used World Wide Web resources, 59.8% had used a search 

engine, 54.4% had used file transfer, 54.4% had used course webpage, 47.9% had 
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used digital libraries, 50.3% had used a course management system, 35.5% had 

used forums, 22.5% had used blogs, 21.9% had used instant messaging, and 

18.9% had used Wiki. 

Two-third of University B academic staff frequently integrated 

technologies into their regular teaching: 42% used the technologies very 

frequently (more than twice a week), and 23.1% used the technologies frequently 

(one to two times a week). Only 7.1% used the technologies rarely (once a 

month), and 16% used the technologies occasionally (two to three times a month).   

University B academic staff’s perception of their level of engagement in 

the change their institution was facing in using e-Learning and e-Teaching 

environments leaned towards being engaged with an overall mean of 3.11. The 

range of respondents’ mean scores was between 3.9 and 2.04. The University B 

academic staff’s perception of their involvement by following the news about e-

Learning plans was the highest (mean=3.9)which leans towards being involved 

most of the time in such activity, and their perception of their level of involvement 

in translating e-Learning resources into Arabic was the lowest (mean=2.04) which 

leans towards occasionally being involved in such activity.    

It is apparent from the data presented in Table 44 that the majority of 

University C academic staff had been involved in some of the change activities 

their institution was providing. Only 1.9% had never followed the news about e-

Learning plans in the institution and the remaining 98.1% were either following 

the news occasionally, sometimes, most of the time, or always. Only 7.1% had 

never attended workshops or training classes on using technology in teaching, and 

the remaining 92.9% had either attended workshops or training classes 

occasionally, sometimes, most of the time, or always. Nearly 13% had never 

attended conferences or high-level summits in the field of e-Learning and the 

remaining 87.1% attended conferences or high-level summits either occasionally, 

sometimes, most of the time, or always. More than 17% had never taken part in 

working groups on learning designs and frameworks, provided role model 

courses, or exchange good ideas in e-Learning and e-Teaching and 82.6% were 

involved in this activity either occasionally, sometimes, most of the time, or 
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always. In addition, 32.3% had never taken part in projects or research in the field 

of e-Learning and e-Teaching, 41.9% had never been given an incentive or reward 

for engaging in e-Learning, and 52.3% had never taken part in translating e-

Learning resources into Arabic. 

Table 44: Frequency percentage of University C participants' responses to involvement 

No. Involvement scale 
Percent%

Mean 
N O S M A 

1 
Following the news about e-
Learning plans in the 
institution. 

1.9 6.5 33.5 32.9 25.2 3.73 

2 
Attending conferences or high-
level summits in the field of e-
Learning. 

12.9 18.7 32.9 20.6 14.8 3.06 

3 
Attending workshops or 
training classes on using 
technology in teaching. 

7.1 10.3 29.0 29.7 23.9 3.53 

4 

Taking part in providing 
learning designs, frameworks, 
role model, or exchanging 
ideas.  

17.4 22.6 32.3 14.2 13.5 2.84 

5 
Taking part in projects or 
research in the field of e-
Learning and e-Teaching. 

32.3 20.0 20.6 13.5 13.5 2.56 

6 
Taking part in translating e-
Learning resources into 
Arabic. 

52.3 18.7 15.5 4.5 9.0 1.99 

7 
Being given an incentive or 
reward for engaging in e-
Learning. 

41.9 8.4 13.5 18.1 18.1 2.62 

  N L1 1-2 3-4 O4 Mean 

8 
When did you start using e-
Teaching environments in your 
teaching? 

7.1 12.3 30.3 25.8 24.5 3.48 

  0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-11 Mean 

9 Number of technologies used 7.1 18.7 35.5 33.5 5.2 3.11 
  N R O F VF Mean 

10 Frequent use of technologies 7.1 4.5 7.1 24.5 56.8 4.19 
Scale: N= Never, O=Occasionally, S=Sometimes, M=Most of the time, A=Always, 
          L1= Less than a year, 1-2= 1-2 years, 3-4= 3-4 years, O4= Over four years, 
          R = Rarely (once a month), O= Occasionally (2-3 times a month), 
          F= Frequently (1-2 times a week), and VF= Very Frequently (more than twice a week) 

The majority of academic staff had been using e-Teaching environments in 

their teaching. Only 7.1% had never used e-Teaching environments in their 

teaching, 12.3% had used e-Teaching environments less than a year ago, 30.3% 

had used e-Teaching environments one to two years ago, 25.8% had used e-
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Teaching environments three to four years ago, and 24.5% had used e-Teaching 

environments over four years ago. 

The majority of University C academic staff had integrated four or more 

technologies into their regular teaching. Only 18.7% had integrated one to three 

technologies, 35.5% had integrated four to six technologies, 33.5% had integrated 

seven to nine technologies and 5.2% had integrated ten to eleven technologies. In 

regards to the technologies used by the University C respondents, 83.2% had used 

email, 69.7% had used Wold Wide Web resources, 66.5% had used a search 

engine, 66.5% had used file transfer, 57.4% had used a course webpage, 45.8% 

had used digital libraries, 44.5% had used a course management system, 35.5% 

had used forums, 31.6% had used blogs, 22.6% had used instant messaging, and 

24.5% had used Wiki. 

The majority of University C academic staff frequently integrated 

technologies into their regular teaching: 56.8% used the technologies very 

frequently (more than twice a week), and 24.5% used the technologies frequently 

(one to two times a week). Only 4.5% used the technologies rarely (once a 

month), and 7.1% used the technologies occasionally (two to three times a 

month).   

The University C academic staff’s perception of their level of engagement 

in the change their institution was facing in using e-Learning and e-Teaching 

environments leaned towards being engaged, with an overall mean of 3.11. The 

range of respondents’ mean scores was between 4.11 and 1.99. The University C 

academic staff’s perception of their frequent use of e-Teaching environments was 

the highest (mean= 4.11) which leans towards frequently use the technology, and 

their perception of their level of involvement in translating e-Learning resources 

into Arabic was the lowest (mean= 1.99) which leans towards occasionally being 

involved in such activity.   

5.4.5  Descriptive Statistics of the Participants’ Opinions towards the 
eActive Change Strategies 

The participants were asked to express their opinions about the eActive 

strategies. They were asked to indicate the level of importance of these strategies 
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in motivating them to engage in the change their institutions were facing, on a 

seven-point scale ranging from ‘7’ (highly important) to ‘1’ (highly unimportant), 

and with ‘4’ being neutral, on 34 items that represented eActive strategies. Table 

45 presents the frequency percentage of the overall participants’ responses on the 

34-item importance scale.  

As shown in the data presented in Table 45, the majority of the 

participants believed that the awareness strategies, and the communication and 

involvement strategies were important for motivating them to engage in the 

change their institutions were facing. Over 90% of the participants believed that 

showing the need for change to use e-Teaching environments was important or 

highly important in engaging them in the change. Over 92% of the participants 

believed that providing successful role models of uses of e-Teaching 

environments was important or highly important in engaging them in the change. 

Between 72.4% and 89.3% of the participants believed that spreading the 

awareness of the change by communicating was important or highly important in 

engaging them in the change through: meetings (78.9%), seminars and 

conferences (82.0%), workshops (89.3%) and research papers (72.4%). Between 

39.3% and 84.3% of the participants believed that using electronic communication 

channels to communicate and facilitate involvement in the change was important 

or highly important in engaging them in the change such as the use of: forums 

(69.1%), Wiki (39.3%), email (83.7%) and the university website (84.3%). 

Between 72.8% and 79.6% of the participants believed that providing academic 

staff with the awareness of the change was important or highly important in 

engaging them in the change through: achievements (79.6%), limitations (72.8%), 

improvements (77.4%), and challenges (77.7%). Over 78% of the participants 

believed that being aware of the vision of the change and involved in the 

production of the vision was important or highly important in engaging them in 

the change. More than 84% of the participants believed that listening to concerns 

around the change and providing the means to collect these concerns and find 

solutions was important or highly important in engaging them in the change. 
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Table 45: Frequency percentage of participants' responses to the importance scale 
 

 No. Importance scale 
Percent% 

Mean HU U SU N SI I HI

A
w

ar
en

e
ss

, C
o
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n

ic
at
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n

 a
n

d
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lv
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t 
 

1 Show the need 0 0 0 0 9.8 40.6 49.7 6.40 

2 Provide role models 0 0 0 0.3 7.5 37.1 55.1 6.47 

3 Meetings 0.3 0 0.7 3.7 16.4 39.9 39.0 6.11 

4 Seminars 0 0 0 3.0 15.0 41.3 40.7 6.20 

5 Workshops 0 0 0 0.7 10.0 33.7 55.6 6.44 

6 Research papers 0 0 0 1.4 26.2 38.1 34.3 6.05 

7 Forums 0 0 1.4 12.9 26.6 34.1 25.0 5.68 

8 Wiki 2.4 1.6 4.0 20.3 22.4 20.1 19.2 5.26 

9 Email 0.3 0.5 1.0 3.7 10.7 31.8 51.9 6.27 

10 University website 0 0 0.3 3.8 11.5 30.6 53.7 6.33 

11 Achievements 0 0 0.5 5.9 14.0 34.8 44.8 6.17 

12 Limitations 0 0.3 0.2 10.3 16.4 41.3 31.5 5.92 

13 Improvements 0 0 0.7 8.9 12.9 39.3 38.1 6.05 

14 Challenges 0 0.2 0.5 6.6 15.0 37.8 39.9 6.09 

15 Vision 0 0.2 0.3 5.8 15.2 39.7 38.8 6.10 

16 Concerns 0 0 0.3 4.0 11.2 29.2 55.2 6.35 

S
u

p
p

o
rt

 a
n

d
 E

m
p

o
w

er
m

en
t 

17 Clear policies 0 0 0.2 1.7 8.7 35.0 54.4 6.42 

18 Library e-Learning resources 0 0 0 0.7 7.7 23.4 68.2 6.59 

19 Leaders 0 0 0 1.6 8.4 31.5 58.6 6.47 

20 Project funding 0 0 0 0.9 10.7 29.5 58.9 6.47 

21 Supportive communities 0 0 0 0 9.1 34.4 56.5 6.47 

22 Pedagogical framework 0 0 0 4.5 15.7 39.3 40.4 6.16 

23 Intellectual property 0 0.5 1.7 2.4 10.3 26.9 58.0 6.35 

24 Peer support 0 0 1.0 1.6 10.7 37.6 49.1 6.32 

25 Rewards 0 0 0.2 1.0 6.3 26.4 66.1 6.57 

26 Short-term wins 0 0.2 0.9 1.9 11.9 38.6 46.5 6.27 

E
va

lu
at

io
n

 a
n

d
 I

m
p

ro
ve

m
en

t 27 Evaluation teams 0 0 0.7 4.0 17.5 38.3 39.5 6.12 

28 Quality standards 0 0 0.5 1.2 11.2 40.7 46.3 6.31 

29 Evaluate workshops 0 0 0.2 2.8 12.2 41.3 43.5 6.25 

30 Evaluate staff performance 0 0.7 0.3 3.7 10.1 39.5 45.6 6.24 

31 Evaluate resources 0 0 0.2 1.9 17.0 37.8 43.2 6.22 

32 Guidelines for improvement 0 0 0 0.2 15.9 39.7 44.2 6.28 

33 Awareness of subject raised 0 0 0 0 14.0 38.5 47.6 6.34 

34 Follow-up 0 0 0 1.4 11.5 37.8 49.3 6.35 

Scale: HU= Highly Unimportant, U=Unimportant, SU=Slightly Unimportant,  N=Neutral,  
           SI=Slightly Important, I=Important, HI= Highly Important 
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It can be seen from Table 45 that the majority of the participants believed 

that the support and empowerment strategies were important for motivating them 

to engage in the change their institutions were facing. Over 89% of the 

participants believed that developing clear policies to support the use of e-

Teaching environments was important or highly important in engaging them in 

the change. Over 91% of the participants believed that extending the library with 

e-Learning resources was important or highly important in engaging them in the 

change. Just over 90% of the participants believed that having individuals in each 

department to lead and motivate the change was important or highly important. 

Over 88% of the participants believed that providing project funding in projects 

related to e-Teaching environments was important or highly important in 

engaging them in the change. Nearly 91% of the participants believed that 

building supportive communities to provide technical support and professional 

development (e.g., educational technologists) was important or highly important 

in engaging them in the change. Nearly 79% of the participants believed that 

using a pedagogical framework was important or highly important in engaging 

them in the change. Nearly 85% of the participants believed that addressing 

intellectual property, copyright, and ownership issues was important or highly 

important in engaging them in the change.  Over 86% of the participants believed 

that encouraging peer support and taking part in workshops was important or 

highly important in engaging them in the change. More than 92% of the 

participants believed that recognising staff efforts in engagement by providing 

rewards was important or highly important in engaging them in the change. Just 

over 85% of the participants believed that generating short-term wins in the 

change was important or highly important in engaging them in the change. 

Table 45 also shows that the majority of the participants believed that the 

evaluation and improvement strategies were important for motivating them to 

engage in the change their institutions were facing. Nearly 78% of the participants 

believed that structuring evaluating teams was important or highly important. 

Eighty-seven percent of the participants believed that developing an evaluation 

strategy and using high quality standards for evaluation was important or highly 
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important in engaging them in the change. Between 81.0% and 84.8% of the 

participants believed that continuous evaluation of workshops and training 

(84.8%), staff performance (85.1%) and resources, research papers and projects 

(81.0%) was important or highly important in engaging them in the change. 

Nearly 84% of the participants believed that structuring guidelines for 

improvement according to evaluation was important or highly important in 

engaging them in the change. Just over 85% of the participants believed that 

ensuring awareness of subject raised in evaluation was important or highly 

important in engaging them in the change.  Just over 87% of the participants 

believed that making sure that subjects that needed improvement were followed-

up was important or highly important in engaging them in the change. 

The academic staff’s opinions about the eActive model strategies leaned 

towards agreeing that these strategies were important for the participants’ 

engagement in the change, with an overall mean of 6.24. The range of 

respondents’ mean scores was between 5.26 and 6.59. The participants’ opinion 

that it was important for the library to be extended with e-Learning resources was 

the highest (mean=6.59), and their belief in the importance of the use of Wiki to 

communicate and facilitate involvement in the change was the lowest 

(mean=5.26). 

Table 46 presents the frequency percentage of active engaged participants’ 

responses for the 34-item importance scale. Active engaged participants were 

frequent users of the e-Teaching environment and leaned towards being involved 

in some TTMS. Active engaged participants represented (52.2%; n=299) of the 

participating sample which also included the leaders. The 7-importance-scale was 

re-coded to a 3-importance-scale for this data to provide easer reference. Highly 

unimportant, unimportant and slightly unimportant responses were referred to as 

unimportant (U). Highly important, important and slightly important responses 

were referred to as important (I), and neutral (N) remain the same.  

 
 
 
 
 



 

158 
 

Table 46: Frequency percentage of active engaged participants' responses to the importance 
scale 

 
 

  

 No. Importance scale 
Percent% 

Mean U N I
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1 Show the need 0 0 100 6.55 

2 Provide role models 0 0.3 99.7 6.61 

3 Meetings 0 3.0 97.0 6.31 

4 Seminars 0 1.7 98.3 6.35 

5 Workshops 0 0 100 6.61 

6 Research papers 0 1.0 99.0 6.23 

7 Forums 0.3 10.7 89.0 5.87 

8 Wiki 3.7 16.7 79.6 5.52 

9 Email 0.3 3.3 96.4 6.45 

10 University website 0.3 2.3 97.4 6.46 

11 Achievements 0.3 4.3 95.4 6.32 

12 Limitations 0 9.7 90.3 6.03 

13 Improvements 0.7 7.4 91.9 6.17 

14 Challenges 0.3 6.4 93.3 6.23 

15 Vision 0 4.7 95.3 6.21 

16 Concerns 0.3 3.0 96.7 6.44 

S
u

p
p

o
rt

 a
n
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p

o
w
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m
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17 Clear policies 0 0.7 99.3 6.57 

18 Library e-Learning resources 0 0 100 6.72 

19 Leaders 0 1.0 99 6.55 

20 Project funding 0 0 100 6.58 

21 Supportive communities 0 0 100 6.57 

22 Pedagogical framework 0 2.7 97.3 6.32 

23 Intellectual property 2.7 0.7 96.6 6.49 

24 Peer support 1.0 0.3 98.7 6.47 

25 Rewards 0.3 0.7 99 6.68 

26 Short-term wins 1.0 1.3 97.7 6.41 

E
va

lu
at

io
n

 a
n

d
 I

m
p

ro
ve

m
en

t 27 Evaluation teams 0.3 2.3 97.4 6.32 

28 Quality standards 0.3 0.7 99 6.44 

29 Evaluate workshops 0 1.0 99 6.43 

30 Evaluate staff performance 0 1.7 98.3 6.46 

31 Evaluate resources 0 0.7 99.3 6.36 

32 Guidelines for improvement 0 0 100 6.41 

33 Awareness of subject raised 0 0 100 6.44 

34 Follow-up 0 0.7 99.3 6.47 
Scale: U= Unimportant,  N=Neutral, I=Important 
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As the data presented in Table 46 shows, the majority of the active 

engaged participants believed that the awareness, and communication and 

involvement strategies were important for motivating them to engage in the 

change their institutions were facing. All the active engaged participants believed 

that showing the need for change to use e-Teaching environments was important 

in engaging them in the change. Over 99% of the participants believed that 

providing successful role models of uses of e-Teaching environments was 

important in engaging them in the change. 

The active engaged participants believed that spreading the awareness for 

the change by communicating was important n engaging them in the change 

through: meetings (97%), seminars and conferences (98.3%), workshops (100%) 

and research papers (99%). This category of participants believed that using 

electronic communication channels to communicate and facilitate involvement in 

the change was important in engaging them in the change, through channels such 

as: forums (89%), Wiki (79.6%), email (96.4%) and the university website 

(97.4%). These participants believed that providing academic staff with the 

awareness of the change was important in engaging them in the change, including: 

achievements (95.4%), limitations (90.3%), improvements (91.9%) and 

challenges (93.3%). Over 95% of these participants believed that being aware of 

the vision of the change and being involved in the production of the vision was 

important in engaging them in the change. Over 96% believed that listening to 

concerns around the change and providing the means to collect the concerns and 

find solutions was important in engaging them in the change. 

It can be seen from the data presented in Table 46 that the majority of the 

active engaged participants believed that support and empowerment strategies 

were important for motivating them to engage in the change their institutions were 

facing. Over 99% of the participants believed that developing clear policies to 

support the use of e-Teaching environments was important in engaging them in 

the change. All of the active engaged participants believed that extending the 

library with e-Learning resources was important in engaging them in the change. 

Ninety-nine percent of these participants believed that having individuals in each 

department to lead and motivate the change was important in engaging them in the 
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change. All of the active engaged participants believed that providing project 

funding in projects related to e-Teaching environments was important in engaging 

them in the change. All of them believed that building supportive communities to 

provide technical support and professional development (e.g., educational 

technologists) was important in engaging them in the change. Over 97% of the 

participants believed that using a pedagogical framework was important in 

engaging them in the change. More than 96% of the active engaged participants 

believed that addressing intellectual property, copyright and ownership issues was 

important in engaging them in the change.  More than 98% of the participants 

believed that encouraging peer support and taking part in workshops was 

important in engaging them in the change. Ninety-nine percent of the participants 

believed that recognising staff efforts in engagement by providing a rewards 

structure was important in engaging them in the change. Over 97% of the 

participants believed that generating short-term wins in the change was important 

in engaging them in the change.   

 The responses presented in Table 46 also show that the majority of the 

active engaged participants believed that evaluation and improvement strategies 

were important for motivating them to engage in the change their institutions were 

facing. Over 97% of these participants believed that structuring evaluating teams 

was important. Ninety-nine percent of the participants believed that developing 

evaluation strategy and using high quality standards for evaluation was important 

in engaging them in the change. These participants believed that continuous 

evaluation through workshops and training (99%), staff performance (98.3%) and, 

resources, research papers and projects (99.3%) was important in engaging them 

in the change. All of the active engaged participants believed that structuring 

guidelines for improvement according to evaluation was important or highly 

important in engaging them in the change. All of them also believed that ensuring 

awareness of the subjects raised in evaluation was important in engaging them in 

the change. Over 99% of the participants believed that making sure that the 

subjects that needed improvement were followed-up was important in engaging 

them in the change. 
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In relation to the opinions of the active engaged academic staff towards the 

eActive model strategies, they agreed that these strategies were important for the 

participants’ engagement in the change. The range of these respondents’ mean 

scores was between 5.52 and 6.72. Their belief that it was important for the library 

to be extended with e-Learning resources was the highest (mean=6.72), and their 

belief that Wiki should be used to communicate and facilitate involvement in the 

change was the lowest (mean= 5.52). 

5.4.6  Importance Scale of the eActive Model Comparison 

In this section, the means of the eActive strategies are analysed by 

university level and on the basis of the participants’ identification of themselves 

leaders (Table 47). The means of the eActive strategies are analysed by college 

(Table 48). This comparison could help indicate whether participants from the 

same university and/or the same college leaned towards agreement on the same 

strategies.  

The leaders’ opinions towards the eActive model strategies leaned towards 

agreeing that these strategies were highly important for the participants’ 

engagement in the change, with an overall mean of 6.62. The range of the leaders’ 

mean scores for the importance of the awareness strategies was between 6.55 and 

6.71. The highest awareness strategy mean score for the leaders’ responses was 

for the provision of role models strategy (mean = 6.71).  

The range of the leaders’ mean scores for the importance of the 

communication and involvement strategies was between 6.49 and 6.65. The 

highest score for the leaders’ responses on the communication and involvement 

mean was on the communicating the vision strategy (mean=6.56), and the lowest 

score was on using meetings as a means of communicating, being involved and 

listening to concerns (mean = 6.45). 

The range of the leaders’ mean scores for the importance of the support 

strategies was between 6.59 and 6.78. The highest score for the leaders’ responses 

on the support mean was on providing the library with e-Learning resources 

(mean=6.78), and the lowest score was on assigning e-Learning leaders in each 

department (mean=6.59). 
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5.4.7  Responses to the Open-Ended Question 

This section presents the analysis of the academic staff’s responses to the 

open-ended question that was included in the survey to explore their views on the 

survey topic. As expected, not all the survey respondents commented on this 

matter. A total of 109 survey respondents (19%) shared some comments on the 

subject. Only four out of the 109 comments were negative and were discarded 

because they were not related to the survey intention or the research topic. The 

remaining 105 comments were analysed. A thematic technique was used for the 

analysis. Themes extracted from the comments were about three main topics 

which are survey structure, research topic, and the eActive strategies. To validate 

the analysis through peer debriefing, a Saudi colleague also assessed the data.  

The comments were mostly connected to the survey structure and the 

research topic, and a few were on the eActive strategies. Comments on the survey 

included that the survey instrument was comprehensive, very special, interesting, 

and joyful to fill in. Comments on the study included that this kind of study was 

needed, important, and one of the special studies done nowadays. Comments on 

the eActive strategies were either comments that highlighted the strategies 

mentioned in the survey or made suggestions for additional strategies. There were 

also comments that highlighted that it was very important to implement the 

strategies mentioned in the survey in the higher education institutions to which the 

participants belonged.  

The comments that highlighted the strategies mentioned in the survey 

included: concentrating on awareness, ensuring good leaders in change, ensuring 

the provision of clear goals, assigning e-Learning units in each college, providing 

technology training, ensuring good training structure, providing workshops and 

training through professional development teams, exchanging ideas, assigning 

technology specialists to support the change in each department, ensuring problem 

solving, conducting meetings, providing awards and encouragement, ensuring 

intellectual property, providing financial support, and ensuring improvement. 

 The comments that suggested new strategies included: spreading the 

awareness of the importance of using electronic communication channels between 
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teachers and students; suggesting the aim to replace 25% of face-to-face time by 

e-Learning; providing support by ensuring that e-Learning environments are 

accessible; raising awareness of e-Learning importance; suggesting compulsory 

training in e-Learning; in each department, training a team to be leaders in e-

Learning; setting up e-curriculum development teams in each department; 

ensuring patience when dealing with staff concerns and problems; and providing 

support through Web content to facilitate individual preparation to use e-

Teaching.       

The comments that highlighted the importance of implementing the 

eActive model pointed out the need for an e-Learning centre in the institution. 

This centre would carry out the implementation of the eActive model and address 

other issues. Some of the other issues raised in the comments were: strategically 

planning the change, ensuring the provision of facilities and resources, 

supervising research in improving e-Learning, and preparing both academic staff 

and students to use e-Learning.     
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Table 47: Mean of leaders' and each university participants’ responses to the importance 
scale 

 No. Importance scale 
Leaders’

Mean 
Uni A 
Mean 

Uni B 
Mean 

Uni C 
Mean 

A
w
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1 Show the need 6.68 6.36 6.46 6.39 

2 Provide role models 6.71 6.45 6.49 6.48 

3 Meetings 6.49 6.03 6.21 6.14 

4 Seminars 6.61 6.15 6.26 6.2 

5 Workshops 6.76 6.38 6.57 6.4 

6 Research papers 6.59 6.02 6.13 6.03 

7 Forums 6.47 5.65 5.76 5.66 

8 Wiki 6.31 5.08 5.36 5.43 

9 Email 6.66 6.18 6.31 6.36 

10 University website 6.76 6.27 6.42 6.34 

11 Achievements 6.69 6.13 6.18 6.23 

12  Limitations 6.42 5.91 5.89 5.98 

13 Improvements 6.53 5.95 6.11 6.15 

14 Challenges 6.58 6.06 6.08 6.17 

15 Vision 6.56 6.09 6.08 6.15 

16 Concerns 6.49 6.29 6.36 6.44 

S
u
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p
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n

d
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m
p
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w
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m
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17 Clear policies 6.63 6.34 6.46 6.5 

18 Library e-Learning resources 6.78 6.54 6.62 6.65 

19 Leaders 6.59 6.44 6.51 6.48 

20 Project funding 6.71 6.4 6.53 6.49 

21 Supportive communities 6.66 6.42 6.5 6.54 

22 Pedagogical framework 6.56 6.16 6.16 6.15 

23 Intellectual property 6.76 6.38 6.33 6.34 

24 Peer support 6.69 6.29 6.32 6.37 

25 Rewards 6.85 6.5 6.62 6.63 

26 Short-term wins 6.63 6.21 6.29 6.35 

E
va

lu
at

io
n

 a
n

d
 I

m
p

ro
ve

m
en

t 27 Evaluation teams 6.61 6.04 6.13 6.24 

28 Quality standards 6.58 6.28 6.3 6.37 

29 Evaluate workshops 6.61 6.2 6.25 6.33 

30 Evaluate staff performance 6.73 6.15 6.33 6.3 

31 Evaluate resources 6.58 6.14 6.25 6.32 

32 Guidelines for improvement 6.61 6.25 6.26 6.34 

33 Awareness of subject raised 6.59 6.3 6.29 6.44 

34 Follow-up 6.69 6.31 6.35 6.41 
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The range of the leaders’ mean scores for the importance of the 

empowerment strategies was between 6.56 and 6.85. The highest score for the 

leaders’ responses on the empowerment mean was on giving rewards 

(mean=6.85), and the lowest score was on using a pedagogical framework 

(mean=6.56). 

The range of the leaders’ mean scores for the importance of the evaluation 

strategies was between 6.58 and 6.64. The highest score for the leaders’ responses 

on the empowerment mean was on continuous evaluation (mean=6.64), and the 

lowest score was on having high quality evaluation standards and strategy 

(mean=6.58). 

The range of the leaders’ mean scores for the importance of the 

improvement strategies was between 6.59 and 6.69. The highest score for the 

leaders’ responses on the improvement mean was on making sure that 

improvement is followed-up (mean=6.69), and the lowest score was on structuring 

guidelines (mean=6.69). 

The data in Table 47 are presented in charts. Figure 19 shows the chart for 

the means of the responses for the importance scale for the eActive strategies. 

Figure 20 shows the chart for the awareness strategies. Figure 22 shows the chart 

for the communication and involvement strategies. Figure 23 shows the chart for 

the support strategies. Figure 24 shows the chart for the empowerment strategies. 

Figure 25 shows the chart for the evaluation strategies, and  shows the chart for 

the improvement strategies.  
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As shown in Figure 19, the leaders’ responses to the importance scale for 

the eActive strategies leaned towards being a straight line of highly important. 

The University A participants’ responses to the importance scale for the eActive 

strategies leaned towards being important with the exception of the Wiki as a 

communication strategy as slightly important.  The University B participants’ 

responses to the importance scale for the eActive strategies leaned towards being 

important with the exception of the Wiki as a communication strategy as slightly 

important. The University C participants’ responses to the importance scale for 

the eActive strategies leaned towards being important with the exception of the 

Wiki as a communication strategy as slightly important. Over all, the participants’ 

responses to the importance scale for the eActive strategies leaned towards being 

important with the exception of the use of Wiki as a communication strategy as 

slightly important.  

From the charts we can see clearly that the responses from the participants 

from the three universities were similar. Overall, the participants from the same 

university tended to favour some strategies over other strategies in the same way 

as the participants from another university. This can be indicated by the line 

behaviour for each university. These lines are similar.  

  Figure 19: Importance mean comparision between universities 
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Across the three universities, the awareness strategies sequence of 

importance was the same (Figure 20). The most important was the provision of 

role models strategy. The second most important was the strategy of showing the 

need. The third most important was using traditional ways of communication 

which were by using workshops, seminars or conferences, meeting and research 

papers. The fourth was providing awareness of achievements, improvements, 

challenges, and limitations. The fifth was using electronic means for 

communication.  

Among the leaders, the responses for the awareness strategies importance 

scale were very close (less than 0.05 between one level to the next); however, it 

had the same sequence as means across the three universities as explained in the 

previous paragraph. The University A participants’ responses for the awareness 

strategies importance scale had slight differences between one awareness strategy 

to the next (between 0.09 and 0.2). The University B participants’ responses for 

the awareness strategies importance scale had slight differences between one 

awareness strategy to the next (between 0.03 and 0.2). The University C 

participants’ responses for the awareness strategies importance scale had slight 

differences between one awareness strategy to the next (between 0.05 and 0.2). 
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Figure 20: Mean of each university participants’ responses for awareness strategies 
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Figure 21 shows the sequence for the importance of each electronic 

communication strategy. Among the three universities, the electronic 

communication strategies sequence of importance was the same. The most 

preferred one was using the university website and then the email. The least 

favourable ones were the Wikis and forums.   

For the leaders, the responses for the electronic communication strategies 

importance scale were very close (less than 0.2 between one level to the next); 

however, they had the same sequence of preference as among the three 

universities described in the previous paragraph. The University A participants’ 

responses for the electronic communication strategies importance scale had slight 

differences between one electronic communication strategy to the next (between 

0.1 and 0.6). The University B participants’ responses for the electronic 

communication strategies importance scale had slight differences between one 

electronic communication strategy to the next (between 0.1 and 0.6). The 

University C participants’ responses for the electronic communication strategies 

importance scale had slight differences between one electronic communication 

strategy to the next (between 0.02 and 0.7). 
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 The communication and involvement strategies importance sequence is 

almost the same for the three universities (Figure 22). The University A and 

University C responses leaned towards having the following preference sequence: 

the most preferred communication and involvement strategy was listening to 

concerns and providing a means of collecting the concerns, then using seminars, 

workshops or research papers to communicate; next came communicating the 

vision, using meetings for communication; and finally, using electronic 

communication media for communication. University B had almost the same 

sequence except the participants slightly preferred using meetings for 

communication over communicating the vision (less than 0.2 difference).   

The support strategies importance sequence is almost the same for the 

three universities (Figure 23). The most preferred support strategy for all three 

universities was extending the library with e-Learning resources. The least 

preferred support strategy for all three universities was holding e-Learning 

conferences which was important with an overall mean of 6.2. The differences 

between the means of importance for the rest of the support strategies were 

slightly different and overlapped in the three universities. 
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Figure 22: Mean of each university’s responses for communication and involvement strategies 
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Figure 23: Mean of each university’s participants’ responses for support strategies 

The mean of the University A participants’ responses for the rest of the 

support strategies importance scale from highest to lowest had the following 

sequence: (2) assigning key people to lead the change; (3) providing professional 

development, providing technical support, and building supportive communities; 

(4)  providing project funding; (5) developing clear policy. 

The mean of the University B participants’ responses for the rest of the 

support strategies importance scale from highest to lowest had the following 

sequence: (2) providing project funding; (3) assigning key people to lead the 

change; (4) providing professional development, providing technical support, and 

building supportive communities; (5) developing clear policy. 

The mean of the University C participants’ responses for the rest of 

support strategies importance scale from highest to lowest had the following 

sequence: (2) providing professional development, providing technical support, 

and building supportive communities; (3) developing clear policy; (4) providing 

project funding; (5) assigning key people to lead the change. 
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The empowerment strategies importance sequence was almost the same 

for the three universities (Figure 24). The most preferred empowerment strategy 

for all three universities was developing an award structure. The least preferred 

empowerment strategy for all three universities was using a pedagogical 

framework which was important with an overall mean of 6.16. The differences 

between the means of importance for the rest of the empowerment strategies were 

slightly different and overlapped in the three universities.     

Figure 24: Mean of each university’s participants’ responses for empowerment strategies 

The mean of the University A participants’ responses for the rest of 

empowerment strategies importance scale from highest to lowest had the 

following sequence: (2) addressing intellectual property and copyright issues; (3) 

ensuring staff ownership; (4) encouraging peer support and workshop provision; 

(5) generating short-term wins. 

The mean of the University B participants’ responses for the rest of the 

empowerment strategies importance scale from highest to lowest had the 

following sequence: (2) addressing intellectual property and copyright issues; (3) 

ensuring staff ownership; (4)  encouraging peer support and workshop provision; 

(5) generating short-term wins. 
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The mean of the University C participants’ responses for the rest of the 

empowerment strategies importance scale from highest to lowest had the 

following sequence: (2) encouraging peer support and workshop provision; (3) 

generating short-term wins; (4) addressing intellectual property and copyright 

issues; (5) ensuring staff ownership. 

The evaluation strategies importance sequence was almost the same for the 

three universities (Figure 25). The most preferred evaluation strategy for all three 

universities was structuring evaluation standards and developing an evaluation 

strategy. The second most important evaluation strategy was continuous 

evaluation for workshops, training, staff performance, resources, research papers, 

and projects. The least preferred evaluation strategy for all three universities was 

structuring evaluating teams which was important with an overall mean of 6.12. 

The differences between the means of importance of the leaders’ responses for the 

evaluation strategies were slightly different and overlapped and all were highly 

important. 

    Figure 25: Mean of each university’s participants’ responses for evaluation strategies 

The mean of the University A participants’ responses for the continuous 

evaluation importance scale, from highest to lowest, had the following sequence: 

evaluate workshops and training, evaluate staff performance, and then evaluate 

resources, research papers and projects. 
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The mean of the University B participants’ responses for the continuous 

evaluation importance scale from highest to lowest had the following sequence: 

evaluate staff performance, evaluate workshops and training, and then evaluate 

resources, research papers and projects. 

The mean of the University C participants’ responses for the continuous 

evaluation importance scale from highest to lowest had the following sequence: 

evaluate workshops and training, evaluate resources, research papers and projects, 

and then evaluate staff performance. 

The improvement strategies importance sequence was almost the same for 

the three universities (Figure 26). The most preferred improvement strategy for 

University A and University B was following-up improvement. The second most 

important improvement strategy was awareness needed according to the subjects 

raised in evaluation. The most preferred improvement strategy for University C 

was awareness needed according to the subjects raised in evaluation. The second 

most important improvement strategy was following-up improvement. The least 

preferred evaluation strategy for all three universities was structuring guidelines 

for improvement according to evaluation. This was important with an overall 

mean of 6.28. The differences between the means of importance of the leaders’ 

responses for the evaluation strategies were slightly different and overlapped and 

all were highly important.     
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Figure 26: Mean of each university’s participants’ responses for improvement strategies 
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Table 48 shows the means of the eActive strategies importance scale 

analysed between six colleges. Figure 27 shows the mean comparison of the 

eActive strategies importance scale between six colleges. The comparison chart 

between the universities for the Islamic Studies College is shown in Figure 28. 

The comparison chart between the universities for the Social Sciences College is 

shown in Figure 30. The comparison chart between the universities for the 

Economics and Administrative Sciences College is shown in Figure 29. The 

comparison chart between the universities for the Language and Translation 

College is shown in Figure 31. The comparison chart between the universities for 

the Computer and Information Sciences College is shown in Figure 32. The 

comparison chart between the universities for the Science College is shown in 

Figure 33. 

Figure 27 shows participants’ responses, from six different colleges, to the 

importance scale for the eActive strategies. There was no significant difference in 

the responses across the different colleges; the means leaned towards having the 

same preference. The Islamic Studies College, Computer and Information 

Sciences College, and Science College participants’ responses to the importance 

scale for the eActive strategies leaned towards being important to highly 

important with the exception of the Wiki as a communication strategy as slightly 

important. The Social Sciences College and Economics and Administrative 

Sciences College participants’ responses to the importance scale for the eActive 

strategies leaned towards being important with the exception of the Wiki as a 

communication strategy as slightly important. The Language and Translation 

College participants’ responses to the importance scale for the eActive strategies 

leaned towards being important or highly important with the Wiki as a 

communication strategy also being important but with a mean that was lower than 

the rest.  
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Table 48: Mean of participant’s responses on the importance scale from six colleges  

  

 No. Importance scale 
IS 

College  
SS 

College 
EA 

College 
LT 

College 
CSI 

College  
S 

College 
A

w
ar
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1 Show the need 6.44 6.32 6.49 6.49 6.45 6.27 

2 Provide role models 6.67 6.44 6.53 6.37 6.41 6.50 

3 Meetings 6.11 6.08 6.07 6.16 6.04 6.27 

4 Seminars 6.20 6.21 6.16 6.15 6.20 6.19 

5 Workshops 6.45 6.36 6.46 6.43 6.50 6.44 

6 Research papers 6.15 6.01 6.07 6.00 6.08 5.90 

7 Forums 5.51 5.66 5.54 5.91 5.67 5.60 

8 Wiki 4.98 5.09 4.91 5.78 5.44 5.17 

9 Email 6.35 6.25 6.27 6.31 6.21 6.20 

10 University website 6.36 6.33 6.40 6.28 6.30 6.20 

11 Achievements 6.20 6.06 6.26 6.32 6.12 6.19 

12 Limitations 6.02 5.81 6.00 5.84 5.98 5.80 

13 Improvements 5.89 5.89 6.19 6.09 6.13 6.01 

14 Challenges 5.89 6.01 6.19 6.01 6.17 6.13 

15 Vision 6.00 5.94 6.33 6.12 6.16 6.07 

16 Concerns 6.69 6.18 6.41 6.22 6.36 6.40 
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17 Clear policies 6.53 6.39 6.40 6.49 6.38 6.43 

18 Library e-Learning resources 6.60 6.46 6.49 6.65 6.68 6.66 

19 Leaders 6.60 6.39 6.33 6.69 6.48 6.44 

20 Project funding 6.53 6.38 6.46 6.62 6.47 6.44 

21 Supportive communities 6.53 6.39 6.44 6.50 6.53 6.49 

22 Pedagogical framework 6.24 6.12 6.09 6.28 6.17 6.03 

23 Intellectual property 6.31 6.20 6.30 6.46 6.50 6.34 

24 Peer support 6.36 6.26 6.21 6.44 6.40 6.33 

25 Rewards 6.58 6.50 6.49 6.60 6.69 6.56 

26 Short-term wins 6.27 6.19 6.27 6.32 6.38 6.26 

E
va

lu
at
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n

 a
n

d
 I

m
p
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ve

m
en

t 27 Evaluation teams 6.02 6.06 6.19 6.07 6.26 6.04 

28 Quality standards 6.36 6.29 6.39 6.29 6.35 6.24 

29 Evaluate workshops 6.09 6.24 6.23 6.34 6.32 6.21 

30 Evaluate staff performance 5.95 6.24 6.26 6.26 6.31 6.24 

31 Evaluate resources 6.04 6.21 6.20 6.34 6.22 6.19 

32 Guidelines for improvement 6.13 6.23 6.31 6.26 6.37 6.27 

33 Awareness of subject raised 6.33 6.24 6.36 6.41 6.39 6.34 

34 Follow-up 6.13 6.26 6.37 6.50 6.38 6.46 
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The data presented in Figure 28 to Figure 33 show that participants from 

the same university had a slightly different preference if they were from different 

colleges. That was indicated by having slightly different line behaviour.  In 

addition, participants from the same college tended to prefer the same strategies 

even if were from different universities. That was indicated by having similar line 

behaviour. 

  

Figure 27: Means comparison of eActive strategies importance between colleges 

Figure 28: Islamic Studies College importance means comparison between universities 
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Figure 30: Social Sciences College importance means comparison between universities

Figure 29: Economics and Administrative Sciences College importance means comparison 
between universities 
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Figure 31: Language and Translation College importance means comparison between universities

Figure 32: Computer and Information Sciences College importance means comparison 
between universities 
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5.4.8  Survey Results (Phase 3) Summary 

This section summarises the findings from the analysis of the data 

gathered during Phase 3 of the research study. In this phase, the final version of 

the survey instrument consisting of demographic information plus three scales 

(attitude towards e-Learning, level of engagement, opinion on eActive strategies) 

was used to collect the responses of academic staff of three Saudi Arabian female 

universities. In order to verify the validity and reliability of the survey instrument, 

factor analysis and Cronbach-Alpha values were used.  The testes indicated that 

the three factor scales would explain almost 44.4% of the variance among the 

items and the Cronbach-Alpha values were between 0.82-0.95 which indicated 

that the scales were reliable for the chosen sample.  

In order to indicate if the participated sample was representative, 

demographic information was gathered from the participants. The characteristics 

of the overall participants indicated that the sample represented a variety of 

participants of interest in this study. Almost the same number of respondents 

Figure 33: Science College importance means comparison between universities 
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participated through the online survey and the paper-based survey. There were 

participants from all three universities under study with a representative sample 

from each university. Most of the participants were in the age range between 26 

and 44; however, there was a representative sample of participants who were less 

than 26 or above 44. Most of the participants had teaching experience of less than 

five years or between five years and fifteen years; however, there was a 

representative sample of participants who had teaching experience of more than 

15 years. The participants were from nine colleges with a representative 

distribution between departments; however, three of these nine colleges had a low 

participation percentage.  

As expected, a small percentage of the participants (10.3%; n=59) 

identified themselves as leaders in the change their institutions were facing. Even 

though this percentage was small, the leaders were treated as experts in e-

Teaching. There were leaders from each university under study with a 

representative distribution.  Most of the leaders were aged 35 to 44. The leaders 

were from eight colleges which also included the six colleges with a high overall 

participation percentage. Most of the leaders had five to fifteen years of teaching 

experience.  

A representative sample of participants came from each university; the 

participation was almost the same through the paper-based survey or online 

survey; each university’s participants were from five different age groups; each 

university’s participants came from at least six colleges which were indicated in 

the overall statistics with the most participation. Most of the participants from 

each university had teaching experience of less than five years or between five 

and fifteen years; however, a representative sample had teaching experience of 

more than fifteen years. Finally, each university had a small percentage of 

participants who identified themselves as leaders. 

In order to gain a broad perspective of the results of the three scales, the 

means and standard deviations were generated.  The means were used to provide 

descriptive statistics of the participants’ attitudes toward the change, descriptive 

statistics of participants’ perceptions of their level of engagement in the change, 
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and descriptive statistics of the participants’ opinions about the eActive change 

strategies. The descriptive statistics of the participants’ attitudes towards e-

Learning revealed that most of the participants had a positive attitude. This was 

indicated within the overall participation, each university’s participation and the 

leaders’ participation. The positive attitude indicates that those who had it would 

probably engage in e-Teaching and would provide good feedback on how to 

motivate their engagement. There were a few neutral or negative attitudes towards 

e-Learning but this could have been a result of a lack of awareness of e-Learning. 

Getting feedback from those who had negative or neutral attitudes would help in 

finding ways to reach them.   

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ perceptions of their level of 

engagement in the change revealed that the majority of the participants had 

engaged in TTMS-related activities. It also revealed that the majority had used the 

e-Teaching environment for at least one year and were frequent users. Getting 

feedback from someone who was experienced with the change and engaged in the 

change strengthened the value of the feedback and would help provide additional 

support and facilitation for those who were engaged or leaning towards being 

engaged. In addition, this scale indicated that some participants were not involved 

in TTMS and had never used e-Teaching environments. This could have been 

because of a lack of awareness. Getting feedback from the participants who were 

not engaged in the change could help reach them. This scale also helped obtaining 

further insights regarding those who identified themselves as leaders. Those who 

identified themselves as leaders had high engagement levels. They were all 

frequent users of more than four technologies in their teaching. The descriptive 

statistics of this scale for each university indicated that the participants from each 

university were a combination of a majority involved in TTMS and a minority not 

involved, and a majority of frequent users of e-Teaching environments and a 

minority of those who never used e-Teaching environments.  

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ opinions towards the eActive 

change strategies were used as the main source for the second evaluation cycle for 

the eActive model. This evaluation was considered to be from two types of 

participants: academic staff, and academic staff who identified themselves as 
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leaders. It was revealed that the majority of academic staff thought the eActive 

change strategies were important for motivating active engagement. Similarly, 

those who identified themselves as leaders thought the eActive model change 

strategies were important in motivating active engagement. The scale of 

importance for each strategy was almost the same as provided by the leaders, 

indicating that all strategies were of similar importance to the leaders. The leaders 

were only 10% (n=59) of the sample; however, getting feedback from them was 

like getting feedback from experts in the field.  

The response rate on the open-ended question was 19% of the total 

participation. The comments were highly supportive to the research topic and 

survey structure and encouraged the continuation of the study. The suggested 

strategies not mentioned in the eActive model would be worth testing in order to 

determine their success in future studies.  

The final section of the results was a comparison between the response 

means on two different levels: the university level and the college level. These 

comparisons were intended to provide evidence of the flexibility of the eActive 

model and add value to the eActive model acceptance in different cases. In 

addition, the comparison between the three universities was made in order to 

suggest a customised eActive model for each university according to the 

participants’ preferences. The comparisons between the participation means 

revealed that the characteristics of the participants’ preferences leaned towards 

similar preference behaviour. When comparing the three universities, similar 

preferences of strategies were revealed. Slight differences were detected that did 

not affect the importance of each strategy. It was detected that, in all three 

universities, the most preferred strategy and the least preferred strategy were 

similar; however, all the strategies were indicated to be important for active 

engagement. This could be the case because all the three universities were located 

in the same city, were female institutions, and introduced e-Learning in similar 

time-frames. This gave the eActive model strength to be generalised for female 

institutions in Saudi Arabia; however, more research on institutions located in 

different provinces could support this result.  
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Further investigation was done within the college level to verify the 

importance of the survey instrument. It was noticeable that the behaviour was 

similar in each college in the three universities and slightly different between 

colleges. This emphasised the function of the survey instrument in determining 

the choice of strategies that needed to be given more attention over the others in 

each college. This can provide guidance for the person responsible in each college 

to motivate active engagement in e-Teaching, and supports the functionality of the 

survey instrument. Further investigation can be done to help generalise the results 

in relation to the type of college. 

In conclusion, these data indicate support to the eActive model because the 

majority of a representative sample of female academic staff and leaders in the 

change from three Saudi Arabian universities agreed on the importance of the 

eActive strategies. In addition, the researcher found that the mean scores of the 

overall participants on the importance scale was between 5.26 and 6.59 which 

indicates that, overall, the participants leaned towards agreeing that eActive 

strategies were important. Those who did not decide on the importance of most 

strategies were only a minority; less than 10% of the sample. Only the use of the 

Wiki and forums for communication had the most neutral choices and it could be 

because the participants were not familiar with those communication techniques.  

Even though these data indicate support for the eActive model, further 

investigation is needed to obtain better insights, support and evaluate the eActive 

model. The current study was limited by several factors. One was the limited 

focus of this study on a sample from three female Saudi Arabian universities. The 

second limitation was that the statistics were limited to descriptive work which 

lacked sufficient qualitative data to cross-validate the research findings. The third 

limitation was that the scales used in this study needed further investigation to 

support their reliability and validity. Fourth, this study was done before the 

implementation of the eActive model and it would be necessary to undertake 

further investigation on attitudes after implementation in order to determine 

whether the opinions still supported the model. Finally, there was a limitation 

related to the researcher’s role in the present study as she was an external 

consultant with limited time and access to informational resources. Further 
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investigation from within the university with access to all the institutions’ data 

could provide additional insights to the problem of engaging academic staff in e-

Teaching and to the eActive model. These limitations are discussed in the 

following chapter with recommendations for future research.     

5.5   Chapter Summary 

This study was done in four phases. The initial phase was explained in the 

previous chapter while this chapter provided the results for Phase (1), Phase (2) 

and Phase (3) of this study. Phase (1) provided the first evaluation cycle for the 

eActive model and survey instrument which was undertaken by a consultancy 

team from an e-Learning centre in Saudi Arabia. As a result, the eActive model 

and survey instrument were refined from their initial version to their first version. 

Phase (2) provided the second evaluation cycle for the survey instrument which 

was undertaken by two bilingual experts and a panel of ten experts, then pilot 

tested online by 204 individuals from the target population. As a result, the survey 

instrument was refined from its first version to its second version and ready to be 

used to collect the actual study data in Phase (3). Phase (3) provided the second 

evaluation cycle for the eActive model which was survey data by a sample of 

academic staff from three female Saudi Arabian universities. As a result, the 

eActive model was refined to its second and final version. It was found that the 

eActive model was seen as containing important strategies to engage active 

engagement in e-Teaching by the majority of participants from the three 

universities. 
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CHAPTER 6: Discussion and Conclusion 
 

6.1   Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to build an eActive model to facilitate and 

motivate the effective engagement and continuous innovation of academic staff in 

the change their institution was facing to use electronically-mediated 

environments in teaching. The main research goals were: (1) collecting and 

combining knowledge to build the eActive model from the literature on 

organisational change, concentrating on higher education and keeping in mind the 

focus on academic staff and strategies to facilitate change to use e-Teaching 

environments, (2) modifying the eActive model according to feedback on the 

model from a team of consultants, and (3) suggesting the eActive model for three 

universities according to feedback from a random sample of academic staff from 

each university. This chapter summarises the findings related to the study’s 

research questions and discusses the theoretical and practical contributions of this 

research project. It suggests implications of the use of the eActive model in the 

context of organisational change, acknowledges the limitations of the study and 

points to directions for future research.  

6.2   Discussion 

One primary research question, guided this study: 

What facilitating model can be used to motivate academics 
to actively engage in the change process in e-Learning 
technological transformations? 

This question was focused on building a model that: (1) best fit the need 

for the organisation that is facing the change, (2) motivate the engagement in the 

change, (3) facilitate effective engagement, (4)  motivate the academic staff to 

innovate, and (5) support high quality innovation. Five themes were formulated to 

guide this study: 

 eActive model construction Phase (0): finding TTMS, classifications 

for the strategies, and relationship among categories.  
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 eActive model evaluation Phase (1): finding out what the team think 

(first evaluation cycle) of the eActive phases, stages, strategies, 

relationship, and survey items corresponding to the eActive model.  

 eActive tool validation Phase (2): pilot testing (second evaluation 

cycle) for the survey instrument.  

 Proposing the eActive model for three universities Phase (3): 

identify what strategies are most motivational for academics in the 

universities under study (second evaluation cycle for the eActive 

model) by knowing which TTMS the academic staff preferred and the 

university change leaders’ opinions of the proposed strategies. 

 Justification of the theory: justification of using TRA by knowing 

academic staff’s engagement in the change, attitudes towards the 

change and their perceptions of the importance of the proposed 

strategies to be used to ease the transformation. 

The summary and discussion of the key finding presented here is 

organised around these five themes. 

 6.2.1  eActive Model Construction – Phase (0) Discussion 

In the initial phase of this research project Phase (0), the researcher 

reviewed the literature and combined theories and change strategies to come up 

with the eActive model and the survey instrument’s items that were related to the 

eActive model. When the researcher started the first stage in 2009, the researcher 

found a gap in the literature in providing a model that facilitates higher education 

institutions in choosing strategies to foster their academic staff engagement in e-

Teaching environment.  In the second stage, the researcher was concerned about 

how to build the eActive model, and what theories in the literature could help the 

researcher in forming the model. the researcher reviewed the literature on theories 

in change and innovation, change strategies and theories on behaviour. As a result, 

the question of finding a facilitation model to motivate active engagement in the 

change to use electronically-mediated teaching environments emerged and the 



 

187 
 

way to answer this question was also identified, as explained in the following 

paragraphs.  

I needed to build a model that: (1) best fit the need for the organisation that 

was facing the change, (2) motivated the engagement in the change, (3) facilitated 

effective engagement, (4) motivated academic staff to continue to innovate, and 

(5) supported high quality innovation. Based on the literature, the researcher 

decided to use a tool, which was a survey instrument, with the eActive model in 

order to know the needs for the academic staff in the institutions under study that 

were facing the change. The tool was based on the TRA and the eActive model 

strategies to predict the motivation to engage in the change by the academic staff. 

By knowing what strategies from the eActive model were preferred by the 

academic staff and fitted their needs, it was expected we could predict the 

strategies that could motivate them to engage. 

The survey instrument consisted of four parts. Three of these parts were 

the result of the researcher’s own review of the literature and one part concerned 

the determination of academic staff’s attitudes on e-Learning which was 

previously built, tested and used by other studies (Mishra & Panda, 2007).  Each 

part of the survey instrument provided information about the participants. The 

first section concerned their demographic information. The other three sections 

were on the academic staff’s attitudes on using e-Learning, involvement in some 

TTMS and usage of e-Teaching, and opinion on the eActive strategies. The fourth 

section dealt with the academic staff’s opinions on the eActive strategies, and was 

built according to the eActive strategies gathered from the literature as explained 

in Chapter 4.    

 To construct the eActive model, the researcher went through constant 

comparative data analysis on the literature related to (1) organisational technology 

transformation models; (2) case studies of universities’ strategic plans which 

involved faculty development and human resource management strategies or 

models; (3) strategies for engaging academics; (4) factors affecting e-Learning use 

by academic staff; (5) reflections on academic use of e-Learning systems; and (6) 

recommendations on how to motivate academics to use e-Learning. These topics 
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were chosen as they all involved technology transformation management 

strategies that were related to engaging academics in e-Teaching environments. 

Over thirty papers were reviewed.  

The classification of the change strategies came from comparing and 

contrasting steps, dimensions, or stages from theories in change. To ensure 

effective engagement in the change, the eActive model suggests the use of 

evaluation and improvement strategies. To support innovation and the 

continuation of innovation, the cycle relationship was used in the eActive model. 

To support the high quality innovation, the eActive model suggests the use of high 

quality standards in evaluation and improvement. A full description of the eActive 

model can be found in Chapter 4.  

The key finding of this data analysis was that in order to facilitate 

academic staff to actively engage in e-Teaching environments, higher education 

institutions need to implement awareness strategies, communication and 

involvement strategies, support strategies, empowerment strategies, and 

evaluation and improvement strategies. These strategies need to be used 

continuously to ensure continuous engagement and innovation (see Figure 10 in 

Chapter 4). To evaluate the eActive model and correspondent components of the 

survey instrument, the researcher discussed her findings with a team of 

consultants from an e-Learning centre in Saudi Arabia as explained in the 

following section.    

6.2.2  eActive Model Evaluation – Phase (1) Discussion 

 In Phase (1) of this project, the researcher contacted five consultants from 

an e-Learning centre in Saudi Arabia to evaluate the model according to their 

expertise. At the time the researcher contacted the team, the team members had 

experience in the field of between three to nine years and had been working for 

the centre for one to three years. the researcher sent the model and its description 

and four questions to guide the consultants’ feedback. The first question covered 

the classification of the strategies. The second question covered the suggested 

strategies. The third question covered the relationship. The fourth question 

covered the description.  
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The collaboration was through a Delphi-like method with three rounds. In 

the first round, the researcher sent the team a document that included the eActive 

model and a description of its components with four questions for guidance in 

providing feedback. After receiving the first round responses from all the team 

members, the researcher analysed the feedback and categorised and grouped the 

responses to represent all the responses. Then the researcher sent the members the 

categorised list of suggestions in the second round for approval and further 

suggestion provision. After receiving the second round, the researcher reviewed 

the individual responses, changed the eActive model and survey instrument 

according to the feedback, and prepared for the third round. For the third round, 

the researcher sent the modified eActive model and survey instrument to all the 

team members, asked them to indicate their agreement with the eActive model 

and asked them to rate the degree of importance of the survey instrument items.   

The key findings of this phase were: (1) the need to separate the evaluation 

and improvement phases into two phases to provide better structure and control; 

(2) the need to add priorities to the strategies under each phase and connect the 

priority with the survey results; (3) the need to change the relationship between 

eActive model phases to reflect the support between communication and 

involvement, support and empowerment phases; (4) the need to group the phases 

into stages to better explain the sequence of steps in being engaged in the eActive 

model; and (5) the need to modify the survey instrument to reflect the changes on 

the eActive model according to the team members’ feedback and to rephrase some 

items to provide clarity.  

Reaching an agreement with five consultants on the eActive model gave 

the model more strength and value. The eActive model suggests strategies by 

higher education institutions should adopt to fulfil the academic staff’s needs to 

ensure effective academic staff engagement and continuous innovation in e-

Teaching. The needs as suggested by the eActive model are: (1) the need to be 

aware of the urgency for using e-Teaching environments; (2) the need to be 

communicated with about the change processes and to be involved, supported and 

empowered; and (3) the need to ensure evaluation and improvement. 
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The eActive model illustrates how to fulfil these needs (see Figure 11). 

The first need of the academic staff is to be aware of the urgency for the change 

that their institution is embracing. To convince academic staff that this change is 

necessary, the eActive model suggests: (1) showing academic staff why the 

change is needed; (2) showing evidence from outside the institution to explain 

how this change has helped other institutions; (3) showing achievements from 

inside the institution to explain the importance of such change and ensuring the 

awareness of the limitations and challenges of the institution’s achievements and 

how they can be improved; (4) using traditional means in spreading the 

awareness, for instance through department meetings, seminars, workshops, and 

research papers; and (5) using electronic means of communication (i.e., the 

university’s broadcast, website, online magazine, online discussion groups, email, 

and computer screen savers).   

 After the academic staff have been made aware of the importance of the 

change and want to engage, they need to know how they can achieve the change 

and be involved in it. The eActive model suggests ensuring awareness of 

communication and involvement, support and empowerment. This is represented 

by the three arrows coming out of the awareness phase to the communication and 

involvement, support and empowerment phases. In Stage 2 of the eActive model, 

academic staff are engaging in the change their institution is facing by being 

involved in the strategies the institution is providing to ease their engagement. 

The three phases of communicating and involvement, support and empowerment 

are interconnected with each other.  

The need to be communicated with and involved can be achieved, as 

suggested in the eActive model, through: (1) communicating the institution’s 

vision with academic staff and involving them in the plans; (2) conducting 

department meetings about the change process; (3) paying attention to the 

academic staff’s concerns and providing the means to collect the concerns; (4) 

using traditional ways to communicate and involve academic staff such as holding 

seminars with question and answers at the end, workshops, and research papers on 

the change processes; and (5) using electronic means of communication for 
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communicating and involvement such as: surveys, discussion groups, email, and 

the university website.  

The need to be supported can be achieved, as suggested in the eActive 

model, through: (1) providing academic staff with professional development 

programs such as training classes, workshops, and one-to-one support on how to 

use technology in teaching; (2) assigning key people with backgrounds on how to 

motivate people and on technology and teaching to lead the change; (3) 

developing a clear policy on e-Teaching to explain the procedures and the 

standards that need to be followed; (4) providing resources such as books, 

journals, and studies on technology in teaching; (5) providing support through 

project funding to help staff become involved in projects related to using 

technology in teaching and to prepare for these projects; (6) providing all-day 

technical support to help minimise the problems caused by the academic staff’s 

use of technology which involves problems that only a technician can fix; (7) 

building supportive communities to help academic staff through their engagement 

in change for example, structuring teams for research and developing e-Teaching 

materials, or encouraging each school to develop, publish and maintain their own 

strategy; and (8) encouraging and providing opportunities for academic staff to 

participate in e-Learning conferences to provide support to those who seek to 

learn more or want to share what they have found. 

Academic staff’s need to be empowered can be attained, as suggested in 

the eActive model, through: (1) ensuring staff ownership (i.e., full involvement 

and ownership of academic staff in the design of e-Teaching); (2) addressing the 

issue of intellectual property and copyright; (3) providing academic staff with 

opportunities to support their peers by sharing their experiences and providing 

workshops; (4) encouraging a pedagogical framework for engaging with e-

Learning because academic staff could be more familiar with pedagogical issues; 

(5) generating short-term wins through the work being done by academic staff; 

and (6) developing an award structure by recognising effort, promoting and 

advertising academic staff work, providing competitive funds for e-Teaching 

projects and recognising e-Teaching workloads. 
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In Stage 3 of the eActive model, the need to ensure evaluation and 

improvement is met. The responsibility for this stage lies in the hands of the 

management. All three phases of the second stage have arrows coming out to the 

third stage of evaluation and improvement, which indicates that these three phases 

need to be evaluated and improved to ensure the quality and effectiveness of the 

second stage of the eActive model.   

To ensure the effectiveness of the eActive model, the model suggests: (1) 

structuring evaluation quality standards and guidelines for improvement; (2) 

developing an evaluation strategy and ensuring awareness of subjects raised in 

evaluation; (3) structuring evaluation teams, and following up on the 

improvement needed; (4) evaluating workshops and training to ensure that the 

professional development provided is adequate to academic needs and evaluating 

staff performance and research papers and projects to ensures effective 

engagement. 

In conclusion, the eActive model provides a guide for any university 

seeking to engage its staff in change due to the provision of new means of 

teaching, especially the use of technology in teaching. The eActive model can 

meet the needs of the academic staff by using the survey instrument developed 

and predicting the strategies that are preferred to be used. This model can ensure 

effective academic engagement and continued innovation when combined with 

the quality assurance of its phases. This quality assurance can be achieved through 

evaluation of the strategies used as well as the staff’s participation. The circulation 

in the model determines the stages a staff member might go through during the 

engagement in the change and to ensure continuous innovation. However, the 

provision of such strategies is not connected to time phases. All of the strategies 

need to be provided simultaneously to make sure that all academic staff’s needs 

are met. Individuals can enter the circle at any phase depending on their needs at 

that time.  

As the eActive model was approved by the team of consultants in this 

phase, the remaining task was to evaluate the survey instrument. The evaluation 

cycle of the survey instrument was done in Phase (2) of this study which is 
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discussed in the next section to verify the survey instrument reliability and 

validity before involving academic staff in evaluating the eActive model.    

6.2.3  eActive Tool Validation – Phase (2) Discussion 

In Phase (2), the survey instrument for identifying the academic staff’s 

preferred TTMS to be used by their institutions was: (1) validated for content 

clarity; and (2) checked for reliability.  

For content validity, the survey instrument was: (1) translated from 

English to Arabic and from Arabic to English by two bilingual experts; and (2) 

examined for clarity by a group of ten experts. As a result of the content validity, 

the survey instrument was refined to its second version before being pilot tested 

for reliability. Almost all the survey items were rephrased and the survey sections 

were restructured. Further content validity was conducted through pilot testing 

among 204 individuals.  

The survey instrument was based on TAR. This theory predicts behaviour 

by knowing the attitude toward the behaviour and the subject norm. Two parts of 

the instrument were used for predicting behaviour: (1) by knowing the attitude 

towards e-Learning we could predict the motivation to engage in using e-Learning 

environments in teaching; (2) by knowing the attitude towards TTMS, we could 

predict the TTMS that motivate the engagement in the change. The survey 

instrument was pilot tested on a sample of 204 participants to check its reliability. 

The scales that needed to be checked were the attitude scale, engagement scale, 

and preference scale. The Cronbach-Alpha coefficient was used to measure the 

reliability of the scales. All the scales reported Cronbach-Alpha coefficients that 

indicated they were reliable scales and supported the continuation of using the 

survey instrument to collect the actual study data. No comments were provided by 

the pilot test group of 204 participants to indicate that the survey needed to be 

clarified, which gave the survey instrument further satisfaction regarding the 

content validity.  

After refining the survey instrument to its second version according to the 

feedback from participants in the pilot testing (Phase (2) of this study), the survey 

instrument was ready to be used to further evaluate the eActive model (Phase (3) 
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of this study), by a sample of academic staff from three Saudi Arabian female 

universities. The discussion of the Phase (3) results is provided in the following 

section.      

6.2.4  eActive Model for Three Universities – Phase (3) Discussion 

In Phase (3), the survey instrument was launched to collect responses from 

a sample of academic staff of three female universities understudy. The final 

version of the survey instrument consisting of demographic information plus three 

scales (attitude towards e-Learning, level of engagement, opinion on eActive 

strategies) was used to collect the responses of academic staff of three Saudi 

Arabian female universities. In order to verify the validity and reliability of the 

survey instrument, factor analysis and Cronbach-Alpha values were used.  The 

tests indicated that the three factor scales would explain almost 44.4% of the 

variance among items and the Cronbach-Alpha values were between 0.82-0.95 

which indicated that the scales were reliable for the chosen sample.  

In order to indicate whether the participated sample was representative, 

demographic information was gathered about the participants. The characteristics 

of the overall participants indicated that the sample represented a variety of 

participants of interest in this study. As expected, a small percentage of the 

participants (10.3%; n=59) identified themselves as leaders in the change their 

institution was facing. Even though this percentage was small the leaders were 

treated as experts in the e-Teaching. There were leaders from each university 

under study with a representative distribution.  

In order to gain a broad perspective of the results of the three scales, the 

means and standard deviations were generated. The means were used to provide 

descriptive statistics of the participants’ attitudes toward the change, descriptive 

statistics of participants’ perceptions of their level of engagement in the change, 

and descriptive statistics of participants’ opinions on the eActive change 

strategies. The descriptive statistics of the participants’ attitudes towards e-

Learning revealed that most participants had positive attitudes. This was indicated 

within the overall participation, each university’s participation and the leaders’ 

participation. The positive attitude indicates that those who had it would probably 
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engage in e-Teaching and would provide good feedback on how to motivate their 

engagement. There were a few neutral or negative attitudes towards e-Learning 

but this could have been the result of a lack of awareness of e-Learning. Gaining 

feedback from those who had negative or neutral attitudes would help in finding 

ways to reach them.   

The descriptive statistics of participants’ perceptions of their level of 

engagement in the change revealed that the majority of the participants had 

engaged in TTMS-related activities. It also revealed that the majority had used e-

Teaching environments for at least one year and were frequent users. Gaining 

feedback from someone who had experienced the change and was engaged in the 

change strengthened the value of the feedback and would help provide additional 

support and facilitation for those who were engaged or leaning towards being 

engaged. In addition, this scale indicated that some participants were not involved 

in TTMS and had never used e-Teaching environments. This could have been 

because of a lack of awareness. Getting feedback from participants who were not 

engaged in the change could help reach them. This scale also helped obtaining 

further insights on those who identified themselves as leaders. Those who 

identified themselves as leaders had a high engagement level. They were all 

frequent users of more than four technologies in their teaching. The descriptive 

statistics of this scale for each university indicated that the participants from each 

university were a combination of a majority involved in TTMS and a minority 

who were not involved, and a majority of frequent e-Teaching environment users 

and a minority who had never used e-Teaching environments.  

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ opinion towards the eActive 

change strategies were used as the main source for the second evaluation cycle for 

the eActive model. This evaluation was considered to be from two types of 

participants: the academic staff, and academic staff who identified themselves as 

leaders. It was revealed that the majority of academic staff thought the eActive 

change strategies were important for motivating active engagement. Similarly, 

those who identified themselves as leaders thought the eActive model change 

strategies were important in motivating active engagement. The scale of 

importance for each strategy was almost the same as provided by the leaders, 
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which indicated that all the strategies were of similar importance according to the 

leaders. The leaders were only 10% (n=59) of the sample; however, getting 

feedback from them was like getting feedback from experts in the field.  

The response rate on the open-ended question was 19% of the total 

participation. The comments were highly supportive to the research topic and 

survey structure and encouraged the continuation of the study. The suggested 

strategies not mentioned in the eActive model would be worth testing in order to 

determine their success in future studies.  

The final section of the results was a comparison between responses’ 

means upon two different levels: the university level and the college level. These 

comparisons were intended to provide evidence of the flexibility of the eActive 

model and add value to the eActive model acceptance in different cases. In 

addition, the comparison between the three universities was used in order to 

suggest an eActive model for each university according to the participants’ 

preferences. The comparisons between the participation means revealed that the 

characteristics of the participants’ preferences leaned towards similar preference 

behaviour. When comparing between the three universities, the similar 

preferences of strategies was revealed. Slight differences were detected that did 

not affect the importance of each strategy. It was detected that, in all three 

universities, the most preferred strategy and the least preferred strategy were 

similar; however, all the strategies were indicated to be important for active 

engagement. This could be the case because all three universities were located in 

the same city, were female institutions, and introduced e-Learning in similar time-

frames. This gave the eActive model strength to be generalised for female 

institutions in Saudi Arabia; however, more research on institutions located in 

different provinces could support this result.  

Further investigation was done within the college level to verify the 

importance of the survey instrument. It was noticeable that the behaviour was 

similar in each college in the three universities and slightly different between 

colleges. This emphasised the function of the survey instrument in determining 

the choice of strategies that need to be given more attention over the others in 
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each college. This can provide guidance for the person responsible in each college 

to motivate active engagement in e-Teaching and supports the functionality of the 

survey instrument. Further investigation can be done to help generalise the results 

in relation to the college. 

In conclusion, these data indicate support to the eActive model because the 

majority of a representative sample of female academic staff and leaders in the 

change from three Saudi Arabian universities agreed upon the importance of the 

eActive strategies. In addition, the researcher found that the mean score of the 

overall participants on the importance scale was between 5.26 and 6.59 which 

indicated that, overall, the participants leaned towards agreeing that the eActive 

strategies were important.  

6.2.5  Discussion of Justification of the Theory 

In this section, the justification of using the TRA in the survey is 

discussed. The theory of reasoned action suggests that human behaviours can be 

predicted from behavioural intentions and these intentions are a function of 

attitudes and the subject norms of the social group (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; 

Alnujaidi, 2008; Tzy-Ling, 2006). This theory was used in the survey instrument 

to help choose strategies that would be predicted to motivate active engagement. 

By knowing the academic staff’s attitudes or opinions towards the strategies and 

subject norms, their behaviour to actively engage is predicted.   

In this study, the survey instrument measured current behaviours towards 

active engagement, actual attitude towards the change and eActive change 

strategies, and subject norms. By measuring the attitude towards the change to 

using e-Learning and e-Teaching, engagement in e-Learning and Teaching can be 

predicted. However, what is needed to be predicted is active engagement in the 

change to use e-Teaching.  The results of this study showed that those who were 

actively engaged in the change, agreed with the importance of the eActive model 

strategies. Active engaged academic staff were academic staff who were frequent 

users of e-Teaching environments and were involved in some TTMS.  

The behaviour that we wanted to predict is being actively engaged in the 

change. Fifty-two percent of the sample showed signs of active engagement. They 



 

198 
 

were either frequent or very frequent users of  the course website, CMS, file 

transfer, email, instant messaging, forums, Wiki or blogs. In addition, they were 

sometimes, most of the time or/and always involved in one or more of the 

following TTMS:  

1) Following the news about e-Learning plans in their institution;  

2) Attending conferences or high-level summits in the field of e-

Learning and Teaching;  

3) Attending workshops or training classes on using technology in 

teaching;  

4) Taking part in working groups on learning designs and 

frameworks, providing role model courses, or exchanging good 

ideas in e-Learning and Teaching; 

5) Taking part in projects or research in the field of e-Learning and 

Teaching;  

6) Taking part in translating e-Learning into Arabic resources; and  

7) Being given an incentive or reward for engagement in e-Learning 

and Teaching.   

Those who showed signs of active engagement also showed positive 

attitudes towards e-Learning and Teaching and agreed with the importance of 

eActive strategies in motivating them to be actively engaged in the change to e-

Learning and Teaching. The results of this study support the use of TRA in 

choosing strategies to motivate active engagement. If academic staff agreed with 

the importance of the eActive strategies, then these strategies would motivate 

them to be actively engaged. Further investigation is needed to support this by 

implementing the eActive strategies and measuring the engagement before and 

after implementation.      

6.3   Study Limitations 

The present study had several limitations due to limiting the study to a 

specific group, lack of sufficient qualitative data, use of untested scales, and the 

researcher’s role as an external consultant with limited time and access to 

informational resources. Firstly, the study was based on proposing an e-Teaching 
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active engagement facilitation model for academic staff in three female Saudi 

Arabian universities. The generalizability of the results to other higher education 

institutions might be limited, therefore replication of this study in other 

institutions is needed in future studies. However, the technology transformation 

strategies proposed for the universities in this study are typical in the higher 

education setting. Other studies have reported similar strategic changes. 

Therefore, this study has significant implications for other higher education 

institutions as well. 

Secondly, the study lacked sufficient qualitative data to cross-validate the 

research finding. The quantitative data reported the scores of various attitudinal 

and opinion scales, but did not reveal the reasons behind reporting those attitudes 

and opinions. In-depth interviews with academic staff would complement the 

interpretations of the quantitative results. 

The third limitation is concerned with two of the scales used in the survey 

instrument. The level of engagement scale and the strategy importance scale had 

not been validated in previous research. Exploratory factor analysis showed that 

these scales had factor validity. However, alternative measures could be used in 

future studies to support this. In addition, all the scales showed satisfactory 

reliability coefficients in the current sample. The scales could be used in other 

samples to further test their reliability and validity.   

Fourthly, the present study was a field study that was done in one time 

period with self-reported data. This kind of field study could not capture the 

attitudinal or opinion change of academic staff during the implementation of the 

eActive model. Academic staff might show different degrees of agreement with 

importance as the change evolves and eActive strategies are used. A longitudinal 

study is needed in future studies. In addition, the self-reporting method opens the 

possibility that the respondents might not have reported the data accurately and 

the data might be biased to some extent. For example, respondents might report 

more positive opinions under the influence of social desirability, although 

confidentiality was ensured in the survey. 
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Lastly, in this study, the researcher played an active role in proposing the 

eActive model for the universities under study. The researcher reviewed the 

literature and devised with the initial eActive model, evaluated the eActive model 

with a team of consultants from an e-Learning centre and the survey instrument by 

experts, and further gathered opinions on the eActive model from a sample of 

academic staff. At the same time, the researcher came to this project as an external 

consultant who did not have access to all the institutions’ data that could provide 

additional insights into the problems of motivating engagement in e-Teaching 

which can be studied closely. Furthermore, the time devoted to this study was not 

sufficient to implement the eActive model and observe the impact of the strategies 

in motivating active engagement. The study was limited to suggesting the model, 

thus no immediate change in institutional strategies was observed during the 

period of the study. In addition, the researcher had no face-to-face contact with the 

consultancy team members who participated in this study. Collaborating face-to-

face might give better results and reveal different conclusions.           

6.4   Study Implications 

This study proposes a model to facilitate and motivate academic staff to 

actively engage in the change to use e-Teaching. The study answers the call for a 

framework to follow by a consultancy agency when a higher education institution 

is planning or in the process of using e-Learning and Teaching environments. 

Since managing academic staff is one of the major elements for making such a 

change successful, many studies have focused on academic staff acceptance of the 

electronically-mediated environment and little attention has been given to framing 

an approach to engaging academics in the change to use those environments 

(Labach, 2011).  

This study proposes a model that aims to fulfil the need to support and 

ensure effective engagement, as well as continuous innovation. Effective 

engagement and continuous innovation is what this study referred to as active 

engagement. The extant research had not dealt with monitoring active engagement 

or providing approaches to ensure and support active engagement. Previous 

researchers have provided approaches to engage academic staff that could end up 
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with unsatisfactory results, that is, not being effective or not improved. This study 

provides a model that shows the academic staff engagement stages and phases of 

engagement in order to foster academic staff engagement as well as a framework 

to follow to ensure active engagement in the change to e-Teaching.   

This study suggests a facilitation model (a framework to follow) and leads 

to more research opportunities in evaluating this framework by putting it in 

action. Furthermore, this study is a first step towards facilitating active 

engagement in the change to use electronically-mediated environments. It 

suggests an approach for three universities in Saudi Arabia to facilitate and 

motivate their academic staff to actively engage in the changes their institutions 

are facing. Future study would be focused on implementing and evaluating this 

approach. This is the first known study to explore the acceptance of the provision 

of such a model. As an initial attempt to build a facilitating model, this study 

leaves much room for further development. 

The present study focused on a consultancy team and a sample of 

academic staff’s opinions about the eActive model. Results from this study 

revealed that those who participated agreed on the importance of the eActive 

strategies in facilitating and motivating active engagement. However, this study 

focused on academic staff engagement in the change. The reactions and 

engagement of other groups during the change to using e-Learning and Teaching 

environments, such as administrators technical support staff and students, need to 

be examined in future studies. For example, research could be conducted to 

explore how to actively engage students in the change.  

   In conclusion, the results of this study contribute to the discussion on 

strategic concepts and models for the sustainable integration of e-Learning into 

universities, addressing in particular human resource managers and faculty 

developers in universities as well as university leaders, chief information officers 

and change managers who are involved in strategic e-Learning decisions. 

Furthermore, it has implications beyond universities in that the evolution of 

technologies requires human resource managers to continually monitor and 

motivate the technological innovation uptake by their staff.   
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6.5   Study Contributions and Ideas for Future Research 

This study makes several contributions to the literature. First, the study 

proposed and evaluated an eActive model which provides a facilitating framework 

to guide the facilitation and motivation of active engagement in the transition to e-

Teaching environments. Prior research (see Chapter 2) has pointed out some 

technology transformation strategies which contribute to motivating active 

engagement in e-Teaching. For example, research has found that a lack of 

awareness about change is associated with not being engaged in the change. 

However, previous research on engaging in change did not make communication 

processes the focus of the study. The present study addressed this problem by 

emphasising the critical role of communication in change, specifically awareness. 

Furthermore, the model in this study included a combination of communication 

variables that has not been examined by other studies. 

Second, the study defined six phases in facilitating active engagement. 

These phases were fully supported by previous research to be included in the 

model; however, there needs to be further investigation into the success of these 

phases. In this study, the importance of the inclusion of these dimensions was 

investigated.  

Ideas for future research would be based on several considerations 

developed as a result of this study. One of these considerations is developing 

guidelines and support for each stage and phase of the eActive model the 

consultant who would use the model to facilitate academic staff’s active 

engagement in the change to use e-Teaching. This could include the competencies 

and performance of the consultant and the quality assurance of the eActive 

strategies. A second consideration is widening the scope of the eActive model to 

include facilitating students and administrators into active engagement in the 

change. The assurance of the usability of the eActive model over time would help 

overcome the changing nature of the world. Usability can be achieved by 

monitoring new developments and insights.  
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These considerations lead to the following recommendations for future 

research: 

 Look more carefully at specific themes within the eActive model, 

as well as transitions between its stages for other universities in 

Saudi Arabia. 

 Investigate whether the eActive model would be considered 

important for facilitating active engagement in e-Teaching in 

universities in different countries.  

 Investigate more deeply any one of the phases identified in the 

eActive model. 

 Evaluate the implementation of the eActive model phases and 

investigate its success in motivating active engagement. 

 Pursue what strategies are needed to motivate students or 

administrators to actively engage in the change to using e-

Learning and e-Teaching environments. 

 Improved, up-to-date and comprehensive analysis approach to 

better manage academic staff’s active engagement and continuous 

quality control of the eActive model implementation. 

 Propose tools to measure active engagement in the change to use 

e-Learning and Teaching. 

 Provide proper measures to evaluate the eActive implementation.  
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6.6   Conclusion 

Integration of the data from the study’s four phases led to the suggestion 

of the eActive model as one way to facilitate and motivate academic staff’s active 

engagement in the change to using e-Teaching. The team of consultants from one 

e-Learning centre, the pilot study of academic staff and experts from Saudi 

Arabian universities, and the sample of female academic staff of three Saudi 

Arabian universities all leaned towards agreement that the eActive model 

strategies were of importance in facilitating and motivating active engagement in 

the change. The final eActive model consists of six strategy phases which are the 

awareness, communication and involvement, support, empowerment, evaluation, 

and improvement phases (Figure 34).  

The awareness phase posits within the first stage of the eActive model. 

Awareness consists of strategies that aim to fulfil academic staff’s needs to be 

aware of the change their institution is facing. Showing successful evidence from 

outside the university as a role model to follow would help academic staff grasp 

the awareness that such change is achievable. Showing the need for change can 

convince academic staff that this change is necessary. In addition, topics such as 

the institution’s achievements, change limitations, institution’s improvements, and 

Figure 34: eActive model for three Saudi Arabian universities
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change challenges are all important topics for academic staff to be aware of.  

Awareness can be spread through traditional communication channels such as 

department meetings, seminars, workshops and research papers, or through 

electronic communication channels such as the university’s website, email, forum, 

Wiki, or blog.  

The communication and involvement, support, and empowerment phases 

are all within the second stage of the eActive model. In this stage academic staff 

are within the engagement in the change stage. The strategies used in the 

communication and involvement phase would be listening to staff concerns and 

providing means to collect these concerns, communicating the plans and vision 

and involving academics in them, and the use of traditional and electronic 

communication channels to communicate with academic staff and give them the 

chance to be involved.  

Strategies used in the support phase consist of strategies that would 

provide the support needed for academic staff to be motivated to actively engage 

in the change. These strategies include providing the means to locate resources 

such as books in e-Learning, and e-Teaching facilities, assigning leaders in each 

department to lead and motivate academic staff to be engaged in the change, 

providing professional development, providing technical support, building 

supportive communities, providing project funding, developing clear policies, and 

holding e-Learning conferences. 

Strategies used in the empowerment phase are strategies that would 

provide academic staff with the opportunity to be empowered. Empowerment can 

be attained through developing an award structure and recognising staff efforts, 

ensuring staff ownership of their work, addressing intellectual property and 

copyright issues, encouraging peer support and workshop provision, generating 

short-term wins and emphasising the use of a pedagogical framework in e-

Teaching.  

Evaluation and improvement phases are within the third stage of the 

eActive model. In this stage of eActive phases, academic staff engagement and 

resources are evaluated and followed up for improvement. Strategies used in the 
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evaluation phase include structuring evaluation quality standards, developing 

evaluation strategy, structuring evaluating teams, and the continuous evaluation of 

workshops, staff performance, resources, research papers and projects. Strategies 

included in the improvement phase include awareness of subjects raised in 

evaluation, following up on improvements, and structuring guidelines for 

improvement according to evaluation.   

The current eActive model is a starting point to actively engage academic 

staff in e-Teaching through awareness, communication and involvement, support, 

empowerment, evaluation and improvement. The analysis of this study and 

resulting insights from this research indicated support for the eActive model; 

however, future research is needed to provide additional insights into the eActive 

model and evaluation. This study can provide initial guidance to future research 

on implementing and evaluating each phase of the eActive model which may 

facilitate the movement of academic staff through the stages of technology 

integration into teaching and learning and those who have not yet begun the 

journey. 
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APPENDIX A: Initial Survey Questions 
 
 
Part One: The purpose of this part is to collect some demographic information about you. 
For the following items (1-7), please choose the item that best describes your demographics. 
 

1. What is your age? 
(  ) Below 26 
(  ) 27-35 
(  ) 36-44 
(  ) 45 -53 
(  ) Above 54 
 

2. What is your academic rank? 
(  ) Professor 
(  ) Associate Professor 
(  ) Assistant Professor 
(  ) Lecturer 
(  ) Teaching Assistant 
(  ) Other (Please specify) __________________ 

 
3. What department do you belong to? 

(Please specify) ________________ 
 

4. What is your nationality? 
( ) Saudi 
( ) Non-Saudi (Please specify) __________________  
 

5. From which country did you obtain your last degree? 
( ) Arab Institution 
( ) Non-Arab Institution 
 

6. What is your major? 
(Please specify) __________________ 
 

7. How many years of teaching experience do you have? 
(Please specify) __________________ 
 

8. Are you assigned to lead the change in your department? 
( ) No 
( ) Yes (Please specify role) _____________ 

 



 
 

210 
 

Part Two: The purpose of this part is to identify your engagement in the change your 
institution is facing to use e-Teaching environments and integrate them in your teaching. The 
e-Teaching environment includes for example the use of e-mails, websites, wiki, blogs, and 
CMS in regular teaching. Please choose the item that best fits your assessment. 
 

1. When did you start engaging in e-teaching environments in your teaching? 
( ) Never. (If never, please skip from here to Part Three) 
( ) Less than a year ago. 
( ) 1-2 years ago. 
( ) 3-4 years ago. 
( ) Over 4 years ago. 
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2. Do you follow the news about e-Learning plans 
in your institution? 

      

3. Did you attend conferences or high level summit 
in the field of e-learning and distance learning? 

      

4. Have you taken a part in working groups on 
learning designs and frameworks for e-
Learning? 

      

5. Have attended workshops to educate staff on e-
learning? 

      

6. Have you attended training classes on using 
technology in teaching? 

      

7. Did you take part in providing role model 
courses that involves the use of e-Learning? 

      

8. Did you take part in academic teams that 
exchange good ideas in e-Teaching and support 
each other? 

      

9. Did you take part in projects or research in the 
field of e-Learning and e-Teaching? 

      

10. Did you take part in translating resources in e-
Learning into Arabic?  

      

11. Have you been involved in one-on-one and 
small group discussions, demonstrations, 
academic involvement in your institution e-
Learning decision-making? 

      

12. Were you given an incentive or reward for 
engaging in e-Learning? 
What incentive reward did you receive? 
 Increase in salary 
 Faculty award 
 Opportunity to attend workshop/conference 
 Release time 
 Public recognition 
 Other ________________ 
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How frequently do you integrate the following technologies into your regular teaching? 
(Please mark your selection with an X) 

 

TECHNOLOGY Never 
Rarely 
(once a 
month) 

Occasionally 
(2-3 times a 

month) 

Frequently 
(1-2 times 

week) 

Very 
Frequently 
(more than 

twice a week)

E-mail      
Course web page      
www resources      
Mailing list      
Newsgroups      
Search engine      
Digital libraries      
PowerPoint on the web      
Web documents      
Instant messaging      
Audio conferencing      
Videoconferencing      
File Transfer      
Course Management 
System 

     

Wiki      
Blogs      
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Part three: The purpose of this part is to identify your attitude towards the change to 
using e-Teaching environments. For the following items, please indicate to what extent you 
agree or disagree with each of the following statements by ticking the appropriate choice. 
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1. e-Learning will never replace other forms of 
teaching and learning. 

      

2. e-Learning makes me uncomfortable because I 
do not understand it. 

      

3. e-Learning can solve many of our educational 
problems. 

      

4. I feel intimidated by e-Learning.       
5. e-Learning will bring new opportunities for 
organizing teaching and learning. 

      

6. e-Learning is difficult to handle and therefore 
frustrating to use. 

      

7. There are unlimited possibilities of e-learning 
that have not yet been thought about. 

      

8. e-Learning saves time and effort for both 
teachers and students. 

      

9. e-Learning increases access to education and 
training. 

      

10. e-Learning will increase my efficiency in 
teaching. 

      

11. e-Learning enables collaborative learning.       
12. e-Learning can engage learners more than other 
forms of learning. 

      

13. e-Learning increases the quality of teaching and 
learning because it integrates all forms of media; 
i.e. print, audio, video, and animation. 

      

14. e-Learning increases the flexibility of teaching 
and learning. 

      

15. e-Learning improves communication between 
students and teachers. 

      

16. e-Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a 
course. 

      

17. I get a sinking feeling when I think of trying to 
use e-Learning for my courses. 

      

18. e-Learning is not effective for student learning.       
19. e-Learning experiences cannot be equated with 
those of face-to-face teaching or even distance 
education. 

      

20. It is essential that e-learning material be of high 
quality. 

      

21. Open universities should adopt more and more 
e-Learning for their students. 

      

 



 
 

213 
 

Part four: The purpose of this part is to identify your attitude towards the change 
strategies that your institution might use in order to motivate you to use e-Teaching 
environments. For the following items, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree 
with each of the following statements by ticking the appropriate choice. 
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1. A good motivation strategy is one that shows the 
need for change. 

      

2. Providing role models of uses of e-Teaching 
encourages engagement. 

      

3. An academic staff is more encouraged to be 
involved in the change when she is aware of the 
change achievements, limitations, and 
improvements. 

      

4. Providing meetings, seminars, workshops, and 
research papers for communication encourage 
engagement in e-Teaching. 

      

5. Using electronic communication channels in 
communication motivates engagement. 

      

6. Department meetings on e-Learning are very 
important in increasing engagements. 

      

7. Being aware of the vision of change encourages 
engagement in e-Teaching. 

      

8. Listening to concerns around the change and 
providing means to collect them encourages 
engagement. 

      

9. Providing professional development in e-
Learning encourages change. 

      

10. Having individuals in each department to lead 
and motivate the change encourages engagement. 

      

11. Developing clear policies to support e-Teaching 
encourages engagement. 

      

12. Extending the library with e-Learning resources 
encourages engagement. 

      

13. Providing technical support encourages 
effective engagement. 

      

14. Providing project funding motivates being 
involved in doing projects in e-Teaching. 

      

15. Constructing teams to develop e-Teaching 
materials encourages engagement. 

      

16. Holding e-Learning conferences encourages 
engagement. 

      

17. Full involvement and ownership of the design 
of change encourages engagement in e-Teaching. 
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18. Addressing intellectual property and copyright 
issues encourages participation in the change. 

      

19. Encouraging peer support and workshop 
provision motivates participating in them. 

      

20. Using pedagogical framework in the change 
encourages participation in the change. 

      

21. Generating short term wins in the change 
increases the involvement in those wins. 

      

22. Recognizing staff efforts in engagement by 
providing rewards structure encourages 
engagement. 

      

23. Structuring evaluating teams increases the 
effectiveness of evaluation and increases the 
engagement rate. 

      

24. Continues evaluation of workshops, training, 
staff performance, resources, research papers and 
projects increases the trustworthiness of these and 
increases the engagement rate.   
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APPENDIX B: Human Research Ethics Committee Ethical Clearance 
Certificate  
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APPENDIX C: Survey Questions Version 1 
Part One: The purpose of this part is to collect some demographic information about you. 
For the following items (1-7), please choose the item that best describes your demographics. 
 

1. The institution you work for: 
 Imam Muhammad Ibn Saudi 

University 
 King Saud University 
 Princess Nura bint 

Abdurrahman University 
 Other (Please specify) 

______________________ 
 

2. Your age: 
 Under  26 
 27-35 
 36-44 
 45 -53 
 Above 54 

 
3. Highest academic degree: 

 PhD 
 Masters 
 Bachelors  
 Others, please specify 

_________________ 

4. College: 

___________________ 

5. Department: 

________________ 

6. What is your academic rank? 

 Professor 
 Associate Professor 
 Assistant Professor 
 Lecturer 
 Teaching Assistant 
 Other (Please specify) 

________________ 
 

 
 

7. Number of years in teaching experience at the collegiate level: 
a. Less than 5 years. 
b. 5-10 years. 
c. 11-15 years. 
d. 16-20 years. 
e. More than 20 years. 

8. What is your nationality? 
 Saudi 
 Non-Saudi (Please specify) __________________  

 
9. From which country did you obtain your last degree? 

 Arab Institution 
 Non-Arab Institution 

 
10. What is your major? 

(Please specify) __________________ 
 

11. Are you assigned to lead the change in your department? 
 No 
 Yes (Please specify role) _____________ 
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Part Two: The purpose of this part is to identify your engagement in the change your institution is facing 
to use e-Teaching environments and integrate them in your teaching. The e-Teaching environment includes 
for example the use of e-mails, websites, wiki, blogs, and CMS in regular teaching. Please choose the item 
that best fits your assessment. 
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1. Following the news about e-Learning plans in the 
institution. 

      

2. Attending conferences or high level summit in the field of 
e-learning and distance learning. 

      

3. Taking part in working groups on learning designs and 
frameworks for e-Learning. 

      

4. Attending workshops to educate staff on e-learning. 
      

5. Attending training classes on using technology in 
teaching. 

      

6. Taking part in providing role model courses that involves 
the use of e-Learning. 

      

7. Taking part in academic teams that exchange good ideas 
in e-Teaching and support each other. 

      

8. Taking part in projects or research in the field of e-
Learning and e-Teaching. 

      

9. Taking part in translating resources in e-Learning into 
Arabic.  

      

10. Involving in one-on-one and small group discussions, 
demonstrations,  and academic involvement in your 
institution e-Learning decision-making. 

      

11. Being given an incentive or reward for engaging in e-
Learning. 
 
Please specify: 
 Increase in salary 
 Faculty award 
 Opportunity to attend workshop/conference 
 Release time 
 Public recognition 
 Other ________________ 
 

     

12. Did you participate in any other work related with the change your institution is facing in using e-
teaching environments? Please specify. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________ 
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13. When did you start engaging in e-teaching environments in your teaching? 
 Never. (If never, please skip from here to Part Three) 
 Less than a year ago. 
 1-2 years ago. 
 3-4 years ago. 
 Over 4 years ago. 

 
14. How frequently do you integrate the following technologies into your regular teaching? (Please mark 

your selection with an X) 
 

TECHNOLOGY Never 
Rarely 
(once a 
month) 

Occasionally 
(2-3 times a 

month) 

Frequently 
(1-2 times 

week) 

Very 
Frequently 
(more than 

twice a week)

Course Management System       

Course web page      

File Transfer      

E-mail       

Mailing list       

Search engine      

www resources       

Digital libraries       

PowerPoint on the web       

Web documents       

Instant messaging       

Audio conferencing       

Videoconferencing       

Newsgroups      

Wiki      

Blogs      

 
15. Did you use any other e-teaching environment not mentioned in the table above? Please specify. 
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________ 
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Part three: The purpose of this part is to identify your attitude towards the change to using e-Teaching 
environments. For the following items, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements by ticking the appropriate choice. 
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1. e-Learning will never replace other forms of teaching and 
learning.       

2. e-Learning makes me uncomfortable because I do not 
understand it.       

3. e-Learning can solve many of our educational problems. 
      

4. I feel intimidated by e-Learning. 
      

5. e-Learning will bring new opportunities for organizing 
teaching and learning.       

6. e-Learning is difficult to handle and therefore frustrating 
to use.       

7. There are unlimited possibilities of e-learning that have 
not yet been thought about.       

8. e-Learning saves time and effort for both teachers and 
students.       

9. e-Learning increases access to education and training. 
      

10. e-Learning will increase my efficiency in teaching. 
      

11. e-Learning enables collaborative learning. 
      

12. e-Learning can engage learners more than other forms of 
learning.       

13. e-Learning increases the quality of teaching and learning 
because it integrates all forms of media; i.e. print, audio, 
video, and animation. 

      

14. e-Learning increases the flexibility of teaching and 
learning.       

15. e-Learning improves communication between students 
and teachers.       

16. e-Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course. 
      

17. I get a sinking feeling when I think of trying to use e-
Learning for my courses.       

18. e-Learning is not effective for student learning. 
      

19. It is essential that e-learning material be of high quality. 
      

20. Open universities should adopt more and more e-Learning 
for their students.       
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Part four: The purpose of this part is to identify your attitude towards the change strategies that your 
institution might use in order to motivate you to use e-Teaching environments. For the following items, 
please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree on the importance of each of the following technology 
transformation strategies by ticking the appropriate choice. 
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1. A good motivation strategy is one that shows the 
need for change. 

      

2. A successful motivation strategy is one that 
provides successful role models of e-Teaching 
uses. 

      

3. Conducting meetings, seminars, workshops and 
research papers to spread the awareness for the 
change are good means of  communication. 

      

4. I prefer using electronic communication channels 
such as forums, Wikis, email, and the university 
web page to follow the news of change awareness. 

      

5. An academic staff member is more encouraged to 
be involved in the change when she is aware of the 
change achievements, limitations, improvements 
and challenges. 

      

6. I prefer using electronic communication channels 
such as forums, Wikis, email, and the university 
web page to communicate and be involved in the 
change. 

      

7. The use of department meetings on e-Learning are 
very important in increasing engagements. 

      

8. Being aware of the vision of change and involved 
in the production of the vision encourages 
engagement in e-Teaching. 

      

9. Listening to concerns around the change and 
providing means to collect them encourages to 
engagement. 

      

10. Providing opportunities to be involved in seminars, 
workshops and research papers increases 
engagement in the change. 

      

11. Developing clear policies to support e-Teaching 
encourages engagement. 

      

12. Extending the library with e-Learning resources 
encourages engagement. 

      

13. Having individuals in each department to lead and 
motivate the change encourages engagement. 

      

14. Providing professional development in e-Learning 
encourages change. 

      

15. Providing technical support encourages effective 
engagement. 

      

16. Providing project funding motivates involvement in 
e-Teaching projects. 

      

17. Building supportive communities (for example, 
placing educational technologists in each 
department) encourages engagement. 
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18. Holding e-Learning conferences encourages  
engagement in e-Teaching. 

      

19. Using a pedagogical framework in the change 
encourages participation in the change. 

      

20. Addressing intellectual property and copyright 
issues encourages participation in the change. 

      

21. Encouraging peer support and workshop provision 
motivates participation in them. 

      

22. Full ownership for those who are involved in the 
design of any change related subject motivates 
involvement in that design. 

      

23. Recognising staff efforts in engagement by 
providing rewards structure encourages 
engagement. 

      

24. Generating short-term wins in the change increases 
the involvement in those wins. 

      

25. Structuring evaluation teams increases the 
effectiveness of evaluation and increases the 
engagement rate. 

      

26. Structuring and using high quality standards for 
evaluation increases the effectiveness of evaluation 
and increases the engagement rate. 

      

27. Developing an evaluation strategy increases the 
effectiveness of evaluation and increases the 
engagement rate. 

      

28. Continuous evaluation of workshops, training, staff 
performance, resources, research papers and 
projects increases the trustworthiness of these and 
increases the engagement rate.   

      

29. Structuring guidelines for improvement according 
to evaluation increases the performance of 
improvement and motivates engagement. 

      

30. Ensuring awareness of subjects raised in evaluation 
increases improvement and motivates engagement. 

      

31. Making sure that subjects that need improvement 
are followed-up increases improvement and 
motivates engagement. 

      

 
32. Do you know any other technology transformation strategies that are important in motivating 

academic staff to be engaged effectively in e-teaching environment and continue to innovate? Please 
specify. 

____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D: Survey Questions Version 2 
 

 

   
Higher Education Strategies for Facilitating e‐Teaching 

Building and investigating a model to facilitate effective Academic staff 
engagement and continuous innovation in e‐Teaching (eActive) in Saudi 

Arabian universities 
 
Dear participant 

You  have  received  this  as  part  of  a  project  that  forms  a  component  of  the 
researcher  PhD  under  the  auspices  of  Griffith  University  into managing  technological 
transformation.   This research  is  investigating  the attitudes and opinions on e‐Teaching 
facilitating strategies. 

The  aims  of  this  project  are  to  investigate  your  attitude  towards  e‐teaching 
facilitating  strategies, and engaging effectively  in e‐Teaching and continue  to  innovate, 
and  to know your opinion on what  the best  strategies  that would motivate you  to be 
engaged  in e‐Teaching. This will help  refine a model  for  facilitating academic  staff and 
motivate them to effectively engage in e‐Teaching and continue to innovate. 

Your participation  is voluntary and you are not under any obligation to consent 
to participate  in  this  research.    If you  choose  to participate you may  later discontinue 
participation  at  any  time without penalty or without providing  an  explanation.  I hope 
that you will consider participating in this study.  While it may not benefit you directly it 
may have the potential to improve higher education change management. 

This survey  is for research purposes only. The data collected from this research 
will be reported  in general terms and will not  involve any  identifying features.   All data 
will be kept confidential and  in a  locked filing cabinet.   A summary of the findings from 
the study will be made available to you at your request. 

Griffith University conducts research  in accordance with the National Statement 
on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans, an Australian statement of appropriate 
research procedures.    If you have any concerns or questions, please do not hesitate  to 
contact me. Furthermore,  if you have any complaints concerning  the manner  in which 
the  research project  is conducted you may  forward  them  to me, or,  if an  independent 
person is preferred, you can contact the Manager, Research Ethics on +61 (0)7 3735 5585 
or research‐ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 
Finally the University and I would like to thank you for your assistance with this research 
project.  
  

Researcher: 
Dr. Lujain Abdullah Aldahash 
Phone: +61 (0)7 3735 5549 
E‐mail: lujain.aldahash@grifithuni.edu.au 

Supervisors: 
Dr.  Geoff  Carter  &  Dr.  Luke 
Houghton 
Phone: +61 (7) 3735 7721 
E‐mail: 
l.houghton@griffith.edu.au 

 
If  you would    like  a  copy  of  the 
results please provide your e‐mail 
address in the box below:  

 



 
 

223 
 

Part One: The purpose of this part is to collect some demographic information about you.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Part Two: The purpose of this part is to identify your attitude towards the change to using e‐Learning and e‐

Teaching environments**.  

For the following items, please indicate to what extent you agree or 
disagree with each of the following statements . 
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1. e‐Learning can solve many of our educational problems.           

2. e‐Learning will bring new opportunities for organising teaching and 
learning. 

         

3. e‐Learning saves time and effort for both teachers and students.           

4. e‐Learning increases access to education and training.           

5. e‐Learning will increase my efficiency in teaching.           

6. e‐Learning enables collaborative learning.           

7. e‐Learning can engage learners more than other forms of learning.           

8. e‐Learning increases the quality of teaching and learning because it 
integrates all forms of media; i.e., print, audio, video and animation. 

         

9. e‐Learning increases the flexibility of teaching and learning.           

10. e‐Learning improves communication between students and 
teachers. 

         

11. e‐Learning enhances the pedagogic value of a course.           

12. Universities should adopt more and more e‐Learning for their 
students. 

         

** The e‐Teaching environment includes for example the use of e‐mails, websites, wiki, blogs, or CMS in regular teaching. 

1. The institution you work for: 
 Imam Muhammad Ibn Saudi University 
 King Saud University 
 Princess Nura bint Abdurrahman University 
 Other (Please specify):  
___________________________  

2. Age: 
 Under  26 
 27‐35 
 36‐44 
 45 ‐53 
 Above 54 

3. College:_____________________ 

4. Department:_________________ 
* leading means being one of the first users of the e‐

teaching environments

 

5. Number of years in teaching experience at 
the collegiate level: 

 Less than 5 years 
 5‐15 years 
 16‐20 years 
 More than 20 years 

6. Are you assigned to lead* the change in 
your department? 
 No 
 Yes (Please specify role):  

__________________________
______________________ 
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Part Three: The purpose of this part is to identify your engagement in the change your institution is facing 
to use e‐Learning and e‐Teaching environments and integrate them in your teaching. Please choose the 
item that best fits your assessment. 
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1. Following the news about e‐Learning plans in the institution.          

2. Attending conferences or high‐level summits in the field of e‐
Learning. 

        

3. Attending workshops or training classes on using technology 
in teaching. 

        

4. Taking part in working groups on learning designs and 
frameworks, providing role model courses, or exchanging 
good ideas in e‐Learning and e‐Teaching. 

        

5. Taking part in projects or research in the field of e‐Learning 
and e‐Teaching.          

6. Taking part in translating e‐Learning resources into Arabic.          

7. Being given an incentive or reward for engaging in e‐Learning. 
(for example: Increase in salary, Faculty award, Opportunity to attend 
workshop/conference, Release time, Public recognition, …)

        

8. When did you start using e‐Teaching environments in your teaching?   

 Never. (Skip to Part Four)  
 Less than a year. 

 
9. Which of the following technologies do you integrate into your regular teaching?  

 Course Management System 
 Course web page  
 File Transfer 
 E‐mail 

 Search engine 
 www resources 
 Digital libraries  
 Instant messaging 

 Forums 
 Wiki 
 Blogs 

 
10. How frequently do you integrate the above chosen technologies into your regular teaching?  

 Rarely (once a month) 
 Occasionally (2‐3 times a month) 
 Frequently (1‐2 times week) 
 Very Frequently (more than twice a week)

 1‐2 years. 
 3‐4 years. 
 Over 4 years.
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A. This part contains Academic staff Awareness, and 
Communication and Involvement  Strategies. 
Please indicate to what extent do you think these 
strategies are important to you.  
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1. Show the need for change to e‐Teaching 
environments. 

             

2. Provide successful role models of uses of e‐
Teaching environments. 

             

3. Spread the awareness for the change by 
communicating through: 

             

 Meetings               

 Seminars and Conferences               

 Workshops               

 Research papers               
               

4. Use electronic communication channels to 
communicate and be involved in the change 
such as: 

             

 forums               

 Wikis               

 email               

 the university’s website               
               

5. Provide academic staff with awareness of the 
change:                

 achievements          
 limitations               

 improvements               

 challenges               
               

6. Be aware of the vision of change and be 
involved in the production of the vision.               

7. Listen to concerns around the change and 
provid means to collect them and find 
solutions. 

             

Part Four: The purpose of this part is to know academic staff opinions towards the change 

strategies that institutions could use in order to motivate Academic staff to use e‐Teaching 

environments. For the following items, please indicate to what extent you find these strategies 

important for YOU so that you be involved in the change.
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B. This part contains Academic staff Support and 
Empowerment  Strategies. Please indicate to 
what extent do you think these strategies are 
important to you.  
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1. Develop clear policies to support the use of 
e‐Teaching environments. 

             

2. Extend the library with e‐Learning 
resources. 

             

3. Have individuals in each department to 
lead and motivate the change. 

             

4. Provide project funding in projects related 
to e‐Teaching environments.  

             

5. Build supportive communities to provide 
technical support and professional 
development (e.g., educational 
technologists). 

             

               

6. Using a pedagogical framework in the 
change. 

             

7. Addressing intellectual property, 
copyright, and ownership issues. 

             

8. Encouraging peer support and being part 
of providing workshops. 

             

9. Recognising staff efforts in engagement 
by providing a rewards structure. 

             

10. Generating short‐term wins in the change.              
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C. This part contains Evaluation and 
Improvement Strategies. Please indicate to 
what extent do you think these strategies are 
important to you. 
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1. Structuring evaluating teams.               

2. Structuring evaluation strategy and using 
high quality standards for evaluation. 

             

3. Continuous evaluation of:               

 Workshops and training               

 staff performance               

 resources, research papers and 
projects 

             

 

             

4. Structuring guidelines for improvement 
according to evaluation. 

             

5. Ensuring awareness of subjects raised in 
evaluation. 

             

6. Making sure that subjects that need 
improvement are followed‐up. 

             

 

D. If you have any other words you would like to share in this subject please provide 
it in this section. 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 

 
...............................  End of Questions Thanks for your participation  ............................... 
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Appendix E: Factor Analysis 
 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .935

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 19324.509

df 1540

Sig. .000

 
 
 

Communalities 

 Initial Extraction 

Attitude 1.000 .572

Attitude 1.000 .597

Attitude 1.000 .571

Attitude 1.000 .522

Attitude 1.000 .667

Attitude 1.000 .561

Attitude 1.000 .535

Attitude 1.000 .613

Attitude 1.000 .555

Attitude 1.000 .565

Attitude 1.000 .582

Attitude 1.000 .562

Following the news 1.000 .584

Attending conferences 1.000 .676

Workshops or training 1.000 .629

academic teams in designs 

and FW, or role model 
1.000 .730

Project or research 1.000 .694

translating 1.000 .624

Reward 1.000 .265

Years e-teaching 1.000 .702

Number of technology used 1.000 .711

Level of use 1.000 .709

Show the need 1.000 .544

Provide role models 1.000 .606

meetings 1.000 .619

seminars 1.000 .712

workshops 1.000 .703

research papers 1.000 .620
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forums 1.000 .682

wikis 1.000 .647

e-mail 1.000 .730

the university web page 1.000 .686

achievements 1.000 .674

limitations 1.000 .745

improvements 1.000 .811

challenges 1.000 .820

vision 1.000 .576

concerns 1.000 .553

clear policies 1.000 .522

library e-Learning resources 1.000 .569

Leaders 1.000 .665

project funding 1.000 .729

supportive communities 1.000 .669

pedagogical framework 1.000 .584

intellectual property 1.000 .741

peer support 1.000 .657

rewards 1.000 .652

short term wins 1.000 .569

evaluation teams 1.000 .619

quality standards 1.000 .694

evaluate workshops 1.000 .796

evaluate staff performance 1.000 .690

evaluate resources 1.000 .729

guidelines for improvement 1.000 .702

awareness of subject raised 1.000 .711

follow-up 1.000 .680

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 
 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 16.312 29.128 29.128 16.312 29.128 29.128

2 5.009 8.945 38.073 5.009 8.945 38.073

3 3.527 6.298 44.371 3.527 6.298 44.371

4 2.209 3.944 48.315 2.209 3.944 48.315

5 1.991 3.556 51.871 1.991 3.556 51.871

6 1.733 3.094 54.966 1.733 3.094 54.966

7 1.647 2.941 57.907 1.647 2.941 57.907

8 1.347 2.406 60.313 1.347 2.406 60.313

9 1.158 2.068 62.381 1.158 2.068 62.381
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10 1.001 1.787 64.168 1.001 1.787 64.168

11 .954 1.704 65.872    

12 .915 1.635 67.507    

13 .868 1.549 69.056    

14 .793 1.417 70.473    

15 .773 1.380 71.853    

16 .739 1.319 73.172    

17 .705 1.259 74.431    

18 .648 1.157 75.588    

19 .635 1.134 76.722    

20 .622 1.110 77.832    

21 .605 1.080 78.912    

22 .587 1.048 79.960    

23 .542 .968 80.929    

24 .527 .941 81.869    

25 .513 .917 82.786    

26 .504 .900 83.686    

27 .489 .873 84.559    

28 .474 .847 85.407    

29 .462 .826 86.232    

30 .440 .786 87.018    

31 .432 .772 87.790    

32 .417 .744 88.534    

33 .402 .718 89.252    

34 .396 .707 89.960    

35 .369 .660 90.619    

36 .360 .643 91.262    

37 .348 .621 91.883    

38 .345 .616 92.499    

39 .340 .607 93.106    

40 .316 .565 93.671    

41 .292 .521 94.192    

42 .288 .515 94.707    

43 .287 .512 95.219    

44 .276 .492 95.711    

45 .265 .474 96.185    

46 .259 .462 96.648    

47 .245 .438 97.086    

48 .226 .403 97.489    

49 .221 .395 97.884    

50 .203 .363 98.247    

51 .200 .358 98.604    

52 .181 .323 98.928    
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53 .165 .295 99.223    

54 .160 .286 99.508    

55 .144 .258 99.766    

56 .131 .234 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

 
 

 
 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation S

of Squar

Loading

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total

1 16.312 29.128 29.128 16.312 29.128 29.128 1

2 5.009 8.945 38.073 5.009 8.945 38.073

3 3.527 6.298 44.371 3.527 6.298 44.371

4 2.209 3.944 48.315     

5 1.991 3.556 51.871     

6 1.733 3.094 54.966     
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7 1.647 2.941 57.907     

8 1.347 2.406 60.313     

9 1.158 2.068 62.381     

10 1.001 1.787 64.168     

11 .954 1.704 65.872     

12 .915 1.635 67.507     

13 .868 1.549 69.056     

14 .793 1.417 70.473     

15 .773 1.380 71.853     

16 .739 1.319 73.172     

17 .705 1.259 74.431     

18 .648 1.157 75.588     

19 .635 1.134 76.722     

20 .622 1.110 77.832     

21 .605 1.080 78.912     

22 .587 1.048 79.960     

23 .542 .968 80.929     

24 .527 .941 81.869     

25 .513 .917 82.786     

26 .504 .900 83.686     

27 .489 .873 84.559     

28 .474 .847 85.407     

29 .462 .826 86.232     

30 .440 .786 87.018     

31 .432 .772 87.790     

32 .417 .744 88.534     

33 .402 .718 89.252     

34 .396 .707 89.960     

35 .369 .660 90.619     

36 .360 .643 91.262     

37 .348 .621 91.883     

38 .345 .616 92.499     

39 .340 .607 93.106     

40 .316 .565 93.671     

41 .292 .521 94.192     

42 .288 .515 94.707     

43 .287 .512 95.219     

44 .276 .492 95.711     

45 .265 .474 96.185     

46 .259 .462 96.648     

47 .245 .438 97.086     

48 .226 .403 97.489     

49 .221 .395 97.884     
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50 .203 .363 98.247     

51 .200 .358 98.604     

52 .181 .323 98.928     

53 .165 .295 99.223     

54 .160 .286 99.508     

55 .144 .258 99.766     

56 .131 .234 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance.  

 
 

Pattern Matrixa 

 Component 

1 2 3 

Attitude  .714  

Attitude  .730  

Attitude  .703  

Attitude  .710  

Attitude  .800  

Attitude  .727  

Attitude  .721  

Attitude  .770  

Attitude  .713  

Attitude  .682  

Attitude  .658  

Attitude  .629  

Following the news   .690

Attending conferences   .740

Workshops or training   .718

academic teams in designs 

and FW, or role model 
  .828

Project or research   .757

translating   .713

Reward   .378

Years e-teaching   .480

Number of technology used   .592

Level of use   .443

Show the need .467   

Provide role models .575   

meetings .472   

seminars .552   

workshops .582   

research papers .476  
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forums .404  

wikis .480  

e-mail .392   

the university web page .535   

achievements .647   

limitations .733   

improvements .669   

challenges .706   

vision .634   

concerns .573   

clear policies .627   

library e-Learning resources .619   

Leaders .639   

project funding .663   

supportive communities .678   

pedagogical framework .616   

intellectual property .620   

peer support .680   

rewards .674   

short term wins .607   

evaluation teams .701   

quality standards .749   

evaluate workshops .748   

evaluate staff performance .588   

evaluate resources .676   

guidelines for improvement .741   

awareness of subject raised .756   

follow-up .674   

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 

 

 
 

Component Correlation Matrix 

Component 1 2 3 

1 1.000 .402 .246

2 .402 1.000 .302

3 .246 .302 1.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   

 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser 

Normalization. 
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