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Abstract

The proliferation of e-learning systems in bothriérag institutions and companies has contrib-
uted a lot to the acquisition and application ofvrekills. With the growth in technology, espe-
cially the internet, e-learning systems are onlyigg better and having more impact on the users.

This paper suggests an approach to e-learningthghasizes active and open collaboration, and
also the integration of other services that aidamtribute to the learning process. This approach
aims at having an extended and enhanced learniigoement that is tied or connected to other
systems within the immediate environment or otheewi

We illustrate the possibility and usability of sugfstem in a university, such that other important
administrative systems are integrated into theaealeg system, and collaboration is open to both
academic and non-academic personnel’s.

Keywords: Social Networking, Integration, eLearning, Leagni€ollaboration, Web 2.0, Uni-
versities

Introduction

Several discussions, opinions and projects havegatén areas of e-learning especially from a
social networking context, and application of 1@Tsblve both academic and administrative
problems of schools, most notable higher instingiof learning. According to OECD (2005),
the impact of ICT on tertiary education has bedmiere in administrative services like admis-
sion, registration, payment of fees etc, than kagrand true information dissemination. The
level of adoption of e-learning is still in theamit especially by universities in the developing
countries, basically because of the poor applioagidCT and other social factors that inhibits
the implementation of information tech-

nologies.
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internet experience is daily increasing as peatledénts, lecturers, administrative staffs and oth-
ers) get more familiar with the different tools #afale on the internet. And with the birth of the
new internet termed Web 2.0, which according toekadn (2007), Brown & Adler (2008), and
O’Reilly (2005) could facilitate a change of pagadiin learning; from a top-down system fo-
cused in teachers and established knowledge , édvweorked approach where teachers should
change their roles to become coaches and faaibtafathe learning process. It is obvious that the
traditional pedagogical approach is no longer mgetie needs to prepare young learners to
function effectively and satisfactorily in todayigctic labour market (Aviram, Ronen, Somekh,
Winer, & Sarid, 2008).

Research has shown that most newly proposed/degleprning and administrative systems for
higher institutions are built on a new (differepgdagogical model, which argues a personalized
and social approach while leveraging and incorfragatd/eb 2.0 tools. We suggest in this paper
that to effectively impact the learning patterrh@her institutions, the focus should not only be
on the students and their lecturers (the acadesnicrzinity), but also the non-academic or ad-
ministrative community within the institution shdide considered and integrated into the sys-
tem. We therefore advocate for a system wheregaldgarning barriers can be eliminated by
opening the learning environment to include nordacaic staffs (who can contribute immensely
to the entire learning experience), and integratiegkey departments/sections (academic and
administrative) into the learning system with awi® improving the information flow. This

would provide students with relevant informatioorajside large academic resources and also aid
the workers in performing their activities effeetiy.

Considering our selected case study, a privateetsity in the eastern part of Nigeria that has a
total population of about 5000 students, spreadsact schools and 15 departments. 90 percent
of the students reside on campus while others@reeasident students. The university has in-
vested a lot of money in information technologyegently the university has an online portal
where registration for semester is done, inclughagment of fees, accommodation and course
selection, and class timetabling. The portal iseasible using the university’s intranet or over the
internet, however, the portal is disengaged whendlistration activity ends. This obviously
manifests the university’s concern for enhancimgriégistration process (administrative) rather
than the learning process (academics). While cdimduour research on this institution, we also
realized that not only is there the absence obpgsrfunctioning e-learning system of any kind,
other administrative units like campus life, metgsrvices, student affairs, guidance and coun-
selling and several others that are closely relatelde academic activities suffer from the lack of
application or use of appropriate technologiesaAasult of this, relevant information needed by
the students and other staffs are either not éNail@hen needed or available but ignored due to
the stress involved in getting the information.sTimenace affects the overall set academic objec-
tives and impairs the goal of any existing or nel@agning system, and it is proved by the fact
that students do not only engage in academic @esviut also relate with the entire activi-
ties/services that exist within the institution.

Therefore a system that builds on known, arguedrap@mented standards and approach that
seeks to take e-learning systems beyond traditleaating management systems by adopting a
social approach, will help eliminate the proble et prevent students from achieving the opti-
mum learning experience. This is attained by priagidiccess to academic resources, as well as
other related information regarding their life iretuniversity. This approach extends the idea of
Personal Learning Environment (PLE) which appl@sttidents and adds a system we call “Per-
sonal Working Environment (PWE)” which suits workem the institution.

The system discussed in this paper consists dbtleving ideas:
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» Extending the collaboration in e-learning systeaspécially customized e-learning sys-
tems) to include everyone within the institutiorotdble non-academic personnel’s,
whom though are not lecturers, are knowledgealileein respective disciplines and can
contribute to the learning process by sharing eepees and case studies.

* Integration of other services, basically the noaemic /administrative services into the
e-learning system such that information flow isamrded.

Overview of Existing Learning Systems

E-learning has come a long way, and it is dailyegigmcing different innovations and develop-
ments. According to Dalsgaard (2006), one apprt@ehlearning is the use of LMS (Learning
Management System) which are not alike and couldaskeel in different ways. The common idea
however is that they are organized and managedwaithintegrated system.

Several universities, especially those in the adged countries have different e-learning plat-
forms which are either acquired virtual learningisonments or e-learning systems like WebCT,
Scholar360, Moodle, and Blackboard. Blackboardigely used by learning institutions and it is
easily adapted to the institutions web presence. @mhe several institutions that uses black-
board is the Canterbury Christ Church Universityd details can be seen at
http://www.canterbury.ac.uk/support/learning-teagfénhancement-unit/blackboard/index.asp
Another example is thiel USE (My Sheffield University Environméniniversity of Sheffield,

UK. MUSE provides online access to academic ressuaad applications like emails, calendar
etc. The benefits of this systems are numerouseasl¢a of re-structuring the traditional teaching
model to suit the modern age learners as brougtit &e positive learning experience envis-
aged, which according to Ahron et al., (2008) caerialize the dream of several generations of
educators and thinkers in the fields of construgniy constructionism, learning styles, interests,
intrinsic motivation, multiple intelligence, ope@alrning (or distant learning), and special educa-
tion.

However, the strength of recent e-learning systie®isn the emergence of Web 2.0 tools, a con-
cept that has developed some new inttiatives ica&iihn identified as “eLearning 2.0”. This
adoption has brought about a huge change in thelaj@went and use of existing e-learning sys-
tems. Since Web 2.0 involves a high degree of imselvement and social networking, it has
influenced e-learning systems in terms of pedagoglyde livery.

Anderson (2007) describes six big ideas behind 2/éb

* Individual production and User Generated Content

* Harness the power of the crowd

» Data on an epic scale

» Architecture of participation

* Network Effects

* Openness
While not all these ideas have explicit meaningmplications for e-learning, it is notable that
Web 2.0 resources or products enhance e-learnitgrag beyond their ordinary capacity. Some
of these products or ideas found in new e-leasysgems, according to Bartome (2008) include
Wikis, Blogs, RSS reader pages, online office, &dmookmarking, shared documents and pod-

cast, video repositories, social networks and gmargk spaces. Even though these tools are of-
ten used separately online on public websites, lpeame daily getting acquainted with them.
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One system that offers much use of Web 2.0 to@eliwlar 360. Scholar360 is an e-learning
solution that provides a network learning environtrand uses social tools like wikis, blogs,
ePortfolio etc. More details can be foundp://www.scholar360.com/index.phphis eLearn-
ing system and others like blackboard adopt stzid$. Therefore, collaboration is an integral
part of them.

Social Approach to E-learning

Anderson (2005) introduced the concept of ‘edunatisocial software’ and defined it within the
context of distance education as:

‘o networked tools that support and encourag&iidals to learn together while re-
taining individual control over their time, spapeesence, activity, identity and relation-
ship.”

According to Dalsgaard (2008), it is necessary ®were-learning beyond learning management
systems and engage students in an active use weth¢consider an intranet as well) as a re-
source for their self-governed, problem-based afidhorative activities. With the awareness
and availability of Web 2.0 tools, it is arguedttbacial software tools can support a social con-
structivist approach to e-learning by providingdstots with personals tools and engaging them in
social networks.

E-learning systems based on social approach dféedytnamism and personalisation of the learn-
ing experience, this is termed Personal LearningrBmment (PLE) using personal tools and
social networks. According to (Hannafin, Land, &@f, 1999, p. 119) “The individual deter-
mines how to proceed based on his or unique needsegptions, and experiences, distinguishes
known from unknown, identifies resources availdblsupport learning efforts, and formalizes
and test personal beliefs.” These systems makefusehnologies like Blogs, wikis, discussion
forums etc to offer collaborative learning amongdents.

Dalsgaard (2008) argued further that using a sappioach to e-learning differs from integrated
LMS in terms of focusing on empowerment of studexst®pposed to management of learning.
He stated that the idea is to provide studentsavithriety of tools for their self-governed and
problem based activities; to empower students offied them tools for independent work, reflec-
tion, construction and collaboration. Adoptingogial software approach also provides learners
with valuable resources for using the web as aitomider to develop their understanding and
solve problems — whether in school, at work oh@irt private lives. It has specific relevance in
relation to lifelong learning (Friesen & Anders@np4).

Analysis of the Tools Used In New E-Learning System s

There are several open source and commercial efgasystems that incorporate new tools to
enhance the learning experience. Some of the wigkeld Web 2.0 tools in e-learning systems
are:

Wikis

“A wiki is essentially a website constructed in ls@cway as to allow users to change content on
the site” (Graeme, 2006).

Wikis are used in Education in several ways:
» To support collaborative work, substituting oldcdw .pdf documents.

* To produce a course or study corpus in cooperatitnall academic stakeholders: lec-
turers, students, etc.
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* Todistribute information to students, in ordefaoilitate the updating of materials by
the professor. (Bartome, 2008)

Blogs

Blogs are used as a means of distributing newsimdtion, or sharing personal opinions. Blogs
are used in education in the following areas:

» Teachers use blogs as an easy way to produce dyriearing environments without
previous knowledge of html

» Students use blogs as an alternative digital plartbo as a learning log.

» Ultimately, blogs have been used as support fdalomiative work. (Bartome, 2008)

Really simple syndication (RSS) reader pages

RSS is essentially used to get information (updatiesctly from a source. Although it is not
widely used in most e-learning systems, it is a m&y to access information which is based on
collective intelligence and collaborative work (Bane, 2008).

Social bookmarking

Social bookmarking tools can also aid relation lestwpeople. The principle here is to bookmark
web pages on the web, instead of in the browsemgURSS, it is also possible to subscribe to
people’s bookmarks meaning you get notified wheneeetain people bookmark a new page
(Dalsgaard, 2008).

The above technologies are not in any way allelediriologies used in social software. However,
since most e-learning systems exist within the inenfient of the institution, there are limited
implementations of the listed technologies and @neyoften replaced or implemented as:

» Discussion forums/boards
* Instant messaging

e E-malil

» Documents/video sharing
* Notice boards etc

Impact and Limitation of Existing E-Learning System S

Distance education in general, and online educdtigarticular, arose in direct response to stu-
dent needs for convenient access to programs draeedy- Joerns & Leinhardt, 2006). Al-
though e-learning continues to create headacheslfoinistrators and anxious moments for fac-
ulty members (Kieman, 2005), the impact of e-lgayhias been heavily felt in both institutions
of learning and the corporate environment. Moseesylly in the academic environment, the use
of technology has created the idea of access ®riatanywhere - promoting out of class learn-
ing. Schools with e-learning systems have expeedrchuge turn around in student involvement
in the learning activity. The level of participati interaction and collaboration within the stu-
dents and lecturers has also increased with theagsa tools in e-learning. According to Kirah
(2008), “virtual environments have come to playeatal role in the daily routine within compa-
nies,... Facebook, blogs and document share sitessehuge impact on what we do, and how
we learn and hold on new knowledge”.
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Limitations

While several institutions have managed to implemea form of e-learning or the other, there
have been several challenges to the implementatiedearning systems as well as limitations
and hindrances.

According to Juan (2008), some bottlenecks thaicathe adoption of Web 2.0 approach to
learning are:

» The rejection of users, personnel and students

» Lack of an incentive system

e The available pre-web 2.0 technology

* Universities show in some cases a culture of ametsi innovation and entrepreneurship

These bottlenecks/fears are serious threats tmfiliementation and optimal performance of e-
learning systems in universities. It should be adt&t no e-learning system is designed to re-
place the lecturers or professors, or to eradclatsroom training. It is considered a tool tosssi
in the entire pedagogical process, through whitdcé¥eness will be extended. According to
(Carliner & Shank, 2008), “Instructors are essétgi@chieving students’ core needs. Instructors
are important, not strictly in terms of guidance éedback, but also in terms of role identifica-
tion and modelling”. Therefore, when lecturers velne supposed to be the faciltators are contro-
versial about the system, it becomes a major pmoble

Also the controversy between the administratosgruictors and faculty members has been a ma-
jor problem of e-learning. Even when the key feeseliminated and an e-learning system is
adopted, it is often underutilized, not well incorated, or sadly a direct implementation of the
traditional pedagogy and often too rigid to ingiitnal changes. Many administrators erroneously
believe that a widely used course management sysieams that the institution is effectively
using e — learning, it is not.

Some critics referred to course management systetaarning lite” because their fixed design
(templated formats) tend to mimic traditional instion (Carliner & Shank, 2008). It is therefore
clear that despite the several successful develjznaed deployments of e-learning systems
with the right pedagogical approach, the achiegeatives are stil limited as some issues in the
traditional learning method still arises, and shigestill do not fully maximize the potential ofth
learning systems.

A Broader Limitation — Our View

While problems arise from the adoption, adaptadiod effective use of e-learning systems, it is
believed that these systems are designed to enkfaandzarning processes of the institution,
which though majorly concerns the students (lea)nér a collaborative effort of all entities

within the university system. While e-learning gyss find their use considerably in distance
learning environments, much emphases has beenfomitie use within schools, higher institu-
tions and corporate organizations as a meanstteefutenhance and simplify the learning process.
The strive to re-condition the learning procesbeisg dynamic and open, rather than fixed and
stereotyped — a situation that is considered waisleitin our rapidly changing world. According

to (Carliner and Shank , 2008), “... the competitanhigher-ed services is not just the college
down the block — it is the proliferation of leargiresources, on the job, self directed, certifsate
workshops...” It therefore implies that the staddamiversity curriculum which is mostly re-
flected by the LMS is not all the student needseicome lifelong learners, or equipped to survive
in today’s demanding world.
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It is however important to note that several idéagvations and pedagogical adjustment have
been made to further enhance e-learning systerngheitfocus on the learners, two recent and
important ones include i)The incorporation of sbimals, and i) The Learner oriented approach.
These according to according to Ehlers (2007) amddaard (2008) are arguable constructive
and beneficial. In contrary, we believe it is ndidistic solution (especially in a university set-
ting where most activities are done on campusjilip énhance the learning activities. We there-
fore look into how the students can be assistednmggically, and emotionally to be at restin
order to maximize the benefit e-learning systeme (@ased on social tools, PLE, learner oriented
approach) have to offer, stillimbibing the concefpbpenness and allowing contributions form
others.

Considering our case study, apart from the heottdemanding academic activities which is the
main focus (and what most e-learning systems em)atie students interact and engage in other
activities (apparently with other personnel's andsuwithin the school). The impact “non-
academic” activities have on the students psyclicadlg and emotional is what has been consid-
ered only theoretically, but without any physicalusion implemented to address the problem.
Considering a scenario where a student visits #eiaal centre of the institution to receive
treatment and he has to take certain blood testaokt cases as we discovered, the student might
be given some treatment (drugs) to take meanwieldest results are available. Sadly, most stu-
dent who luckily get better few days after using tihugs never bother to get their test results and
ignorantly continue with the daily academic str&3se would wonder when the lab results would
ever get to the student, who without knowing hisfitetailed health status gives in to the learning
process. Similarly, information necessary to adr@g from important departments from the
universities like guidance and counselling, canipeietc are best put on notice boards (not
online notice boards) where student might nevetagyase them.

Since these departments are part of the univeasilycan be considered stakeholders in the over-
all learning process. A system that integrates théarthe learning model does more than adding
social tools, but provides a learning system thigg more than academic resources at the finger-
tips of the students (learners) but the entireasity in their front.

As an example, a dominant problem in our case ssuithe issue of graduated students request-
ing for statements of result, letters of recomméodaetc. This process which shouldn’t take
much time often takes two days or more due to Berance and verification process. With an
extended e-learning system in place, graduate@mstsidan within the comfort of their home get
the clearance needed from the departments andthreikeequest. If there is a need to make
payment, it can be done using online payment option

The idea here is to have sophisticated systentdded more than manage learning activities but
also provide a system aids and simplifies admatist services.

Integrated and Enhanced System

Literature has shown that the dream of researemetslevelopers of e-learning systems is to de-
velop a system which naturally takes into accollfidators relevant to a high quality learning
experience (Ehlers, 2007). Unfortunately, todaylsaening systems prove different. This is of-
ten because too frequently, even innovative instits fall back on a one-fits all approach , for-
getting that students are different and have difieneeds (Twigg, 2001, in Schulmeister, 2004).
Therefore the problems are not only pedagogicdnnological, but that other factors that could
impact learning are either neglected or not integtanto the system.

At this stage, it crucial to note that the situatifescribed here is one of an institution (a univer
sity), other than the case of an e-learning sygtewider or its variant. However, we believe that
based on several discussions and arguments os tgtating to empowering learners using a
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learner oriented approach, the ideas proposedda@rbe applied to other implementations and
forms of e-learning systems, especially in situziavhere the students (learners) are directly in-
volved with other activities that might have sompact on their learning process.

Learning
Library Services Management
System
Administrative Integration \\ Directories Services
System .{' L] s )
Por P X X po
people  profiles servicas resources

University Systems

Guidance and

Medical Counselling

Student Affairs Campus Life Bursary

Residence

Services{Hall) Others

Social Work Unit Registry

Figure 1: Extended e-learning system
The model in Figure 1 describes the adopted framefoo the proposed e-learning system.
The system is made up of the following components:

» Library Services

* Administrative System
» Directory Services

« LMS

» University Services

The components in the model are not necessaniglatd; rather they depict the primary subsys-
tems of what can make up an extended learning@magnt.

Library Service

At the heart of any learning institution is the-diby, a repository of academic resources. While,
most LMSs have a form of a library of learning nases or the other, it is key to integrate the
main library in the institution to the e-learningsgeem. This is more like interfacing the Library
Management System with the e-learning system, ande extended to acquire resources from
other online sources.

276



Awodele, Idowu, Anjorin, Adedire, & Akpore

Learning Management System

The basic focus of having an e-learning systermbabeen ignored. Instead of having the e-
learning wholly with the LMS, the LMS manages tharhing side (notes creation, gradebook,
discussion forums, virtual classrooms etc) and $opart of the entire system.

Directory Services

The bolt of the integration is use of social toalsd since the integrated system is made up of
several entities, which might be disparate. Suskesy would be incomplete without a directory
system, where people can locate other people, nesmservices and tools that are available for
use.

University Services

Every institution like a university consists of seal departments that make up the institution.
And with a reasonable level of IT adoption, it isstlikely that each department will have its
own information system which maybe similar or dist in terms of technology. These depart-
ments constitute part of the learning system, &odld be integrated into the e-learning system
such that information originating from them is rigadvailable to all users of the system.

Administrative System

Considering the resulting size of this system, @mgous constraint might be manageability.
Most e-learning systems come with an administragxs&em that is used to setup and administer
the system. The administrative system shown imtbée| depicts the component that manages
the entire system. This administrative componesa aktends to individual integrated systems,
this means besides the central administrative systdministration of individual units are also
considered. This central administration can be diyneersonnel of the ICT or computer centre
of the institution.

The model emphasizes two basic ideas:

» Integration of other non-academic activities/sexsinto the learning system.
» Contribution/participation of non-academic persdsrie the learning process.

Integration of Other Non-Academic Activities/Servic es into the
Learning System

In an attempt to having a holistic learning systérns, important to consider and analyse other
components that contribute to or make up the legmiiocess. Especially in the case of a univer-
sity, several subsystems of the institution havg iraportant role to play in the academic per-
formance of students. Therefore the easier theestsdan access these systems, the better for
them.

Every university has several departments that stmases use individual and often different sys-
tems to carry out their activities. However, witke tuse of appropriate technologies like SOA and
Web services, it becomes possible to integraterdifit systems and/or enable them to communi-
cate between themselves. These different systemisecenerged or integrated into an e-learning
system such that important information for studeats be made available when needed. This
creates a “one stop shop” for students, giving theoess to the different information sources, all
in one place. During our discussion, a phrase sneased in describing the system “The Uni-
versity on the Screen” paints the overall picturéhe objective behind the project. Also, from

our questionnaires, we identified few among sewdgphrtments that provides services that are of
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great importance to the students well being andamwithin the university. These departments
include the medical service, guidance and coungghlitudent affairs and the library service.

We observed that these departments are locatedexbs$ distances from the main academic area,
and as a matter of proximity students do not ugdt)(them, or when they do, they encounter
several difficulties. Therefore the assistancedliEpartments have to offer students is often ig-
nored. As a matter of fact, we realized that sttglda not receive the necessary information they
require to make valid decisions regarding theiiedas academic life. Therefore, an avenue of
opening up the services of these departments ttudents in such a way that they are mixed
with the learning resources will provide a moreweonent way to learn.

Contribution/Participation of Non-Academic Personne I's In the
Learning Process

As discussed in the Social Approach to E-learnéxfisn, the idea of collaboration in e-learning
as been argued from a social context, and thisgbaxir mode| builds on the concepts proposed
by Dalsgaard (2008). According to him, centraliaed integrated LMS within a framework of
social constructivist pedagogy should play a miode within the organization of learning. He
explained the use of personal tools, an examplewbcollaborative toolsHe advocated that
collaborative tools will support a closer relatbigsbetween students and can help create a
shared frame of reference within a group.

However, though his idea of collaborations inclugeglents, lecturers and the external commu-
nity (collaboration via net), the internal (withtime institution) non-academic personnel's are
sought of left out. This is not to say he ignoreeit, the difference is the pedagogical model pre-
sented. We are looking at an integrated e-leasystem that involves “almost” all active par-
ticipants in the learning system.

In some universities, administrative personnelrofiagage in teaching activities and these per-
sonnel's, like others have their areas of speaiadin which can be channelled towards the learn-
ing process. Although most of them are not traingttuctors, and are probably not used to
teaching in classrooms, however, with the use pfpeter tools like discussion forums, blogs,
instant messaging, message boards etc they cativeflg contribute to the learning process. In
an interview with Anna Kirah, she stated that teamkws a key factor for successful change, and
emphasized the must to teaching collaborationtasl avhile learning. She further stated that e-
learning and PLEs can be effective ways to leaitls Slets, but not unless they can easily be
adaptable to collaborative thinking and collabetivork.

The reality of this is that, while the traininglagt for the lecturers and professors to handlee Th
truth is a lot of faculty are not all that effeetin their classroom teaching (Carliner and Shank,
2008). Most administrative staffs working as actants, bursars, medical personnel's, counsel
lors etc in their various departments if given dpportunity can contribute immensely to the
learning process. Imagine the medical directohefuniversity participating in a discussion fo-
rum created by a medical or nursing student. Theesaollaborations tools are being used; the
only difference is the involvement of a new pahtyaddition, several authors have validated the
need to learn outside the university’s curriculdmnria, 2008; Carliner & Shank, 2008;
Dalsgaard, 2008; Ehlers, 2007). And this can b&get by allowing for contribution, participa-
tion and collaboration within all set of peopleaitearning environment. This way, the “crowd
power” is harnessed and a network of learning messus created and expanded.

Benefits of the Proposed System

According to Carliner and Shank (2008), today'slstis referred to as “net-gens” and “digital
natives” are comfortable dealing with, and learrimagn multiple resources of information. As
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pointed out earlier using the term “The Universitythe screen’, the benefit to accrue from
opening up the e-learning system to non-academigrastrative personnel's, and also incorpo-
rating other vital services into the learning sgsiacludes:

» Students enjoy basic e-learning facilities, andhwie use of social tools, collaboration is
promoted.

» Out of the class learning is encouraged and stsdesutn from other sources which in-
clude their colleagues, lecturers and the non-awdsommunity.

» A large network of resources is developed, andegthming scope increased. Students can
subscribe to blogs or forums that are not necéggatheir field.

» Collaboration is greatly encouraged within studestsl also within the workers.

» Hindrances like distance, privacy (like in the cakguidance and counselling) etc are
eliminated as students enjoy a “personal’ one-atmess to both academic and non-
academic resources.

» Information dissemination is simplified and greatiyhanced. Students can receive in-
formation from several departments just on thereso

* A lasting networking is encouraged, especially agrtbe students and the non-academic
community.

Similarly, the benefits of the system to the insiin are:

» Easier interaction between the different departseithe institution.

» Easy means of information dissemination betweenrasimative workers and the stu-
dents.

» Easy means of information dissemination betweeadeents.
» Easy means of collaboration which would aid redearwd development.

» [Easy access to services rendered by other depastmigmreasonable level of abstrac-
tion.

The Social Threat

While the serendipitous adoption of social netwagkapplications, especially amongst youths is
the primary leverage of eLearning 2.0 and othetesyghat try to adopt the social approach. So-
cial networking tools pose serious threats thaldoeasily jeopardize the main essence of the
adopting system. Facebook, a major social netwgrkile has been summoned to court overall
several privacy issues. It was recently reporteBBG, cases of social violence like instigated
suicide, abuse and assault, all of which startealig/h the inappropriate use of facebook.

The problem here is one of size and monitoringeBaok for instance, at present has more than a
hundred million users- different people with di#et mindsets, opinions and attitudes, and com-
pounded with the several tools and resources fakgiovides, monitoring who does what, be-
comes a bit of a problem. Considering, the expeeestudents have with these social networking
applications like facebook and MySpace. One coafllyeconclude that integrating social tools
into an e-learning system might just be anotheeliaok within their school walls, and as result
promote less learning than more, or lead to wreagning than right.

The rescue point lies in the paradigm upon whiathsn e-learning system is built. Having an e-
learning system like the one proposed here, mdéanshie core of the system is the learning ac-
tivity, which could be seen as the learning manageraystem. Other supplementary tools (social
tools) like email, instant messaging, blogs, wikasums etc are academic inclined, and extra ap-
plications like those found on facebook that ast educative, and do not primarily aid or sup-
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port the learning process are irrelevant and nasidered suitable. However, while not ignoring
the fact that students can and would use the tooison-academic purposes, they can be moni-
tored and their contents can be screened appedpri&or example, a student starting a new blog
or discussion forum could have it authorized befwe, and subsequent post by other students
can be monitored. Furthermore, since this systemorsithe university, the same way a student
with a bad conduct in a class can be sent outsoiptined, so also can discipline be enforced on
the application to ensure that the primary purppsehieved.

Finally, while the possibility of totally eliminatgy this threat might not be possible, it can be re-
duced to an acceptable level and managed effgctimaportant issues like privacy can be han-
dled as deemed fit by the institutions in accordandheir governing policy.

Hope versus Reality

Due to limited information obtained, it is quitdfaiult to conclude that such a system like the
one proposed is already in use or not. What isipest that new e-learning solutions are built to
leverage the strength of Web 2.0, which implies dudlaboration, user content generation etc,
are built-in. This is basis for what is describsdP&rsonal Learning Environment.

The issue however is that most, if not all of guscessful e-learning system focus wholly on
academic activities which qualifies them to be @y management systems rather than a com-
plete e-learning solution. Recent research stimdigs been carried out in the area of analysing
the psychological factors that affect e-learningtssns, with a view to determining their success
and failure rate. The context of psychology hetter@ad; however we can say that the primary
essence is to give students the mental and embi@islity required to effectively learn either

in a physical classroom or a virtual learning esminent.

We gathered in an informal interview with a studefinBheffield Hallam University, UK that the
university uses Blackboard, which in addition te #sarning resources provides access to infor-
mation from non-academic departments. The studemtr@ported that collaboration is open to
non-academic personnel's, although they do nougratly participate in the learning process.

The reality is that for an integrated system Iie tne proposed here, to be implemented, it re-
guires a proper understanding of the activitieghefinstitution. This accounts for the reason why
existing e-learning systems like Scholar360, Moadid Blackboard might not provide a total
integrated system. These systems on the contravidergeneric features that can be used in any
institution.

The future of this system therefore requires extengsearch that wil try to develop a more ge-
neric and standardized model/framework. The stalimdion can spread to other systems devel
oped for use in an academic environment, espetigiyniversity. Such systems can be reengi-
neered adopting standards like SOA, which could #sm a tag “e-learning ready”. The possi
bility of such reengineering and remodelling okarhing systems to accommodate (consume)
services of associated systems within (and outdidediniversity makes the proposition more
realistic, and the possibilities unlimited.

Further Work

E-learning systems leverage the strength of tieeriat and information technologies. As stated
and discussed earlier, the power of new e-leagystems is based on the use of Web 2.0 tools.
These tools provide a friendly and rich learningezience; a term coined by macromedia to de-
scribe such applications is RIA (Rich Internet Agaion), which is implemented using tech-
nologies like AJAX and Adobe Flex.
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As seen in our case study, most of the departnedthesr do not have any information system
(sought of) or the presently used applicationstaoeigid to be integrated into another. This
poses a serious threat, considering the facthigitoposed concept involves merging separate
systems together, detailed planning and designbeseery important. With the adoption of
new technologies/trends like SOA (Service Orietezhitecture) and Web Services, institutions
can begin to adopt the idea of “loosely coupledileptions that can communicate and interact
with each other.

It therefore implies that to effectively extendeadining systems to incorporate other activities
outside the traditional academic system, instistishould modularize their applications in such
a way that can be integrated into larger systerdscan also be used/reused by other applications.

Conclusion

The application of e-learning in different learniigvironment is continually having a great im-
pact on how people acquire new knowledge, how #tegss and make use of it. Technology is
daily helping to break the several barriers inriéray, solving other communication and adminis-
trative problems. However, in an attempt to effexdyi apply e-learning to create a virtual class-
room, university or campus, which according to €o(1997) noted that “A virtual classroom
should not be much different from a real classroormnaining room”, it therefore implies that an
e-learning system that would have much impact erstbdents especially in a university should
be comprehensive in the sense that it should préseentire (at least, most important) univer-
sity system to the students in such a way that¢heyaccess learning resources as well as other
services that are crucial to their performance.

The system described in this paper seeks to cagegdearning system that is extended and en-
hanced by merging learning resources with othengigsources, and also emphasizing the use
of collaboration in the learning process.
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