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Abstract 

Many studies have been conducted about readiness for e-learning, yet it is quite hard to decide which 

work of research from the literature to use in a specific context. Therefore, the aim of this study is to 

identify of which components models consist and for which stakeholders they were developed by 

investigating the most comprehensive and prevalent models in the related literature. Thus, the methods 

for both implementers and researchers were shown. A literature review was employed as the method 

of the present study. Thirty models or measurement tools were explored in the scope of the study. The 

findings of the study show that competency in technology usage, access to technology, content, 

culture, human resources, finance, management and leadership, self-directed learning, motivation, and 

time management components of models pertaining to readiness for e-learning became prominent. 

Further findings and implications are discussed in the main text of the study. 
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Introduction 

In 1932, Thorndike created the assumption that learning occurs in physical environments as he 

was developing the theory of readiness. Instructional programs and activities in physical classes were 

prepared based on this assumption. Nevertheless, today, physical classes with the rapid development 

of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) have started to be transformed into virtual 

ones. Distance learning is one of the most important fruits of this transformation process. Beginning 

from the early 2000s, distance learning has gradually started to attract more attention and to be used 

due to the unique benefits it provides. Subsequently, the field of distance learning has expanded too 

much; thus, it has been classified into sub-components. Amongst these sub-components, e-learning is 

one of the most vital ones. The field of e-learning is more specific compared to distance learning, and 

it is widely accepted that e-learning entails the usage of electronic technologies in distance learning 

(Omoda-Onyait & Lubega, 2011). 

Today, e-learning is intensely utilized by both private companies for in-service training and 

universities with the aim of instructing their students (Hung et all., 2010). Notwithstanding the intense 

efforts and investments of these organizations, plenty of e-learning initiatives end in failure or are not 

sufficiently successful. As it is well known, there have always been hindrances to transition processes 

from old to new. In the literature, several reasons are deemed relevant to this failure; however, 

readiness is one of the pioneering factors that has come into prominence (Piskurich, 2003).  

In the field of e-learning, this special readiness status mentioned above is referred to as e-

learning readiness. E-learning readiness is defined as an institution or individual’s ability to benefit 

from the advantages of online learning (Lopes, 2007). Kaur and Abas (2004) define readiness for e-

learning as the stakeholders’ ability to utilize e-learning resources and multimedia technologies with a 

goal to promote the quality of learning. Finally, Choucri, Maugis, Madnick and Siegel (2003) define it 

as individuals’ ability to make use of the opportunities facilitated by the advent of the Internet. In 

addition to the definition of the term, there is another issue that should be discussed. Some experts 

name the aforementioned construct as e-learning readiness, as it is so in two above mentioned studies; 

however, others refer to it as online learning readiness (Dray, Lowenthal, Miszkiewicz, Ruiz-Primo 

and Marczynski, 2011; Hung et al., 2010). This distinction proceeds from the general distinction 

between e-learning and online learning, owing to the fact that the researchers of the present study are 

of the opinion that the previously mentioned distinction is theoretical rather than practical, and the 

terms were used interchangeably within the present study.  

Institutions, e-learners, and e-teachers must be ready for e-learning before embarking on this 

journey (Akaslan & Law, 2011a; Moftakhari, 2013), inasmuch as Oliver (2001) indicated that e-

learning readiness is one of the most significant factors to influence e-learning programs’ successful 

outcomes. A substantial body of research was carried out, and a great many models were proposed 

pertaining to e-learning readiness in order to clarify the concept of being ready for e-learning 

(Eslaminejad, Masood & Ngah, 2010; Hung, Chou, Chen & Own, 2010; Mercado, 2008; Omoda-

Onyait & Lubega, 2011). 

With the gradually increasing importance of e-learning and the launch of several brand new e-

learning programs, the question of whether or not teachers, students, and institutions that are the 

stakeholders of e-learning are ready for e-learning was brought up within the agenda. In order to 

answer this question, many models in Turkey and around the world have been developed especially 

during the last 15 years based on different point of views and components to comprehend the 

constructs of e-learning readiness and show a way for the implementers to engage in e-learning. 

Although there are some common points in these models, these points may not be understood by 

virtue of differences in both the naming and measurements of the constructs. 

The current research aims to investigate the models pertaining to readiness for e-learning in 

terms of which stakeholders they were developed for and on which characteristics they mostly 

concentrated. By weighting the weaknesses and strengths of these models, the characteristics and the 
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components of a current and comprehensive model were indicated. Based on this investigation, the 

components and characteristics of a comprehensive and current e-learning readiness model were 

discussed; hence, three reference models that shed some light on subsequent e-learning readiness 

models and implementers of e-learning were suggested.  

Models regarding e-learning readiness 

In this part, models regarding students, teachers, and institutions’ e-learning readiness are 

examined. 

Models regarding students’ e-learning readiness 

In this part, models regarding students’ e-learning readiness are examined. 

Hung, Chou, Chen, and Own (2010) 

This model was proposed by Hung et al. (2010) in order to measure university students’ 

readiness for online learning (See Figure 1). Afterwards, the scale developed within the scope of this 

model was adapted to Turkish by Yurdugül and Alsancak-Sırakaya (2013).  

As seen above, the model consists of five components: computer/Internet self-efficacy, 

motivation, online communication self-efficacy, learner control, and self-directed learning.  

 

Watkins, Leigh, and Triner (2004) 

Watkins et al. (2004) developed a self-assessment tool and proved its validity for 

identifying students’ readiness for e-learning. This scale consisted of six dimensions: access 

to technology, online skills and relationships, motivation, online audio/video, Internet 

discussion and importance to your success. New computers with an Internet connection and 

new and up-to-date software are included in access to technology. The dimension of online 

skills and relationships includes the ability to communicate in online learning environments, 

educational usage of online tools and basic Internet usage like sending an email and using 

search engines. Online audio/video comprises the acquisition of delivered information in case 

Figure 1: A model of students’ online learning readiness (Hung et al., 2010) 
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of audio and video usage in education. Motivation refers to the ability to stick to a task 

notwithstanding the distracting elements in the environment. Online discussion measures 

debating easily in online learning environments. Finally, the importance of your success 

explains the relations of dimensions such as support, participation, and experience with 

success.  

Dray, Lowenthal, Miszkiewicz, Ruiz-Primo, and Marczynski (2011) 

This model was developed by Dray et al. (2011) and was based on the measurement tools of 

Bernard, Brauer, Abrami, and Surkes (2004) and McVay (2000) for identifying undergraduate and 

graduate students’ readiness for online learning. In the model, readiness for online learning was 

determined to be learner characteristics and technology capabilities. The dimension of learner 

characteristics incorporates the sub-dimensions of belief in their ability to complete a college degree, 

beliefs about responsibility in problem solving, self-efficacy in writing and expression, orientation to 

time and time management, and behavior regulation for goal attainment. With regard to technology 

capabilities, it incorporates technology skills, material access to technology and the nature and 

frequency of technology use.  

Smith (2005) 

Smith, Murphy and Mahoney (2003) and Smith (2005) tested the scale developed by McVay 

(2000) in an attempt to assess university students’ readiness for online learning. The original scale of 

McVay (2000) was comprised of two factors: comfort with e-learning and self-management or self-

directed learning. Comfort with e-learning includes using electronic devices with ease. Self-directed 

learning includes determining one’s own goals, self-evaluation, independent studying, and self-

discipline. In the subsequent two studies, the item-factor structure of the scale was generally 

preserved. 

Asaari, Hasmi, and Karia (2005) 

Asari et al. (2005) proposed an e-learning readiness model concerning adult distance learning 

students (See Figure 2). As an underpinning framework, Davis’s (1989) technology acceptance model 

(TAM) was adopted. According to this model, home computer and Internet connection have an impact 

on perceived ease of use and usefulness, which in turn have an impact on readiness for e-learning. 
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Tubaishat, and Lansari (2011) 

Tubaishat and Lansari (2011) developed a scale to identify whether students in the gulf region 

are ready to adopt e-learning. This scale consisted of six dimensions: infrastructure, Internet use, 

students’ computer skills, confidence development, preferred mode of communication, and students’ 

perception of e-learning.  

Valtonen, Kukkonen, Dillon, and Vaisanen (2009) 

In Finland, Valtonen et al. (2009) studied secondary school students’ readiness level to online 

learning from the point of belief about e-learning. They utilized the diffusion literature as they were 

developing this model. Valtonen et al. (2009) pointed out that readiness for online learning consists of 

two general dimensions: beliefs about learning online and ICT skills. The dimension of beliefs about 

learning online incorporates how students perceive e-learning, and it fits the way students are 

accustomed to study. The ICT skills dimension incorporates skills related to technology use. While the 

general dimension of beliefs about learning online consists of the sub-dimensions of self-efficacy 

online learning, online learning as an intentional activity, online learning as an isolated way to learn, 

online learning as a collaborative activity, and importance of online learning in itself, the general 

dimension of ICT skills consists of the sub-dimensions of basic and advanced tools.  

Bernard, Brauer, Abrami, and Surkes (2004) 

Bernard et al. (2004) developed a measurement tool, which also includes McVay’s (2000) 

original items, to predict students’ success in online learning. This measurement tool consists of four 

factors: general beliefs about DE, confidence in prerequisite skills, self-direction and initiative, and 

desire for interaction.  

 

 

Figure 2: A model of students’ e-learning readiness (Asari et al., 2005) 
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Oliver (2001) 

Oliver (2001) asserted that it is essential for Higher Education Institutions (HEI) to identify 

their students’ readiness status for online learning before embarking on e-learning. To do so, four 

dimensions must be reviewed. These dimensions are teaching skills, access to technology, technology 

literacy and self-regulated learning. The technology skills dimension incorporates basic computer 

skills and experience. Access to technology includes having the required technology and access to it. 

Technology literacy is a combination of social, cultural, and technical skills. Finally, yet importantly, 

self-regulated learning represents deep and student-centered learning. 

Models regarding teachers’ e-learning readiness 

In this part, models regarding teachers’ e-learning readiness are examined.  

Guglielmino and Guglielmino (2003), and Eslaminejad, Masood and Ngah (2010) 

Guglielmino and Guglielmino (2003) classified e-learning readiness into two dimensions: 

technical readiness and self-directed learning. Both components in themselves were further classified 

into knowledge, attitude, skill and habit. Eslaminejad et al. (2010) improved upon this model by also 

utilizing Sadık’s (as cited in Eslaminejad et al., 2010) model and indicated that faculty members’ e-

learning readiness encompasses the pedagogical readiness dimension instead of the self-directed 

learning dimension. 

Yun and Murad (2006b) 

Yun and Murad (2006b) carried out a study that examines secondary school teachers’ 

readiness for e-learning. Within the scope of this study, readiness for e-learning was classified into 

two components: psychological and technical skill readiness. Constructs such as attitude, confidence, 

and anxiety are included in the psychological constructs, while technical skill readiness includes 

competency in using a computer. 

Al-Furaydi (2013) 

Al-Furaydi (2013) developed a scale with the intention of determining middle school teachers’ 

readiness for e-learning. This scale was established with the TAM. This measurement tool consists of 

two components: attitude towards e-learning and computer literacy. Attitude towards e-learning 

comprises the components of attitude toward using, intention to use, perceived ease of use and 

perceived usefulness of computers. Computer literacy comprises the components of office and 

computer-mediated communication and Internet and computer experiences.  

Models regarding institutions’ readiness for e-learning  

In this part, models regarding institutions’ readiness for e-learning are examined.  

Omoda-Onyait, and Lubega (2011)  

In this model, Omoda-Onyait and Lubega (2011) tried to determine the e-learning readiness of 

higher education institutions (HEIs). Omoda-Onyait and Lubega (2011) indicated that the models 

developed so far are for developed countries; hence, they proposed a model for emerging countries 

(See Figure 3).  
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The model above indicates that it is designed in the shape of a pyramid and consists of five 

components. The components of the pyramid are awareness, culture, technology, pedagogy, and 

content, from bottom to top. More important components are placed more toward the bottom of the 

pyramid.  

Chapnick (2000) 

Chapnick (2000) mentioned the significance of conducting a needs analysis in e-

learning and, in this regard, proposed an e-learning readiness model. Chapnick (2000) pointed 

out three questions as listed below that should be answered in the proposed model. The prime 

purpose of this model is to facilitate the process of attaining the information required to 

answer these three questions:  

1) Can we do this? 

2) If we can do this, how are we going to do it? 

3) What are the outcomes, and how do we measure them? 

According to the model, readiness for e-learning consists of eight components: 

psychological, sociological, environmental, human resource, financial, technological skill, 

equipment skill, and content readiness. This model measures the readiness of non-educational 

institutions. 

Aydın, and Taşçı (2005) 

Aydın and Taşçı (2005) indicated that, until today, the measurement tools developed in an effort 

to measure readiness for e-learning were proposed in countries where there are mature developments 

of human resources. Thus, Aydın and Taşçı (2005) further indicated that a scale needs to be developed 

for countries where there are no mature developments of human resources, such as Turkey. Moreover, 

they developed a model to fill this gap (See Table 1). This scale aimed at measuring institutions’ 

readiness for e-learning. At this point, institutions are also accepted as non-educational ones, which 

may possibly have goals to make a profit.  

Figure 3: A model of institutions’ e-learning readiness (Omoda-Onyait & Lubega, 2011) 
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Table 1. A model of institutions’ e-learning readiness (Aydın & Taşçı, 2005) 

Technology Innovation People Self-development 

Res. Skills Attitudes   Res. Skills Attitudes    Res. Skills Attitudes    Res. Skills Attitudes 

*Res.=Resources 
 

A measurement tool was developed by taking Rogers’ (2003) theory of diffusion of innovation 

into consideration, and it consists of technology, innovation, people, and self-development 

dimensions. Moreover, each dimension in itself consists of the sub-dimensions of resources, skills, and 

attitudes. In this regard, this measurement tool is akin to that of Guglielmino and Guglielmino (2003).  

Darab, and Montazer (2011) 

Darab and Montazer (2011) proposed a model within the context of Iranian universities in 

order to identify the e-learning readiness of HEIs (See Figure 4). The model is comprised of three core 

components: hard infrastructure, soft infrastructure, and coordination, supervision and support 

infrastructure. Hard infrastructure in itself includes equipment and networks. Soft infrastructure is 

composed of management, regulations, standards, financial, security, culture, content, human 

resources, and policy aspects. Finally, coordination, supervision, and support infrastructure comprises 

the dimensions of supervision, support, and assessment. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: A model of institutions’ e-learning readiness (Darab & Montazer, 2011) 
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Lopes (2007), and Borotis and Poulymenakou (2004) 

Lopes (2007) indicated that the model of Borotis and Poulymenakou (2004) should be 

reviewed when it is applied in HEIs. Therefore, Lopes (2007) discarded the education process 

component from the model of Borotis and Poulymenakou (2004) and further indicated that the model 

consists of business, technology, content, culture, human resources, and financial components (See 

Figure 5). 

Azimi (2013) 

Azimi (2013) carried out a descriptive study to identify university administrations’ readiness 

for e-learning. In the aforementioned study, readiness for e-learning encompasses the dimensions of 

ICT infrastructure, human resources, budget and finance, psychology, and content.  

Schreurs, Ehlers, and Sammour (2008) 

Schreurs et al. (2008) developed a measurement tool in an attempt to identify Netherlands 

hospitals’ readiness for e-learning. This measurement tool comprises four components: learner 

characteristics, organization and management of e-learning, availability of qualitative technological 

facilities for e-learning, and the e-learning process and solutions/courses dimensions. The dimension 

of learner characteristics includes characteristics such as motivation, Internet experience, and ICT 

skills. The dimension of organization and management of e-learning encompasses adjustment of work 

hours according to e-learning and investment in physical and e-learning infrastructure. The dimension 

of availability of qualitative technological facilities embraces Internet connection, ICT infrastructure, 

and the flexible learning management system. Lastly, the dimension of e-learning process and 

solutions/courses embraces the situations such as in-service training concerning the usage of e-

learning systems and matching of courses with students’ learning styles. 

Psycharis (2005) 

Psycharis (2005) explored the models concerning e-learning readiness and synthesized these 

models under three main components: resources, education, and environment. This model is related to 

education institutions’ readiness for e-learning.  

Figure 5: A model of institutions’ e-learning readiness (Lopes, 2007) 
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The resource component comprises three sub-components, which are technological readiness, 

economic readiness and readiness of human resources. The education component is constituted of 

educational readiness and readiness of content. Finally, environmental readiness comprises 

entrepreneurial readiness, readiness of culture and leadership.  

So and Swatman (2006) 

So and Swatman (2006) pointed out that the models pertaining to e-learning readiness 

proposed until now were primarily proposed for HEIs and with the intent to fill this gap in the 

literature. They proposed an e-learning readiness model pertaining to primary and secondary school 

institutions. According to the model, primary and secondary school institutions’ readiness for e-

learning encompasses six dimensions: students’ preparedness, teachers’ preparedness, IT 

infrastructure, management support, school culture, and preference to meet face to face.  

Rosenberg (2000) 

Rosenberg (2000) developed a measurement tool in order to identify institutions’ readiness for 

e-learning. This measurement tool was developed for non-educational institutions that have intentions 

to make a profit. In this study, readiness to for e-learning was classified into seven components. These 

are your business readiness, the changing nature of learning and e-learning, value of instructional and 

informational design, change management, reinventing the training organization, the e-learning 

industry, and your personal commitment.  

Multilayer models regarding e-learning readiness 

In this part, models developed for e-learning readiness of more than one stakeholder are 

examined. 

Mercado(2008) 

Mercado (2008) developed measurement tools one by one for students, teachers, and 

institutions, who are the stakeholders of e-learning, after examining the related literature. According to 

Mercado (2008), the technology access component is essential for both students and teachers. It 

encompasses computers, Internet connection, and tool sub-components. Another component necessary 

in order to be ready for e-learning is technology skills. These skills include required competencies for 

both teachers and students. They include basic computer skills, basic Internet skills, and literacy in 

software application. As far as teachers are concerned, the sub-component of literacy on software 

application was altered as literacy regarding online tools and other productivity tools. 

The other component in the model is students’/teachers’ attitude and the characteristics of 

successful online teachers/students. Study habits, abilities, motivation, and time management 

constitute the above-mentioned component for students. With regard to teachers, the component of 

teaching styles and strategies substitutes for study habits. 

The last stakeholder of the model developed by Mercado (2008) is the institution. Readiness 

of the institution consists of two components: administrative and resource support. The administrative 

support component comprises commitment, policies, and instruction sub-components. Lastly, 

financial, human, and technical sub-components constitute the resource support component. 

Kaur, and Abas (2004) 

Kaur and Abas (2004) carried out a work of research for identifying both teachers’ and 

students’ readiness for e-learning at Malaysia Open University. A measurement tool was developed in 

the context of this study. This measurement tool, which is designed for instructors, consists of eight 

components: learner, management, personnel, content, technical, environment, cultural, and financial. 

However, students are not required to fill the management and personnel dimensions of the scale. 
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Akaslan and Law (2011a), Akaslan and Law (2011b), and Moftakhari (2013) 

Akaslan and Law (2011a) proposed a model and measurement tool for readiness for e-learning 

(See Figure 6). This model was firstly proposed to identify particularly teachers’ readiness for e-

learning, and it was used for this purpose by Soydal, Alır, and Ünal (2011).  

 

Later, the model was reviewed to identify students’ readiness for e-learning by Akaslan and 

Law (2011b). Even though it is said to be proposed for teachers by Akaslan and Law (2011a), it is 

actually proposed for university staff. The fact is that, when the research of Akaslan and Law (2011a) 

is investigated, it can be seen that the data were gathered from administrators, strategists, lecturers, 

and researchers instead of teachers. Subsequently, this model was once more reviewed by Moftakhari 

(2013).  

The main components of the model are readiness, acceptance, and training. The readiness 

dimension comprises people, technology, content, and institution. The acceptance component was 

framed with Davis’ (1989) TAM. The training component consisted of learner, teacher, facility, and 

personal sub-components. Within the model of Akaslan and Law (2011b), developed for students, 

there is one additional component, which is traditional skills, in the people component. Moreover, this 

component consists of three sub-components: self-motivation, self-responsibility, and lastly time 

management skills. 

Method 

The method of current study is literature review. Related literature was reviewed in terms of 

models pertaining to e-learning readiness.  

Figure 6: A multi-layer model of e-learning readiness (Akaslan & Law, 2011a) 
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Search criteria and results 

Within the scope of the current study, the databases of Google Scholar and Science Direct 

were searched. The keywords “readiness for e-learning”, “readiness for online learning”, “e-learning 

readiness”, “online learning readiness”, “preparedness for e-learning”, and “e-learning preparedness” 

were employed while carrying out the literature search. Moreover, Turkish counterparts of these 

search keywords were also employed. After exploring the publications, which were reached at the end 

of literature search, all models generating a measurement model, theoretical model, or classification 

concerning readiness for e-learning/online learning were included in the current study. 

Thirty-three related publications were included in the current study as an outcome of the 

literature search. Some of these publications were handled under the same title due to their very slight 

difference from another model. Therefore, there are overall twenty-five unique models in the current 

study. As there are several multi-layer models, when Table 3, Table 5, and Table 7 are explored, it is 

seen that there are twenty-nine models. In addition, the models or measurement tools examined were 

developed between 1998 and 2013. 

About the components of e-learning readiness 

Some components of some models were merged because of their great similarity to one 

another in meaning, yet solely their names were different. To illustrate the point, self-directed learning 

and self-regulated learning were treated as synonymous. Furthermore, computer self-efficacy, Internet 

self-efficacy, competency of technology usage, technology literacy, technology skills, and technical 

readiness were merged under a suitable title for clarification purposes, despite the fact that there are 

some small differences among them. In this manner, tables became plainer and simpler; specifically, it 

became easier to grasp their meaning, too. Owing to their being technical details and also given the 

space limit, further instances of merging operations amongst components of the models were not 

mentioned here. 

Another point to mention is components’ being first- or second-level components. In the 

models in which there were second-level components, these components were used. When models 

regarding readiness for e-learning were investigated, it was seen that they are typically classified into 

three parts: students’, teachers’, and institutions’ readiness for e-learning.  

Some criteria were determined with the intention of deciding which components of examined 

models should be incorporated in the reference model. For a certain component to be incorporated in 

the relating reference model proposed for both students and teachers, that component needed to be 

utilized more than 29% of all examined models. In addition, this criterion was altered to 50% for 

institutions.  

Findings 

This section specifies which stakeholder models on the topic of readiness for e-learning were 

developed and what sort of distribution components these models had. Subsequently, the meaning of 

the results of the study was discussed. 

Stakeholders of e-learning readiness 

Under this title, stakeholders for whom e-learning readiness models were developed were 

adverted. 

First, when models regarding readiness for e-learning were explored, it was seen that twelve 

modes were developed for students, seven models were developed for teachers, and ten models were 

developed for institutions (See Table 2).  
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Table 2. The distribution of models regarding readiness for e-learning 

 Students Teachers Institutions 

The number of models 12 7 10 

 

When Table 2 is considered, it can be concluded that models and measurement tools regarding 

teachers’ readiness for e-learning are relatively less compared to models related to students and 

institutions.  

Among the models regarding students’ readiness for e-learning, it is seen that seven models 

were proposed for university students, four models were proposed for students in general, while one 

model was proposed for primary and secondary school students. As a result, it can be concluded that 

several models were proposed for university students, while only one model was proposed for primary 

and secondary school students. 

In terms of the models pertaining to teachers’ readiness for e-learning, three, one, and three 

models, respectively, were developed for academic staff, teachers in general, and finally primary and 

secondary school teachers. Due to the lack of sufficient studies, it is not possible to say with certainty 

the distribution of models on the subject of teachers’ readiness for e-learning. 

With regard to the models pertaining to institutions’ readiness for e-learning, it was calculated 

that there are four models for HEIs and private companies for each, and lastly two models for 

educational institutions. It can be concluded that the models and measurement tools pertaining to 

institutions’ readiness for e-learning are mostly proposed for either HEIs or private companies. On the 

other hand, stakeholders for whom those models were developed, which were explored in this study, 

are put aside, and, instead, the underpinning frameworks on which they were established are 

investigated. This way, it may easily be seen that theories of diffusion literature, such as Rogers’ 

(2003) theory of Diffusion of Innovation and Davis’ TAM, were made use of five times.  

Components of models regarding readiness for e-learning 

In this part, models regarding readiness for e-learning were investigated. 

Components of models regarding students’ readiness for e-learning  

Twelve models regarding students’ readiness for e-learning were investigated, and Table 3 was 

created.  
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Table 3. The distribution of components of models regarding students’ readiness for e-learning  
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skills and 

yourself 

           

Online 

communication 

self-efficacy 

           

Self-directed 

learning 
           

Access to 

technology 
           

Competency of 

technology 

usage 

           

Motivation            

Time 

management 
           

Content            

Acceptance            

Culture            

Commitment to 

e-learning 
           

*Components that are used just one time were either merged with one of other appropriate components or 

discarded from Table 3 for clarification purposes.  

The most used components of the models developed for pinpointing students’ readiness for e-

learning were provided in Table 4.  

Table 4. Frequencies and percentages of the most used components of models regarding 

students’ readiness for e-learning 

 

Table 4 shows that competency of technology usage, self-directed learning, access to 

technology, confidence in prerequisite skills and yourself, motivation, and time management 

components were included 9, 7, 7, 6, 5, and 4 times, respectively, in the above mentioned models. 

Hence, the previously mentioned components were ascertained to become prominent. On the other 

hand, with regard to Turkey, a study could be attained pertaining to students’ readiness for e-learning, 

such as that of Akaslan and Law (2011b). 

 

Component Frequency Percentage 

Competency of technology usage 10 83 

Self-directed learning 7 58 

Access to technology 7 58 

Confidence in prerequisite skills and yourself 6 50 

Motivation 5 42 

Time management 4 33 
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Components of models regarding teachers’ readiness for e-learning:  

Six models regarding teachers’ readiness for e-learning were investigated, and Table 5 was 

created.  

Table 5. The distribution of components of models regarding teachers’ readiness for e-learning  

 Eslaminejad, 

Masood and 

Ngah (2010) 

Yun and 

Murad 

(2006b) 

 

So and 

Swatman 

(2006) 

Al-

Furaydi 

(2013) 

 

Mercado 

(2008) 

 

Akaslan 

and Law 

(2011a) 

Kaur and 

Abas 

(2004) 

 

Competency of 

technology usage  
 




   

Pedagogical 

competency 
      

Affective (anxiety, 

attitude and so 

forth) readiness 
      

Attitude towards 

using e-learning 
      

Access to 

technology 
      

Motivation       

Time management       

Training       

Acceptance        

Content       

Institution and 

policy 
      

Commitment to e-

learning 
 


   

 

The most used components of the models developed for identifying teachers’ readiness for e-

learning were provided in the following Table 6.  

Table 6. Frequencies and percentages of the most used components of models regarding 

teachers’ readiness for e-learning 

  

Table 6 illustrates that competency of the technology usage component is included in all 

models, whereas access to technology component is included in four of them. Institution and policy, 

and acceptance components are encompassed in three models. Hence, these four components are 

crucial for teachers’ readiness for e-learning. In addition to the above mentioned components, content, 

motivation, time management, and pedagogical competency components are also crucial components, 

since they are twice each covered by models. On the other hand, in Turkey there appears to be only 

Component Frequency Percentage 

Competency of technology usage 7 100 

Access to technology 4 57 

Acceptance  3 43 

Institution and policy 3 43 

Pedagogical competency 2 29 

Motivation 2 29 

Time management 2 29 

Content 2 29 



International Journal of Progressive Education, Volume 11 Number 1, 2015 

© 2015 INASED          188 

one study regarding teachers’ readiness for e-learning, which was conducted by Akaslan and Law 

(2011a).  

Components of models regarding institutions’ readiness for e-learning:  

The distribution of the components of models regarding institutions’ readiness for e-learning 

was presented in the following Table 7.  

Table 7. The distribution of components of models regarding institutions’ readiness for e-

learning 
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0
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o

se
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b
er

g
 (

2
0

0
0
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Content          

Pedagogy          

Culture          

Psychological          

Content management 

system 
         

Human resources          

Finance          

ICT infrastructure          

Competency of 

technology usage 
         

Innovation and 

entrepreneurship 
         

Management and 

leadership 
         

Policy, Regulations 
and standards 

         

Motivation          

In service training          

Commitment to e-
learning 

         

* Components that are used just one time were either merged with one of other appropriate components or 

discarded from Table 7 for clarification purposes.  

The most used components of the models developed for identifying institutions’ readiness for 

e-learning were provided in the following Table 8.  

Table 8. Frequencies and percentages of the most used components of models regarding 

institutions’ readiness for e-learning. 

 

When Table 8 is examined, it can be concluded that the ICT infrastructure component is 

incorporated in all models, while the finance component is incorporated in nine models. In addition, 

content and human resources components are incorporated eight times for each single one, whereas 

the culture component is incorporated seven times in the models. Finally, the competency of 

Components Frequency Percentage 

ICT infrastructure  10 100 

Finance 9 90 

Content 8 80 

Human resources  8 80 

Culture 7 70 

Competency of technology usage 5 50 

Management and leadership  5 50 
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technology usage and management and leadership components are included in five models. On the 

other hand, in Turkey, there appears to be only one study pertaining to institutions’ readiness for e-

learning, which is Aydın and Taşçı (2005).  

Reference model suggestions 

In this part, reference model suggestions regarding each stakeholder were separately proposed 

in light of the findings of the study. That said, we need to accept that, even though we separated the 

models according to the previously mentioned three stakeholders, they are somewhat related, and this 

can be observed through common components in each model. In fact, some models even cover the 

other two stakeholders’ readiness in order to measure one stakeholder’s readiness. Nonetheless, in the 

current study, we proposed three distinct reference models, although we also accept that they are 

rather related to each other. In the following paragraphs, components of these reference models were 

explained one by one. 

The reference model regarding students’ readiness for e-learning includes six components: 

competency of technology usage, self-directed learning, access to technology, confidence in 

prerequisite skills and yourself, motivation, and finally time management. Competency of technology 

usage signifies students’ self-efficacy on the subject of using a computer, the Internet, and other 

technological devices. Self-directed learning encompasses determining learning sources, reaching out 

to learning materials independently, determining which strategies one should employ, and assessing 

learning processes and outcomes. Access to technology refers to the need for students either to have 

the necessary technological devices or have access to them. It also includes capabilities like a stable 

Internet connection. Confidence in prerequisite skills and yourself is a combined component, which 

comprises one’s own trust towards the skills required to be successful in e-learning and towards 

oneself. Motivation is the students’ willingness and eagerness concerning attending classes via online 

or electronic methods. Lastly, the time management component measures the degree to which students 

can utilize their time effectively with the intention of achievement. The figure of the model was given 

in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 7. Reference e-learning readiness model proposed for students 
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In the reference model regarding teachers’ readiness for e-learning, there are eight components: 

acceptance, access to technology, motivation, time management, institution and policy, content, 

pedagogical competency, and lastly competency of the technology usage component. 

Competency of technology usage, access to technology, time management, and motivation 

components incorporated in the reference model above were already accounted for in the earlier 

reference model. The sole difference here is that these components are for teachers instead.  

First, the acceptance component has something to do with the diffusion literature. The fact is 

that it includes perceived ease of use and usefulness. The institution and policy component measures 

the extent to which policies supported by higher managers and regulations in place consolidate the 

implementation of the e-learning initiative. Content includes delivered materials’ being effective, 

efficient, of good quality, and applicability to teach to novices and low-achieving learners as well as 

experts and high-achieving ones. Finally, the pedagogical competency dimension obliges teachers to 

use suitable instructional strategies and pedagogical approaches in both the development and delivery 

phases of the e-learning content. The figure of the model was illustrated in Figure 8. 
 

In the reference model regarding institutions’ readiness for e-learning, there are seven 

components: finance, ICT infrastructure, human resources, management and leadership, content, 

culture, and lastly competency of the technology usage component. 

The components of competency of technology usage and content were already accounted for in 

the reference model above. We could also say that ICT infrastructure is accounted for, since it is 

nearly the same as access to the technology component, except for the fact that it encompasses other 

capabilities facilitating e-learning, such as learning management systems. 

Finance relates to the financial situation of the institution where e-learning is aimed to be 

applied. It includes both an institution’s capacity to allocate sufficient money and its willingness to do 

so. The human resources component measures the degree to which adequate and instant assistance can 

be provided to teachers or other staff in urgent need of assistance. It also includes staff’s competency 

regarding the requirements of the e-learning initiative. Management and leadership is somewhat 

Figure 8. Reference e-learning readiness model proposed for teachers 
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similar to the aforementioned component of institution and policy. It explains the support of high 

managers and the way they deal with and overcome unforeseeable complications that occur and slow 

down or obscure the implementation of the e-learning initiative. Finally, culture signifies whether 

institutions can create environments in which e-learning is welcomed and consequently supported not 

only by all high-level managers but also by all employees. The figure of the mentioned model is 

presented in Figure 9. 

 

Overall Suggestions 

These reference models presented above consist of components used mostly in the examined 

models. The aim here should not be to use these reference models directly; on the contrary, it should 

be to utilize them, and if required, perform necessary amendments to them according to the 

requirements of different contexts by not only researchers but also implementers. Yun and Murad 

(2006a) pointed out that every model developed for readiness for e-learning has some shortcomings; 

therefore, every model should be reviewed before applying it to a specific context. Hence, 

implementers of e-learning should determine readiness for e-learning of the target audience by 

selecting a suitable one amongst the above models and measurement tools before implementing it, 

and, based on this determination, if any, they should also remedy those deficiencies that they 

pinpointed.  

More specific models should be proposed for each stakeholder rather than proposing multi-

layer ones encompassing each of the three stakeholders (student, teacher, and institution), as proposing 

multi-layer models pertaining to three e-learning readiness models seems to fit none rather than fitting 

them all. 

When each of three models pertaining to readiness for e-learning is investigated, it is 

emphasized that there are only a few papers published within the context of Turkey. Thus, there 

appears to be a need for both developing models and measurement tools pertaining to readiness for e-

learning in Turkey and carrying out descriptive and correlational studies with these developed models 

Figure 9. Reference e-learning readiness model proposed for institutions 



International Journal of Progressive Education, Volume 11 Number 1, 2015 

© 2015 INASED          192 

and measurement tools. Lastly, the criteria set to include a certain component in the reference models 

above might conceivably be modified with regard to the needs and points of view of the researchers. 
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