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ABSTRACT: 

This study explores various university students‘ perception and attitude towards digital 

learning and how digital information enhances students‘ knowledge. The purpose of this 

study is to identify the perception of millennial towards five private and two public digital 

learning platforms for learning. The quality in e-learning is evaluated under the category of 

content, flexibility, customized interaction, evaluation and learning. The present study was 

conducted in a private university which is offering engineering, law and management 

courses. The private academic universities are well equipped with Information 

Communication and Technology tools and encourage their academic partners and students to 

learn through various resources. A proportionate sample of students were taken based on their 

present discipline and totally 207 responses were collected. Based on the structural equation 

modeling (SEM),  it was concluded that the proper usage of digital content and flexibility 

with updated curriculum  along with customized interaction leads to better evaluation and 

learning among the millennial digital learners as they were positively correlated. 

 KEYWORDS: Perception, digital learning, flexibility, customized interaction 

INTRODUCTION: 

  Learning is not just knowing what to do, but doing what we already know. I 

dream of a Digital India where quality education reaches the most inaccessible corners driven 

by Digital learning –Narendra Modi. 

  The development of digital technologies and the growth of the internet have 

enabled quick reproduction of information. Such explosive growth of information and easy 

access to it is unprecedented in human history. As Holtzman stated in 1997, ―we are on the 

verge of major shift in our culture, Digital technology is everywhere‖. More than a decade 

later, we are no longer just on the verge of the shift, but rather in the midst of the 

revolutionary transformation from print to digital culture which resulted in increased 

innovations in digital technology (Little,2009; Lohnes& Kinzer, 2007; Nichols, 2009b). 

Current and forthcoming generations will have spent their formative years in the digital era. 

Resonating this concept, Nicholas Negroponte who wrote ―Computing is not about computers 

anymore. It is about living‖ (1995, p. 6).  

      Institutions of higher education have been affected by the changes brought by 

digital technology, but as centers for research, teaching, and learning, they also play an active 

role and contribute to digital transition, creating scholarly information in digital format, 

introducing new technologies to the classroom, and supporting digital libraries.  Digital 

technology has also made a powerful impact on student learning, access to research 

resources, and the way academic courses are developed and taught. The selection of teaching 

and learning materials was limited to print resources at the local academic or public library 

prior to the widespread use of computers and networking capabilities.The digital learning is 

enabled through ―The National Programme on Technology Enhanced Learning (NPTEL)‖, 

being funded by the Ministry of Human Resource Development (MHRD).MOOCs (Massive 

Open Online Courses), a current and widely researched development in distance 

education may be promoted by the Higher education institutions. Apart from this, private 
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learning resources enabled with foreign universities like course era etc and private blogs can 

also play a vital role in offering digital online courses to millennial. 

With the advent of technology, learning is no longer narrowed within the four walls of 

a classroom, but goes all the way. Breaking the geographical barriers, connecting with 

students from all over the world and learning with them is what digitalization has enabled. 

However, the advantage or disadvantage of online learning and the reasons why 

postsecondary students register in online courses, from the students‘ point of view is unclear 

(Braun, 2008). A number of large-scale quantitative studies indicated that digital resources 

have indeed permeated academic campuses, and that college students are among the heaviest 

users of information sources in the digital format (CIBER, 2007; Friedlander, 2002; Jones, 

2002; OCLC, 2005). The surveys focus on the generation of college students who grew up in 

the digital environment, often referred as "the Net Generation" (Gibbons,2007; Tapscott, 

1998) or "digital natives" (Prensky, 2001). The alternative to traditional classroom instruction 

is the usage of online learning within higher education will continue to grow (Birch & 

Burnett, 2009; Braun, 2008; Keller &Cenerud, 2002; Kim, 2008; Kirtley, 2002; Little, 2009; 

Nichols, 2009a; Partridge & Edwards, 2005; Song, Singleton, Hill, & Myung, 2004). 

Majority of the higher education institutions have incorporateddigital learning in one or the 

other way (Birch & Burnett, 2009; Kim, 2008; Kook, 2007; Little, 2009; Partridge & 

Edwards, 2005; Song et al., 2004). Human build relationships, behaviors, and methods of 

learning, which are both specific to and contingent on the type of information medium 

(Piaget, 1964, 1967). 

Academic technology (AT) is an accumulation of multiple, digital components and 

formats, whereas technology is a generic term that means a manner of accomplishing a task 

in a technology process, method, or knowledge (Merriam-Webster, 2015).  John and Pouder 

(2006) argued that features of the new millennium is addition and dependence on digital 

technology. Technology modernizationenergies industry and employmentglobally. Debackere 

and Veugelers (2005) recommended that the rapid digital advancements, enhances the 

relationship between industry and science, foster research in higher education. Voogt, Erstad, 

Dede, and Mishra (2013) emphasized on the synthesis of digital technology and its 

integration in education at an international level.Though the demandfor digital learning 

platforms is constantly rising, still there exists perplexity among learners regarding the 

veracity and feasibility of online learning (Birch & Burnett, 2009; Song et al.,2004).There is 

no trace of commonly accepted definition for the use of technology in education sector 

(Achacoso, 2003; Garrison, 2000; Little, 2009; Nichols, 2007; E-Learning Report 2005: A 

Foundation for transformation, 2005; Dr. Woodill, personal communication, December 5, 

2006). This fuzzinesshas lead tomisperception for researchers, theorists and practitioners 

(Nichols, 2007). In this study, online learning and e-learning are used interchangeably. For 

the purposes of this study, online learning and e-learning are distinct as ―any learning 

experience which is facilitated by the use of Internetbased technology tools‖ (Lopes, 2008, p. 

28).  The major objective of this study is to analyze the millennial perception and experience 

of digital learning in the course of their studies. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM: 

 The information landscape in which college students function and study haschanged 

dramatically in the last two decades. The transformation of the information environment is 

accompanied by changes in users' information seeking behavior and their literacy practices. 

Current college students "represent the first generations to grow up with this new technology. 

Computer technology is almost transparent to the generation of students who "grew up 

digital". Tapscott (1998) argues that students of the Net generation don't perceive computers 

as technology. The e-learning platforms has been increasing tremendously but assessing the 
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performance of these platforms has been a tedious task. In this paper we have analyzed the 

performance of e-learning platforms through assessing the perception of digital users. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY: 

The main objective of the study is multifolded. The study intended to identify the perception 

of content of digital platform by the learners, to know about the flexibility offered at the time 

of learning through digital platforms, the level of customized interaction and to know about 

the perception of evaluation of learning through digital platforms 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE: 

  Digital technology has brought pictures to the forefront and as some 

researchers suggest, image "may be the heart of the fourth revolution in the production and 

dissemination of knowledge" (Lukesh, 2002). Institutions of higher education have been 

affected by the changes brought by digital technology, but as centers for research, teaching, 

and learning, they also play an active role and contribute to digital transition, creating 

scholarly information in digital format, introducing new technologies to the classroom, and 

supporting digital libraries. Digital technology has transformed the classroom environment by 

providing new opportunities for distance education and enhancing traditional campus-based 

courses with a new array of digital resources, course management software, communication 

tools, and Web components (Guri-Rosenblit, 2005; Wingard, 2004).  

 Both the development of digital technology and the entry of resources in multiple 

modes of representation create new opportunities for learning, but also further complicate 

those connections and require a broader re-conceptualization of literacy (Jewitt, 2006). ―The 

combination of media and tools employed in an e-learning environment‖ (Whitelock&Jelfs, 

2003, p. 99).  This definition, put into practice, would have ―a purely distance learning 

course, where no face-to face lessons occur‖ (Sharma, 2010, p. 456).  Communications 

between the student and instructor might take place through technology such as email.  In its 

purist sense, K-12 instruction did not use this type of instruction as a teaching practice for a 

flipped classroom at the time of this report. ―A combination of a number of pedagogical 

approaches which is not necessarily dependent on the use of learning technologies‖ 

(Whitelock&Jelfs, 2003, p. 99).  ―A course that combines ‗transmission‘ and ‗constructivist‘ 

approaches would fit into this category, such as one 30 involving elements of a present-

practice-produce methodology as well as task-based learning‖ (Sharma, 2010, p. 456).  

 Another term that defines flipped classroom instructional strategies using technology 

in and out of the classroom is ―cyberlearning.‖  ―The National Science Foundation (NSF) 

Taskforce on Cyberlearning published a report in 2008 that is often described as the origin of 

the term‖ (Montfort & Brown, 2013, p. 90).  According to the NSF Taskforce, cyberlearning 

is ―the use of networked computing and communications technologies to support learning‖ 

(NSF Task Force on Cyberlearning, 2008, p. 5).  ―The term ‗cyberlearning‘ reflects a 

growing national interest in managing the interactions of technology and education, 

especially with respect to the use of networking and information technologies‖ (Montfort & 

Brown, 2013, p. 90).  Advocates of the definition of cyberlearning intentionally did not 

attempt to term the newest technologically driven 31 developments in education; instead ―the 

Taskforce aimed to create a term that would encapsulate the way technology and education 

interact, without specific reference to a particular innovation or even era‖ (Montfort & 

Brown, 2013, p. 90).  This definition clearly imbeds the use of computers or digital resources 

within its description. The Alliance for Excellent Education and the Flipped Learning 

Network hosted a Flipped Classroom Open House on Digital Learning Day on March 13, 

2015 (Thigpen, 2015).  Twelve countries including Brazil, China, India, Italia, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, Morocco, Serbia, Singapore, The Netherlands, UK, and the USA participated in the 

event (Flipped Learning Network, n.d.).  
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 Students can access their classroom teacher‘s videos online for learning classroom 

topics or by searching free open online resources such as YouTube or Khan Academy.  

Online educational videos are described by Schwahn and McGarvey (2012).  

―Transformational technologies are disruptive.  They have the power to make traditional tools 

and processes obsolete virtually overnight‖  (Schwahn& McGarvey, 2012, p. 18  Neither 

institutional policy nor academic departments and faculty were prepared for the influence 

technology brought to academia and DL learning programs (Bertand, 2010; Ramaley, 25 

2014). With the arrival of the new millennium, Marcum (2002) informed the 

library/education field that information literacies are ambiguous because of underlying 

assumptions of the information-processing paradigm. Misconceptions occur in cognitive and 

non-cognitive actions related to the connection between information and knowledge, and 

consideration of human computer interactions. Kahneman and Klein‘s (2009) explanation of 

the misconception suggests that humans think heuristically (i.e. using intuition; a way of 

doing--learned from experience), engage in multiple, complex reasoning for naturalistic 

decision-making, and use preferences to make decisions. Carrier (1990) suggests that 

computers do not think the same way as the human mind; they engage in vast amounts of 

metadata and processing speeds—the process is a logical algorithm, comprised of a set of 

unambiguous rules that follow a linear analogic path. Marcum (2002) suggests refocusing 

toward digital technical fluency, implying the inclusiveness of multiple information literacies 

as a part of the digital technology environment. Badke (2012) concurs, reiterating how 

Kuhlthau (1993) identifies challenges of the information search process (ISP) and 

information retrieval (IR) as an area of concern. The past researches in the digital arena 

supports the initiatives of the researchers to identify the perception of millennial towards 

digital learning in Indian context.  

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: 

The present study was conducted in a private university which is offering engineering, law 

and management courses. The private academic universities are well equipped with 

Information Communication and Technology tools and encourage their academic partners 

and students to learn through various resources. This study is conducted to identify the 

perception of millennial towards five private digital learning platforms with two public 

platforms including MOOC. A proportionate sample of students were taken based on their 

present discipline and totally 207 responses were collected. The collected data was tabulated 

and presented. A structural equation modeling was used to know the students perception 

towards online digital learning using Smart PLS.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Profile of the Respondents  

 The respondents were selected from private university which is offering engineering, 

management and law. The students were grouped based on their gender, discipline and their 

type of online course preferences. Out of 207 students, 62 percent from engineering, 

28percent from management and 10 percent from law, 58% of the respondents are male and 

majority of the responses are between the ages of 19-22. Their online preferences are more 

for private digital learning platforms. 

 

Structural Equation Modeling: 

―SEM evaluates the reliability and validity of the measurement items while simultaneously 

evaluating the research model within which the constructs are embedded. The regression 

model revealed an acceptable fit of adjusted R Square. Adjusted R Square indicates that  

content and ease of use along with flexibility enable the customized personalized learning 

which may lead better evaluation and ensures good learning progress.‖ 
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 The implication is that the various digital learning requirements such as content and ease to 

use, flexible and update, evaluation of learning performance and progress, personalized 

learning interaction and support will lead to better digital learning experiences for the users. 

This intern leads to satisfaction among respondents in digital learning. 

 

 

Figure 1: PLS Structural Model 

 
 

SOURCE: Primary Data Computed using Smart-PLS 3 software. 

To determine the reliability of content usage and flexibility, Cronbach Alpha Co-efficient 

was used as an index of reliability (Cronbach, 1951). 

 

Table 1 : Reliability and AVE 

Construct 

Composite 

Reliability AVE 

Cronbach 

Alpha 

Content 

usage 
0.942 0.323 0.876 

Flexibility 0.853 0.367 0.724 

Customized 

interaction  
0.832 0.232 0.813 

Evaluation 

and learning 
0.722 0.286 0.835 

SOURCE: Primary Data. Computed using Smart -PLS software 

 

The results in the table indicated that the content and ease to use, flexible and update, 

evaluation of learning performance and progress, personalized learning interaction and 

support are positively correlated ( p<.01). This has clearly pointed out the need for content 

and ease to use and flexible and update practices result with evaluation of learning 

performance and progress, personalized learning interaction and support which could be used 

as a strategy for inviting more online learners. The findings have concluded that the proper 

usage of  digital content and flexibility with updation  along with  customized interaction 

leads to better evaluation and learning among the millennial digital learners as they were 

positively correlated. 
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Table 2 : Correlation of Latent Variables 

- 

Digital 

content Flexibility 

Customized 

interaction 

Evaluation 

and 

learning 

Digital 

content 1 

   Flexibility 0.953 1 

  Customized 

interaction 0.795 0.708 1 

 learning 0.812 0.935 0.858 1 

SOURCE: Primary Data Computed using Smart-PLS software 

 

 ―Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) has been used in almost every conceivable field of 

study, including psychology, sociology, and management (Hair et al., 1995; 2006). SEM is a 

second-generation data analysis technique that not only assesses the structural model — the 

assumed causation among a set of dependent and independent constructs‖ (Gefen, Straub, & 

Boudreau, 2000). 

Hypotheses: 

H1: There is a positive association between  

            H1a: digital content and customized digital services. 

            H1b: digital flexibility and customized digital services 

            H1c: customized digital services and evaluation with better learning                   

                        PLS produces loadings between items and constructs which are similar to a 

principal components analysis. It also provides standardized regression coefficients.  

Reliability of Individual items was examined. A rule of thumb is that items with a loading of 

0.707 or above shows reliability.  

The average variance extracted (AVE) for the construct are greater than 0.50, indicate more 

than 50% of the item‘s variance is captured by the construct. Cronbach‗s alpha coefficient for 

reliability and consistency has to be calculated when we use Likert- types scales in research. 

 

Table 3 :  Structure Model 

  

Entire 

sample 

estimates 

Mean of 

sample 

Standard 

error  

T-

Statistic 

Gen->content  -0.252 0.913 1.857 0.016 

Gen -flexibility  0.982 0.984 0.092 1.655 

dis->content 0.195 0.274 0.238 0.819 

dis->flexibility  0.009 0.009 0.122 0.070 

type->content  0.981 0.640 0.595 5.026 

type->flexibility  0.611 0.876 0.064 4.064 

content->customized learning 0.248 0.840 0.437 10.437 

Flexibility 

->customized learning 
0.765 0.895 0.076 9.983 

Customized learning->evaluation and learning  0.926 0.938 0.962 7.962 

SOURCE: Primary Data. Computed using Smart-PLS software 

 

 The entire alternate hypotheses are accepted. Digital content and ease of used 

influences customized interaction (t=10.437, significant and above critical value 1.96). 

flexibility and updation of topic and subjects also significantly influences customized 
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interaction (t= 9.983). This relationship strongly pointed out that customized personal 

interaction in digital learning is influenced significantly by digital content and updated 

curriculum. It is proved by adjusted R
2
 value (0.764).It explains the model fit. 76% of 

customized interaction  are due to the combined effect of updated digital content and flexible 

operations.  

 Findings also reflected that customized interaction and evaluation and progressive 

learning were positively correlated. Customized interaction significantly influences better 

evaluation patterns and good learning (t=7.96). Adjusted R
2
 supports this finding (0.753). 

75% of the customized interaction practices contributing to better digital learning 

experiences. This model predicted that the effective digital learning is a mix of digital content 

and user friendly practices, updated curriculum, pedagogy, learning tools, customized 

interaction and personalized support from academicians along with proven evaluation 

practices. 

CONCLUSION:  

To conclude, future performance and sustenance of any digital learning platforms 

inexorably coupled with learners‘ preferences and their better learning experiences.  To 

provide a digital learner with necessary curriculum, innovative courses, better interactive 

digital tools, personal services along with effective evaluation will assure a supplementary 

learning through digital platforms. This would encourage learners to know the real 

happenings in the educational arena.   
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