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Introduction

Advances in communication technology since the mid-1990s have made e-learning a viable
educational alternative [1-4]. The brainstorm is that a governess can achieve learners in
remote locations, which enables learners to study the subjects to which they wouldn’t
otherwise have access. Not everyone has cuddled this improvement. Detractors blame that it
is cold and impersonal, and although there are openings for classroom companionship, it
doesn’t repeat the experience of a real classroom [1, 5, 7-10] . Historically, e-learning has
tended to be a petite dry, relying mainly on text and graphs to convey information. Evolves
in computing power and communication networks are altering this, but multimedia-learning
familiarities linger wealthier and easier in a traditional classroom setting. E-learning almost
undoubtedly entails more learner idea than traditional classroom learning [10-14]. E-
learning necessitates comparatively sophisticated technology and knowledge [6, 14-17].
This may be further than the scope of some folks, though it probably isn’t an issue for a
school or organization of any size. Web-based learning tolerates learners to evolution at their
own swiftness [5, 7, 9, 11, 13]. However, many web-based learning packages are oftered in
modules, which learners work through individually, at their own pace. Moreover, an
electronic forum permits learners to gather with educators in one-on-one sittings. The
capability to work through the material at the learner’s own pace is a theatrical benefit over
traditional teaching methods [8].

Methodology
Presently there are number of e-learning tools available for the learners but it doesn’t fulfill
the needs which they expect. This research compares the characteristics of the e-learning
tools which especially used for the computing studies. Researcher compare the existing
literatures as well as the performance of the tool and categorized into the group where the
similarity of the character. Form the collections of the literature and the function of the e-
learning tools characterized as its characteristics and the nature. Characteristics of the e-
learning tools as,

e The nature of relations between learners, as make easy by the tool;
The number of learners involvement in the sharing activity;
The nature of relic shaped;
The scope to which the use of the tool has been appraised;
Whether the tool is coupled to the teaching of a single topic, or wider use.

The nature of the e-learning tools as:
e  Peer Assessment: learners seem at other learners’ work, and give observations;
e Conversation and Discussion: the contribution comes about in the swap over of
communications between learners;
e  Annotation: Learners remark on existing materials and share their observations
with other learners;
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Content Edifice: learners generate new learning materials exemplifying factual
course content, for other learners to gain knowledge;

Solution Distribution: learners share their own solutions to problems with other
learners;

Bustle Construction: learner create learning activities for other learners to engage
in;

Making Links: learners making connections between known concepts, or learners
searching for external resources that relate to the content.

Discussion and Conclusion

This is despite many e-learning tools being web-based and casily adaptable to different
conditions, with minor modifications, many existing e-learning tools could be easy to get to
a wider community of instructors and the degree to which they support collaborative
activities widened. More inventive use of existing e-learning tools and, in particular, social
networking technologies could enable collaborative learning behaviors to be-come easier to
put into practice in the classroom than might be projected. Finally, the worth of e-learning
tools desires to be verified in a clear and translucent method; doing so may give confidence
further use by otherwise averse instructors.
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