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Abstract

E-Learning plays an important role in contemporary education because learners can
learn actively without the limitation of time and location. Leaning management system
(LMS) becomes popular in universities and most of universities adopt it as a subsidiary
tool for learning. This research used the Information System success model as the research
architecture and the purpose of this research was to explore the difference between
non-disability students and disability ones. The research subjects were the university
students in the central of Taiwan and the method of this research was adopted the
structural equation model (SEM). Results show that the service quality has a significant
difference in satisfaction of using the LMS comparing with the system quality and the
information quality. Disability moderates the link between the system quality and the
satisfaction of using the LMS. Non-disability moderates the link between the information
quality and the satisfaction of using the LMS. Some subjections were proposed. First,
improving system interface will enhance the satisfaction of disability students in using
LMS. Second, enforcing system information quality will enhance the satisfaction of
non-disability students in using LMS.

Keywords: e-learning, learning management system, structural equation model,
information system success model
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