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Abstract Abstract 
This editorial is in support of an issue of the Journal that has a focus on educational technology 
(EdTech). With this in mind, this editorial will provide advice on how the editorial team for this section 
feels that educational technology will evolve into the latter part of the 2020’s, especially given the 
disruption caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Examples are given of how writing in this space has 
changed over the years of the pandemic, with a history of EdTech given, followed by an argument for the 
need for technology to be used in context. This is followed by descriptions of good practice around 
theoretical framing, methodology rigour, inclusion of the people element, and the need for the technology 
to serve a purpose. The piece concludes with a summary of where the editorial team feels the field will go 
from here into the future. Throughout, practical examples of submissions made over the last few years 
are given to help illustrate a coherent direction. It is anticipated that this editorial will serve as a guide for 
future authors to use in service of better educational technology outputs in the future. 

Practitioner Notes Practitioner Notes 

1. The use of technology in education needs to serve a purpose. 

2. Theoretical framing is an essential underpinning of any EdTech practice. 

3. EdTech research needs to ensure it embodies valid and reliable research methods and 

measures for evaluation. 

4. Technology needs to enhance learning in all contexts, regardless of mode of learning. 

5. EdTech researchers need to ensure that people and their behaviours are reflected in the 

technology-based processes. 
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Educational technology, digital pedagogy, sociotechnical computing, educational theory, evaluation 
methods. 
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Introduction 

Throughout the pandemic, educational technology (EdTech) was offered by educators and 

institutions to address challenges posed by emergency remote teaching (ERT). In ERT, higher 

education curriculum is digitalised through a process of rapidly uploading lessons, lectures, 

assessments, instructional materials, and learning activities that were once face-to-face. Such a pivot 

meant few staff and students were sufficiently prepared for learning environment centered around 

technology. The Zoom (2020) monthly active users’ growth from 10 million daily users in December 

2019 to 300 million in April 2020 is testament to this growth. The higher education sector has 

conflicting views as to the permanency of the current digital-driven learning and teaching climate 

(e.g., Logemann et al., 2022; Kinash et al., 2021; Rapanta et al., 2021). Yet, the authors (representing 

the EdTech editors of the Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice (JUTLP)) feel that 

a focus on educational technology is important, and that even if the digital climate changes, it’s 

important to provide guidance on how EdTech research is conducted, both for the benefit of the 

future authors in JUTLP, as well as for the sector as a whole. 

This is especially critical because we know that even before the pandemic, the concept of 

educational technology was gaining steam, indicated by a rise in top tier journals focusing 

exclusively on educational technology. In 2020, Scopus listed Internet and Higher Education and 

Computers and Education in its top five education journals. Google Scholar ranks and lists the top 

20 educational technology journals (Computers and Education rank as #1). Indeed, JUTLP launched 

a dedicated educational technology subsection in June 2021 in recognition of the increasing role of 

technology in learning and teaching practice. This shift for the Journal is important and recognises 

the existing educational technology literature published. Increasingly, educational technology-based 

research is characterised less by pilot studies and practice papers and more through rigorous 

evaluative multidisciplinary research. The latter is termed the Scholarship of Technology Enhanced 

Learning (SoTEL: Cochrane et al., 2018; Wickens, 2006), and existed well before the pandemic. 

This work, built on foundations of Boyer’s (1990) scholarship of learning and teaching, attends to 

synergistic relationships between learning, teaching, and technology. 

The purpose of this Editorial is to establish a clear focus of the Journal’s section on educational 

technology by identifying key areas where the discipline could improve. That is: the types of 

literature published in the section; and those that are out of scope. To do this, this Editorial begins 

with a historical narrative of educational technology to situate the reader. Following, it responds to 

key pitfalls: the overemphasis of technology, the need for stronger theory, and the missing human 

link. This Editorial is concluded by highlighting how future authors can engage with educational 

technology research in more meaningful, rich, and enabling ways. 

Technology must be used in context 

Educational technology as we understand it – computers in learning environments – began to emerge 

in the mid-to-late 1970s with the emergence of personal computers (e.g., the Apple II). The enabling 

of individual teachers with their own machine supported the subtle shift away from chalkboard and 

paper-based learning exclusively during the 1980s (Saettler, 2004).  

It is into this space that EdTech found itself thrust in the 1990s and into the twenty-first century, 

with computers becoming ubiquitous in classrooms already steeped in educational theory 

(Galbreath, 1992). And like many other fields, the first to consider this were the technologists, 

examining technology use in the classroom environment from a technology-first approach, with 
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researchers in the UK for example using this as an opportunity to consider the learning footprints of 

students, and how different learning spaces could afford different learning experiences (Sharpe et 

al, 2010). In this context, usability studies and descriptions of interventions abounded, with many 

examples of early EdTech theory building on tools first with little education background (Bennett 

et al, 2014; Heinrich et al., 2016).  

In the past decade, there has been a shift towards more rigorous studies, and approaches to evaluate 

eLearning (Phillips et al, 2012). While educational scholars (e.g., Hattie, 2012) were enhancing 

educational theory for the computing age, technology-based scholars (e.g., Goodyear, 2005) were 

approaching this from the other direction, asking how technology could become more rigorous when 

backed by theory. Goodyear (2005), in particular, asked scholars to consider how theory could 

inform practice and how this work could connect with theory. 

Then came evaluation. As clear theoretical framing became more prominent, the question of efficacy 

emerged (Heinecke et al., 2001). And this question is one that the discipline continues to grapple 

with. Beyond usability, educational theorists often think about learning outcomes, but in this case 

how do we control for the classroom, in technology research? And how do experimental computer 

scientists, still working in this space, understand how to conduct more qualitative, almost 

psychological evaluation of their subjects? Ali et al. (2021) speak to evaluation more specifically. It 

is these questions that the discipline needs to start asking into 2022 and understanding how research 

can be embedded as part of the EdTech experience. 

Yet, in practical settings, teachers are frequently seeking out technology support from academic 

developers, educational designers, and technologists. This emerging area is significant in today’s 

higher education domain when the complexity of relationships between teaching and learning 

practices is increasing as we rethink higher education in the digital age, especially in the context of 

a global COVID-19 pandemic. The growing availability and capability of digital tools enable us to 

explore the process of teaching and learning in new ways, and can even change the way we teach 

and learn. However, this shift tends to lead the academics to focus on the use of technology, instead 

of the adoption of technology tools to enhance teaching and learning experiences (Cowling & Birt, 

2018).  

It is understandable that academics need to know how to use a digital tool technically, yet in the 

process of learning and mastering the use of the tool, there is a potential danger for academics to 

overlook the core of teaching and learning – the pedagogical aspect – especially amid a global 

pandemic when teaching and learning becomes virtual overnight (Ahmed & Opoku, 2021). In other 

words, the danger of putting technology first in teaching and learning compromises student learning 

experiences (e.g., Väätäjä & Ruokamo, 2021). Using technology for teaching and learning is beyond 

the simple use of technology (i.e., operational) as the potentials of technology are under-utilised 

(e.g., Gurukkal, 2021). For example, using Zoom or MS Teams to deliver a lecture, while using 

digital technologies, it is hardly ‘teaching’ but ‘broadcasting’. Instead, the ideal online teaching and 

learning environment would perhaps be the use of ICT tools that create peer/collaborative 

experiences (e.g., the use of breakout rooms or Padlet) or develop interaction/engagement (e.g., the 

use of chats or polls) within the lecture.  

The need for stronger theory 

Not unique of higher education is the need to consider the value of theory in research. Indeed, many 

manuscripts rejected by the Journal lack a strong theoretical framework for the assumptions 

underlying the practical intervention. While the Journal rests on the edge of practice and theory, it 
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does require an interaction between both. The scientific method is a practical endeavour, but it is 

evidence-based. By its very nature, this is what defines it as a scientific endeavour, where a question 

is first posed and formed before it is answered and then refined. In educational technology, the issue 

is more in relation to understandings of how technology tools fit into practice and practical settings. 

At its core though, is the need for clear and evidence-based practice. Technology may be a key tenet, 

but it cannot be the first step.  

Previous educational theorists like Piaget, Vygotsky, and Dewey (see Mooney, 2013) inform 

learning and teaching practice, and can provide theoretical foundations applicable to teaching online, 

or with educational technologies. For example, a recording of a long lecture uploaded to a Learning 

Management System is a poor experience for most students (Guo et al., 2014; Mayer, 2014). 

Teachers and students in lockdown missed face-to-face conversation and interaction, and human 

connection (Tice et al., 2021), something higher education communities have previously valued.  

Educational technology presents many complex, messy problems that are not linear. Ertmer and 

Newby (2016) argue that educational technology research is a reciprocal process, that is 

experimenting with educational technology affordances can lead to changes in teaching practices 

and beliefs, prompting further research. In this lens, educational technology research begins with a 

questioning or an expansion of a particular educational theory (Antonakis, 2017). Both theory and 

practice of teaching and learning needs to underpin research (Percy et al., 2021), and studies about 

technology-enhanced learning are not exempt. 

Where educational theory is ignored in technology-enhanced learning and teaching, pedagogical 

practice also suffers. In the rapid pivot to emergency remote teaching, much curriculum was 

digitised and transmitted via technology rather than transformed by it (Crawford 2021). Teaching 

and learning practice is increasingly under pressure because of increased academic workloads, the 

exigencies of emergency remote teaching, among other well-known pandemic pressures. It is 

tempting to position technology implementations as solving educational problems. However, as 

Boud notes, “people have agentic intentions, not technologies” (2019, p. 1040). Developing new 

systems, designing discussion forums or social media networks do not enhance learning per se; such 

technology merely provides more channels of communication, whereby students already have 

access to increasingly sophisticated systems outside of university. Research published in this Journal 

must be cognisant of that. 

The design and facilitation of learning are critical. Much is now known in educational research about 

the implementation of online or blended learning, particularly as this has become a renewed and 

urgent area of interest for practical reasons during the pandemic. Only research that reviews and 

engages with the extant online learning and collaboration literature (e.g., Al-Samarraie & Saeed, 

2018; Giannikas, 2020; Hoadley, 2018; Kebritchi et al., 2017; Sun & Chen, 2016; Yukselturk & 

Yildirim, 2008) will progress and add value to the field. Despite decades of research, the scholarship 

of educational technology remains under-theorised (Hew et al., 2019), and presents a challenge for 

alignment with core concepts. 

To extend and create meaningful educational technology research, future researchers need to: build 

on previous educational technology literature; b) analyse educational technologies from a 

conceptual perspective; explore contemporary educational technology practices; find implications 

beyond the effectiveness of a particular educational technology case study; and take a critical and 

reflexive stance on technology. As we move past the pandemic, the Journal should look for studies 

that exemplify these qualities. 
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Supporting more rigorous methods 

Despite a growing need for a focus in technology, the integration of this with educational theory as 

well as the publications of educational technology-based and -informed research has been varied in 

the Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice, as it has within the context of broader 

higher education literature over the last thirty years. Indeed, forthcoming work by Choi-Lundberg 

et al. (2022) highlights how the concept of digital innovation in higher education learning and 

teaching is fraught with challenges, and often lacking high quality evaluation measures. We concur, 

and highlight the need for more rigorous quantitative and qualitative methods (or mixed) for 

considering whether the embedding of educational technology into a classroom (online, in-person, 

or blended) has efficacy and supports better outcomes for students and educators. In particular, we 

reflect on the need for greater context, clarity between learning and satisfaction, alignment with core 

concepts, and a grounding in genuine challenges for learning and teaching.  

Specifically, the role of context cannot be underestimated. Intelligence quotient (IQ) testing research 

has recognised this for decades (Klebanov & Brookes-Gunn, 2006; Zax & Rees, 2002). In learning 

and teaching practice, the importance of context is also recognised. Student socio-economic status, 

demographic factors, and the diverse pathways students undertake on their journey towards higher 

education need to be considered (Akiba et al., 2007; Milner, 2013). Yet, many submissions rejected 

by the Journal were done so from a lack of explicit awareness of the context of their research. A 

study, situated in a particular local context, can have international recognition and application. This 

only happens, however, in the event of careful exposition of the context. Such a presentation allows 

readers to examine the environmental conditions that may be transferable across to their own local 

contexts. To provide a recent example, emergent evidence discusses how critical internet access and 

reliable hardware are during lockdowns (Cifuentes-Faura et al., 2021). In developing nations, where 

this is less of a commonplace assumption, studies that draw on augmented reality or technology-

dense learning and teaching will clearly have reduced appeal. Without appropriate consideration to 

context, it can be difficult to carefully explore which elements may be transferable and under what 

environmental conditions these will be suitable. 

In a recent Editorial, editors of the Journal (Ali et al., 2021) spoke to the need for greater validity 

and reliability in the use of student evaluations in research. Much of their commentary applies here, 

with student evaluations a common mechanism for measuring the perceived success of new 

educational technology. Student satisfaction surveys can be used to drive an understanding of 

student views, but they are laden with bias and institutional politics that can enable these to be seen 

as blunt instruments rather than devices for growth. For example, in a recent study on COVID-19 

web-based video conferencing (n = 162 undergraduate medicine students: Fatani, 2020), student 

satisfaction was measured using the students’ evaluation of education quality. Satisfaction in this 

study was measured by asking the extent to which students agree with positive statements (e.g., ‘the 

faculty member’s explanations were clear’ and ‘students were invited to share their ideas and 

knowledge’). Such a tool is common practice in determining if students found the learning enjoyable 

and were satisfied. Yet, how do we know that this web-based video conferencing practice actually 

enabled students to learn and to achieve? Contrast this to criterion-based assessment, where rubrics 

with standards of attainment are used to assess student performance (e.g., Pui et al., 2021). These 

concepts are distinct, and to understand if learning has been achieved (a key outcome of education), 

student satisfaction alone will not suffice.  

In educational technology research, it is critical to ensure that the embedding of new technologies 

into learning and teaching requires careful connection to proximal and distal indicators to measure 

4

Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, Vol. 19 [2022], Iss. 2, Art. 01

https://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol19/iss2/01



success (or otherwise). Indeed, this may begin with statistics on usage (e.g., click rates, downloads, 

view time), but cannot end there. User experiences are key to understanding how a developmental 

program or learning experience outlined in a paper is going from a user point of view, but it is not 

an assurance that they are learning. In one study, online learning and engagement predicted learning, 

and this predicted satisfaction (Baber, 2020). We suggest this relationship may be more complex, 

but can acknowledge the strength of measuring engagement, learning achievement, and satisfaction 

as interrelated but conceptually distinct constructs. We recommend authors considering educational 

technology research to ensure that evaluation of engagement (with and of tools), learning, and 

satisfaction (with learning processes) is conducted to demonstrate the efficacy and validity of such 

analysis (e.g., Crawford & Kelder, 2019). Descriptive statistics (e.g., mean scores changing, or 

higher clicks) alone are not sufficient to do this.  

Luthans (2002) wrote of a concern in the organizational behaviour literature, and we draw on this 

insight in the educational technology context. In this piece, Luthans (2002) coined positive 

organisational behavior as a response to support stronger and more rigorous concepts in the literature 

over airport-style concepts that were interesting, not evidence-based. In the EdTech space, this same 

comment could be made. Boyer (1990) created an impetus for change in the scholarship of learning 

and teaching, and this created opportunity for understanding how we can engage with more rigorous 

and evidence-based technology-enhanced learning research. There is an important intersection that 

exists between learning and teaching, but so too does technology overlap and interact with this 

relationship. During and beyond the COVID-19 pandemic, this relationship will be more prominent.  

A greater focus on learning, whether online or not 

One concern that is evident in the pandemic literature is an over-emphasis of repackaged learning 

and teaching theory in online environments. For example, teaching presence and teaching 

immediacy are prominent conversations in face-to-face learning environments. Such concepts have 

been translated to online environments (Bangert, 2008), yet they may be qualitatively different 

conversations. The same is true, but more prevalent during 2020-2022 emergency remote teaching, 

where examples shown highlight the practice of moving printouts in class into online environments, 

or converting in-class lectures into online Zoom sessions. The latter has a genuine difference (Tice 

et al., 2021). Joint attention theory applies to in-class lectures and workshops, but likely does not in 

a Zoom room where microphones and videos of participants are off. Moving online may be 

beneficial for students and staff, but such a pivot requires careful consideration of the affective, 

cognitive, and behavioural changes that are a required response as part of the transition. Effective 

and rigorous scholarly research drawing on core concepts embedded in an understanding of 

technologies is needed to make a valuable Journal contribution. 

Antonakis (2017) presents on five ‘diseases’ of making useful research (see Table 1). These, while 

more closely situated in the business and management discipline, also offer useful insights. It is 

commonplace for literature to conflict with one another, and findings to have competing results. It 

is not commonplace for those grievances to be examined critically, and future testing or theorising 

to resolve the difference. Was it sampling issues? Was it context? Or something else?  
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Table 1:  

Antonakis’ diseases of useful research 

 

Disease Definition (quote from Antonakis, 2017, p. 5) 

Significosis An inordinate focus on statistically significant results 

Neophilia An excessive appreciation for novelty 

Theorrhea A mania for new theory 

Arigorium A deficiency of rigour in theoretical and empirical work 

Disjunctivitis A proclivity to produce large quantities of redundant, trivial, and 

incoherent works 

The Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice has been seeking to build more cohesive 

bodies of works within our editorial sections, and the formation of these has created greater 

opportunities to look at each section holistically. Curiously, the vast majority of theoretical models 

are not tested empirically (Kacmar & Whitfield, 2000), quantitative research not explored from a 

qualitative lens in future work, or vice versa. The Journal has not published many studies that have 

insignificant findings, primarily due to the lack of rigorous studies that are submitted with 

insignificant results. But it’s important to note that learning concepts that are not related, or have no 

significant relationship, is equally as important as demonstrating relationships that do. The Journal 

should consider this in the future. 

For higher education research to be of its highest quality, and to support and enable the practice of 

student learning and academic teaching, educational technology is no longer a curiosity, but rather 

an expectation. The degree of embeddedness will vary, but the scholarly work that explores it must 

carefully consider the contribution it makes.  

The missing human link 

Technology enhanced learning is based on learning, teaching, and technology, but it also involves 

human interaction, human resources, and critical conversations (Steeples & Jones, 2012). These 

human elements are intertwined with technology processes, and support the embedding of an 

informed practice, rather than content forced to fit into available technology (or ‘shoveling’: 

Kehrweld & Parker, 2019). Yet the focus on some work seen rejected from the Journal emphasises 

traditional views of techno-centricity. This clouds opportunities for academics to be empowered to 

develop transformative online education, despite such learning  providing learner-centred higher 

education where flexibility affords learner preferences, heightens learner experiences, supports 

productivity, and shares control with agentic learners (Kehrweld & Parker, 2013). 

Educational technology research is more than online learning, and hence needs to be built on 

pedagogical principles and theory, along with social usability. It is not simply emergency remote 

teaching and requires more than personal experience and anecdote to establish authentically, with 

online learning and academic self-efficacy, being examples of important factors in continuing 

online practices (Psotka, 2022). Academic attitudes need to be reshaped from reactive to proactive, 
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enabling a shift to creative, pedagogically sound ways of working in the online environment (pre-

emption: Witzenberger and Gulson, 2021). In addition, much of the higher education curricula have 

been adapted to an online format, particularly during COVID-19. So it seems obvious that research 

on best practices for interactive learning environments needs to be prioritised by academics (Psotka, 

2022), research that supports a focused attempt to characterise learner and learning, teacher and 

teaching, within technology enhanced learning contexts. And such manuscripts are encouraged in 

the Journal.  

Technological innovation to stretch the institutional core activities, like learning and teaching, are 

key to the success of higher education (Adams & Ivanov, 2015). When academics can understand 

that EdTech consists of social, technical, and pedagogical usability dimensions, they are more likely 

to detect potential issues when designing or evaluating online courses (e.g., Pham et al., 2021). 

There are emergent and established professional learning and professional development programs 

in higher education, along with associated research. While this Editorial highlights some of these 

briefly, these should serve as useful examples rather than an extensive list. The Developing 

Teaching Practice section of the Journal supports scholars to pioneer in this field of research (see 

Gonzalez et al., 2021).  

For academics to understand EdTech as more than emergency remote teaching, there needs to be 

professional development. To avoid individualism and isolation, professional development needs 

to be collaborative and social (Tammets et al., 2013). Professional development using communities 

of practice as a way of making learning and knowledge building a social process is becoming more 

widely utilised in higher education settings. Having a common interest, concern or passion enables 

members to look at how to enhance it by interacting regularly (Wenger, 1989). To develop and 

enculturate members to shared understandings and ways of working in relation to EdTech would 

allow a reflective, inclusive, participatory, learning oriented approach that promotes knowledge 

growth in meaningful ways that are embedded.  

It is established that socio-technical systems bring people together to share information and to 

collaborate in an environment where scaffolding enhances the sharing of individual and group 

knowledge (Tammets et al., 2013). Through such a process, the value of EdTech and the application 

of principles and practices can be shared and developed in academics. Individuals can plan their 

own competence development following reflection on conversations with others. Student 

involvement in this learning process is also essential (e.g., Wilson et al., 2020) The higher education 

community can collectively formulate norms and visions for the broad community and for specific 

disciplines.  

Finally, Legemaate et al. (2021) highlights that all organisations are socio-technical systems, based 

on social as well as technical aspects. Higher education institutions commonly have social aspects 

dominate due to the focus on innovation and learning, rather than technical aspects. EdTech is a 

socio-technical system within the higher education system, for both academic and student 

stakeholders. It is therefore critical to prioritise social presence and social interaction and 

simultaneously ensure that the information load is neither overwhelming nor necessary (Pham et 

al., 2021). Socio-technical systems theory claims that productivity is reliant on combining social 

and technical aspects. These elements allow individual needs and tasks to be approached flexibly. 

Considering socio-technical theory in teaching ensures technology is applied to improve learning, 

but also to integrate the technical and social systems to enhance the experience of learning for the 

individual (Wilson et al., 2021).  
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Consideration needs to be given to affording students to learn together and also learn apart. This 

method can help learners to examine learning through critical questioning – collaboratively and 

independently, building social and individual skills and knowledge. Cochrane and Stretton (2022) 

assert that innovative socio-technical approaches, although not necessarily new, are establishing 

relevance to long-term strategies in higher education, beyond the current emergency responses to 

learning as an outcome of the COVID-19 pandemic. Such strategies will need to be applied in both 

face-to-face and online learning contexts now and into the future. 

Where to from here? 

COVID-19, in many ways, has exacerbated and accelerated questions about the utility of educational 

technology in higher education. This Editorial has begun to explore and address questions of how 

educational technology research in the Journal has also influenced views, and also what it should 

mean for future publications the Journal considers. One observation that stems from this Editorial is 

that modality is not a justification, in and of itself. Online curriculum is not the same as face-to-face 

on-campus learning, yet they will likely draw on matching and similar pedagogical adaptations.  

This Editorial began by viewing an abbreviated history of educational technology, and through this 

it was evident that there is still a significant need to prioritise pedagogy over technology. This means 

asking first what methods of teaching will enable the greatest and highest quality student learning 

opportunities, and subsequently examining the technologies that afford such opportunity. Indeed, at 

times, there will be a need to weigh and judge between the functionality of  soft- or hardware against 

the blue sky desires of an enriching pedagogy. Such examinations of practical implementations that 

examine the emergent tension there is welcomed.  

The rationale for a focus on pedagogy is to continually remind authors of the core of higher 

education: learning. This Editorial highlights this core, and how it relates directly to educational 

technology engagements, and how some manuscripts rejected by the Journal focus on the technology 

almost independently of those individuals who will use it. Understanding how students learn best 

across diverse modalities is important, and the pedagogies that do and do not apply in those contexts, 

is critical to applying a best practice tech 

So, student learning, pedagogy, and technology form key foundations of effective educational 

technology research. Added to this are teachers, and the human aspect of education. Educators 

support the use and misuse of educational technology, and often occupy research roles in examining 

the efficacy of such tools. Recognising that inside the implementation of educational technology are 

individuals who resist, support, adopt fast and slow, and experience eustress and distress is key to 

successfully using such tools. Academic staff form part of this, and so too does educational 

technologists, designers, developers, and academic developers alike. Students are the other key 

human group involved. 

To conclude this Editorial, when considering the environmental conditions of educational 

technology research (people, technology, pedagogy, learning), evaluating implementation or 

efficacy requires careful consideration to rigorous methods. That is, practice papers still have an 

evidence-base and apply logical and conceptually validated assumptions to establish a case for 

implementation, and for its process of evaluation. The Journal encourages greater emphasis on high 

quality technology-based learning and teaching research, and argues for a strong and considered 

approach to engaging with the extant literature surrounding technology. Why? So, we know what 
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does and does not work. And to improve the lives of diverse students and teachers through the use 

of technology. 

  

9

Cowling et al.: The EdTech Difference



References 

Adams, R., & Ivanov, I. (2015). Using socio-technical system methodology to analyze emerging 

information technology implementation in the higher education settings. International Journal of e-

Education, e-Business, e-Management and e-Learning. https://doi.org/10.17706/ijeeee.2015.5.1.31-

39  

Akiba, M., LeTendre, G., & Scribner, J. (2007). Teacher quality, opportunity gap, and national 

achievement in 46 countries. Educational Researcher, 36(7), 369-387. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X07308739  

Ahmed, V., & Opoku, A. (2021). Technology supported learning and pedagogy in times of crisis: 

the case of COVID-19 pandemic. Education and Information Technologies. Advanced Online 

Publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10706-w  

Ali, A., Crawford, J., Cejnar, L., Harman, K., & Sim, K-. N. (2021). What student evaluations are 

not: Scholarship of Teaching and Learning using student evaluations. Journal of University 

Teaching & Learning Practice, 18(8), 01. https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.8.1  

Al-Samarraie, H., & Saeed, N. (2018). A systematic review of cloud computing tools for 

collaborative learning: Opportunities and challenges to the blended-learning environment. 

Computers & Education, 124, 77–91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.05.016  

Anderson, T. (2010). Theories for learning with emerging technologies. In Veletsianos, G. (Ed.), 

Emerging Technologies in Distance Education (pp. 35-50). Edmonton: AU Press. 

https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771991490.01  

Baber, H. (2020). Determinants of students’ perceived learning outcome and satisfaction in online 

learning during the pandemic of COVID-19. Journal of Education and E-Learning Research, 7(3), 

285-292. https://doi.org/10.20448/journal.509.2020.73.285.292  

Bangert, A. (2008). The influence of social presence and teaching presence on the quality of online 

critical inquiry. Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 20(1), 34-61. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03033431  

Bennett, S., Dalgarno, B., & Kennedy, G. (2014). Editorial 30(4). Australasian Journal of 

Educational Technology, 30(4). https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.2126 

Bower, M. (2019). Technology‐mediated learning theory. British Journal of Educational 

Technology, 50(3), 1035–1048. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12771  

Boyer, E. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Princeton, NJ: The 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12771 

Choi-Lundberg, D., Butler-Henderson, K., Harman, K. & Crawford, J. (2022). A systematic review 

of digital innovations in learning design in higher education. In-press.  

10

Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, Vol. 19 [2022], Iss. 2, Art. 01

https://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol19/iss2/01

https://doi.org/10.17706/ijeeee.2015.5.1.31-39
https://doi.org/10.17706/ijeeee.2015.5.1.31-39
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X07308739
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10706-w
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.8.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.05.016
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771991490.01
https://doi.org/10.20448/journal.509.2020.73.285.292
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03033431
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12771
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12771


Cochrane, T., & Stretton, T. (2022). Enhancing health care education and practice post COVID. 

Pacific Journal of Technology Enhanced Learning, 4(1), 8-9. 

https://doi.org/10.24135/pjtel.v4i1.121  

Cochrane, T., Redmond, P., & Corrin, L. (2018). Technology enhanced learning, research impact 

and open scholarship. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 34(3). 

https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.4640  

Crawford, J. (2021). During and beyond a pandemic: Publishing learning and teaching research 

through COVID-19. Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, 18(3). 

https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.3.2  

Crawford, J., & Kelder, J. A. (2019). Do we measure leadership effectively? Articulating and 

evaluating scale development psychometrics for best practice. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(1), 

133-144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.07.001  

Cifuentes-Faura, J., Obor, D., To, L., & Al-Naabi, I. (2021). Cross-cultural impacts of COVID-19 

on higher education learning and teaching practices in Spain, Oman, Nigeria and Cambodia: A 

cross-cultural study. Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, 18(5), 8. 

https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.5.8  

Cowling, M., & Birt, J. (2018). Pedagogy before technology: A design-based research approach to 

enhancing skills development in paramedic science using mixed reality. Information, 9(2), 29.  

Ertmer, P., & Newby, T. (2016). Learning theory and technology: A reciprocal relationship. In N. 

Rushby & D. Surry (Eds.), The Wiley Handbook of Learning Technology (pp. 58–76). John Wiley 

& Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118736494.ch4  

Fatani, T. (2020). Student satisfaction with videoconferencing teaching quality during the COVID-

19 pandemic. BMC Medical Education, 20(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020-02310-2  

Heinrich, E., Henderson, M., & Dalgarno, B. (2016). From tinkering to systemic change: The 

potential of educational technologies. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 32(2), i-iii.  

Hew, K., Lan, M., Tang, Y., Jia, C., & Lo, C. (2019). Where is the “theory” within the field of 

educational technology research? British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(3), 956–971. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12770 

Galbreath, J. (1992). The educational buzzword of the 1990s: Multimedia, or is it hypermedia, or 

interactive multimedia, or...?. Educational Technology, 32(4), 15-19.  

Giannikas, C. (2020). Facebook in tertiary education: The impact of social media in e-Learning. 

Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, 17(1). https://doi.org/10.53761/1.17.1.3  

Gonzalez, P., Mueller, B., Merry, K., Jones, C., & Kelder, J. A. (2021). Changing teaching practice: 

The evolving purpose of the teacher in higher education. Journal of University Teaching and 

Learning Practice, 18(6), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.6.01  

11

Cowling et al.: The EdTech Difference

https://doi.org/10.24135/pjtel.v4i1.121
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.4640
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.3.2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.5.8
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118736494.ch4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020-02310-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12770
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.17.1.3
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.6.01


Goodyear, P. (2005). Educational design and networked learning: Patterns, pattern languages and 

design practice. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 21(1).  

Guo, P., Kim, J., & Rubin, R. (2014). How video production affects student engagement: an 

empirical study of MOOC videos. Proceedings of the First ACM Conference on Learning @ Scale 

Conference, 41–50. https://doi.org/10.1145/2556325.2566239  

Gurukkal, R. (2021). Techno-pedagogy needs mavericks. Higher Education for the Future, 8(1), 7-

19. https://doi.org/10.1177/2F2347631121989478  

Harasim, L. (2011). Introduction to learning theory and technology. In L. Harasim (ed.): Learning 

Theory and Online Technologies (pp. 1-14). Taylor and Francis. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203846933  

Hattie, J. (2012). Visible learning for teachers: Maximizing impact on learning. Routledge.  

Heinecke, W. F., Milman, N. B., Washington, L. A., & Blasi, L. (2001). New directions in the 

evaluation of the effectiveness of educational technology. Computers in the Schools, 18(2-3), 97-

110.  

Hew, K., Lan, M., Tang, Y., Jia, C., & Lo, C. (2019). Where is the “theory” within the field of 

educational technology research? British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(3), 956–971. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12770 

Hoadley, C. (2018). A short history of the learning sciences. In F. Fischer, C. Hmelo-Silver, S. 

Goldman, & P. Reimann (Eds.), International Handbook of the Learning Sciences (1st ed., pp. 11–

23). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315617572-2  

Kacmar, K., & Whitfield, J. (2000). An additional rating method for journal articles in the field of 

management. Organizational Research Methods, 3(4), 392-406. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810034005  

Kebritchi, M., Lipschuetz, A., & Santiague, L. (2017). Issues and challenges for teaching successful 

online courses in higher education: A literature review. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 

46(1), 4–29. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239516661713  

Kehrwald, B., & Parker, B. (2019). Editorial 16.1: Implementing online learning, stories from the 

field. Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, 16(1). https://doi.org/10.53761/1.16.1.1  

Kinash, S., Jones, C., & Crawford, J. (2021). COVID killed the on-campus lecture, but will unis 

raise it from the dead?. The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/covid-killed-the-on-campus-

lecture-but-will-unis-raise-it-from-the-dead-152971  

Klebanov, P., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2006). Cumulative, human capital, and psychological risk in the 

context of early intervention: Links with IQ at ages 3, 5, and 8. Annals of the New York Academy of 

Sciences, 1094(1), 63-82. https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1376.007  

12

Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, Vol. 19 [2022], Iss. 2, Art. 01

https://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol19/iss2/01

https://doi.org/10.1145/2556325.2566239
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F2347631121989478
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203846933
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12770
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315617572-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810034005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239516661713
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.16.1.1
https://theconversation.com/covid-killed-the-on-campus-lecture-but-will-unis-raise-it-from-the-dead-152971
https://theconversation.com/covid-killed-the-on-campus-lecture-but-will-unis-raise-it-from-the-dead-152971
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1376.007


Legemaate, M., Grol, R., Huisman, J., Oolbekkink–Marchand, H. & Nieuwenhuis, L. (2021). 

Enhancing a quality culture in higher education from a socio-technical systems design perspective. 

Quality in Higher Education. https://doi.org/10.1080/13538322.2021.1945524  

Logemann, M., Aritz, J., Cardon, P., Swartz, S., Elhaddaoui, T., Getchell, K., ... & Stapp, J. (2022). 

Standing strong amid a pandemic: How a global online team project stands up to the public health 

crisis. British Journal of Educational Technology. Advanced online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13189  

Luthans, F. (2002). The need for and meaning of positive organizational behavior. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 23(6), 695-706. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.165  

Mayer, R. (2014). Cognitive theory of multimedia learning. In R. Mayer (Ed.), The Cambridge 

Handbook of Multimedia Learning (2nd ed., pp. 43–71). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139547369.005  

Milner, H. (2013). Analyzing poverty, learning, and teaching through a critical race theory lens. 

Review of Research in Education, 37(1), 1-53. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12459720  

Mooney, C. (2013). Theories of childhood: An introduction to Dewey, Montessori, Erikson, Piaget 

& Vygotsky. Redleaf Press.  

Passey, D. (2019). Technology‐enhanced learning: Rethinking the term, the concept and its 

theoretical background. British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(3), 972–986. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12783 

Pham, M., Singh, K. & Jahnke, I. (2021). Socio-technical-pedagogical usability of online courses 

for older adult learners. Interactive Learning Environments. Advanced Online Publication 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.1912784  

Percy, A., Press, N., Andrew, M., & Pollard, V. (2021). Reframing theory of, and for, practice in 

higher education. Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, 18(4).  

https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.4.1   

Phillips, R., McNaught, C., & Kennedy, G. (2012). Evaluating e-learning: Guiding research and 

practice. Routledge. 

Psotka, J. (2022). Exemplary online education: for whom online learning can work better. 

Interactive Learning Environments, 30(2), 199-201. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2031065  

Pui, P., Yuen, B., & Goh, H. (2021). Using a criterion-referenced rubric to enhance student learning: 

A case study in a critical thinking and writing module. Higher Education Research & Development, 

40(5), 1056-1069. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1795811  

Rapanta, C., Botturi, L., Goodyear, P., Guàrdia, L., & Koole, M. (2021). Balancing technology, 

pedagogy and the new normal: Post-pandemic challenges for higher education. Postdigital Science 

and Education, 3(3), 715-742. 

13

Cowling et al.: The EdTech Difference

https://doi.org/10.1080/13538322.2021.1945524
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13189
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.165
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139547369.005
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12459720
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12783
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.1912784
https://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol18/iss4/1
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.4.1
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2031065
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1795811


Saettler, P. (2004). The evolution of American educational technology. IAP.  

Sharpe, R., Beetham, H., & De Freitas, S. (2010). Rethinking learning for a digital age: How 

learners are shaping their own experiences. Routledge. 

Steeples, C., & Jones, C. (Eds.). (2012). Networked learning: Perspectives and issues. Springer 

Science & Business Media. 

Sun, A., & Chen, X. (2016). Online education and its effective practice: A research review. Journal 

of Information Technology Education: Research, 15, 157–190. https://doi.org/10.28945/3502 

Tammets, K., Pata, K., & Laanpere, M. (2013). Promoting teachers’ learning and knowledge 

building in a socio-technical system. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed 

Learning, 14(3), 251-272. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v14i3.1478 

Tice, D., Baumeister, R., Crawford, J., Allen, K-. A., & Percy, A. (2021). Student belongingness in 

higher education: Lessons for professors from the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of University 

Teaching and Learning Practice, 18(4), 2. https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.4.2  

Väätäjä, J., & Ruokamo, H. (2021). Conceptualizing dimensions and a model for digital pedagogy. 

Journal of Pacific Rim Psychology, 15, http://doi.org/10.1177/1834490921995395  

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning and identity. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511803932  

Wickens, R. (2006). SoTEL: Toward a scholarship of technology enhancedlLearning. Canadian 

Journal of University Continuing Education, 32(2). https://doi.org/10.21225/D56300 

Wilson, H., Tucker, M., Hannibal, C., & Qu, Z. (2021). Learning together, learning apart: Integrated 

action learning through a socio-technical systems lens. Action Learning: Research and Practice, 

18(1), 5-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767333.2020.184340  

Wilson, S., Tan, S., Knox, M., Ong, A., Crawford, J., & Rudolph, J. (2020). Enabling cross-cultural 

student voice during COVID-19: A collective autoethnography. Journal of University Teaching & 

Learning Practice, 17(5), 3. https://doi.org/10.53761/1.17.5.3  

Witzenberger, K. & Gulson, K. (2021). Why EdTech is always right: students, data and machines 

in pre-emptive configurations. Learning, Media and Technology, 46(4), 420-434. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2021.1913181  

Yukselturk, E., & Yildirim, Z. (2008). Investigation of interaction, online support, course structure 

and flexibility as the contributing factors to students' satisfaction in an online certificate program. 

Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 11(4), 51-65. 

Zax, J., & Rees, D. (2002). IQ, academic performance, environment, and earnings. Review of 

Economics and Statistics, 84(4), 600-616. https://doi.org/10.1162/003465302760556440  

Zoom. (2020). Dashboard statistics and graphs. Zoom. Accessed 5 June 2020. 

<https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/360039656511-Dashboard-Statistics-and-Graphs> 

14

Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice, Vol. 19 [2022], Iss. 2, Art. 01

https://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol19/iss2/01

https://doi.org/10.28945/3502
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v14i3.1478
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.18.4.2
http://doi.org/10.1177/1834490921995395
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511803932
https://doi.org/10.21225/D56300
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767333.2020.184340
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.17.5.3
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2021.1913181
https://doi.org/10.1162/003465302760556440

	The EdTech difference: Digitalisation, digital pedagogy, and technology enhanced learning
	Recommended Citation

	The EdTech difference: Digitalisation, digital pedagogy, and technology enhanced learning
	Abstract
	Practitioner Notes
	Keywords

	tmp.1649791734.pdf.sVz0Q

