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ABSTRACT

This thesis presents the findings of a mixed mettstddy conducted in the
context of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). Mapecifically, it focuses on
the Heads of e-Learning (HeLs) perspective of #eds of tutors who teach in
blended and online environments, the ways HEIgénUnited Kingdom (UK)
address these needs and on institutional issuaacthe deployment and support
of Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) by campusebasstitutions. The

HelLs’ perspectives are also compared to Lauribacdhversational framework

for the effective use of learning technologies.

The literature review in the area of staff develeptron TEL offers an analysis of
the key issues and provides a useful backclotkthisrresearch; the TEL context
in UK HEIs is discussed, the terminology is cladfiand learning theories are
briefly looked at, prior to the more detailed dgstoon of staff development

models and approaches around TEL.

The research design follows a mixed methods apprdde informants in both
phases of this research were the HeLs in variougH8ks. Using an online
questionnaire, quantitative data were gatheredhewarious ways that the staff
development needs of the lecturers in blended afideolearning have been
addressed by UK HEIs. Simple frequencies and ¢eisdations were applied to
the data. During the second phase of this resetricteen semi-structured

interviews were conducted.



The questionnaire findings — interviews’ outlineapker describes and analyses
the research findings from the online questionnae provides information
about the interviewees and outlines the way therwew questions were
developed over time. Further discussion, integnadind interpretation of both
phases of this research takes place in the diggusantegration of findings
chapter. The study concludes by re-addressingefearch questions and by
pointing out its achievements as well as its litiotas.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview of the thesis

This thesis is composed of six chapters that avetsired in the following way:

Chapter 1 — Introduction

Introduces the research, the wider context in wthehresearch is taking place,
its purpose, its main research questions and @seaproach, and its intended

audience.

Chapter 2 — Background — literature review — desk-bsed research

Discusses the relevant research literature aroiafiddevelopment in Technology
Enhanced Learning (TEL); the terminology is cladfiand learning theories are
briefly looked at, prior to the more detailed dgstoon of staff development
approaches around TEL. The literature review inafea of staff development on
TEL includes a desk-based research review of véhatiirently on offer from

various UK Higher Education Institutions (HEIS).

Chapter 3 — Research design — methodology - methods

Discusses the research design, research methodalogiynethods used for data

collection and analysis.
Chapter 4 — Questionnaire findings — Interviews’ otline
Presents a description of the findings from thenentjuestionnaire and provides

information about the interviewees and the wayitterview questions were

developed over time.

12



Chapter 5 — Discussion — integration of findings

Analyses and discusses the research findings ie aepth. Further discussion,
integration and interpretation of findings from Ibgthases of the research takes

place in this chapter.

Chapter 6 — Conclusions - summary

Concludes by providing constructs to address theareh questions and provides

reflections on the research and the implicationpfactice and future research.

1.2. Wider context for the research

Socio-economic concerns such as ways to consideingriement lifelong
learning (Jallade and Mora 2001), coupled with neeelvances in learning
technologies such as the development of multippdieations within a single
accessible platform provided through virtual leagnenvironments (VLES) and
other software that allows both synchronous andaspnous communications,
have created an increasing demand for blended r@imedearning courses in
Higher Education Institutions (HEIS) in the UK agldbally according to Allen
and Seaman (2010), Inglis (2008) and Jung (20@8nheSUK universities have
more or less made a commitment to increase flexbteblended learning as part
of their strategic plan or their missigdottingham Trent University 2010,
Southampton Solent University 2Q13niversity of Kent 2007, University of
Reading 2013, University of West London 2D0& the same time, they have
developed or are planning to develop their firstrees for blended or purely
online delivery. This is, however, not a simpletamline provision takes a lot of
planning and requires information technology (Iifyastructure, platforms,
administrative processes and more importantly jif@niutors’ to be in place for it

to succeed.

According to MacDonald (2008, p.2) blended leardisgommonly associated
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with the introduction of online media into a cousgrogramme, while at the
same time recognising that there is merit in rétaace-to-face contact and
other traditional approaches to supporting studeStsilarly, according to
Garrison and Kanuka (2004), blended learning retetke integration of face-to-
face and online learning and is the definition th#itbe adopted in this research.
At the same time, it is recognised that this ‘blaachot a mixture of face-to-face
and online components, but a thoughtful fusiorheftivo (MacDonald 2008) that
makes the most of both environments - the classmmairthe online space - and
requires a new approach to learning design in dadbe pedagogically effective
and sound (Garrison and Vaughan 2008). The Opéreldity’s (OU) definition
of learning design (Open University Learning Dedigitiative 2011) is adopted
here according to which learning design is a pedagdly informed methodology
that makes effective use of appropriate resounsdgexrhnologies aiming to
enable teachers to make more informed decisions @asgigning activities,

courses or curricula.

Staff development in aspects of blended, flexiloleé anline learning — these terms
are defined in the following chapter - is offergdrbost HEIs; however, it has not
been standardised, monitored or certified. Moditurtgons offer training sessions
and workshops on various topics such as how tahesmstitutional Virtual
Learning Environment (VLE) and its various toolshow to use other web 2.0
tools. Additional emphasis, however, needs to beqa on the pedagogical
implications behind the implementation of varioearhing technologies
(Laurillard 2002, MacDonald 2008, Salmon 2003, 9(drid on the fact that
converting a course from face-to-face to blenddively requires a fundamental
redesign (Garrison and Vaughan 2008). This redesarid require going back to
the early stages of course design and considermg/wveof the elements of the
course would be better delivered in the classroondwehich would be better
supported in the online environment, making bestaidoth environments - the

on-campus and the online.
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The pedagogy of technology enhanced learning ({BByrison and Vaughan
2008, Laurillard 2002, MacDonald 2008, Salmon 2R, 1) is one of the main
areas of focus of this research and will be covert in the literature review but
also will recur in the questionnaire findings -eintiews’ outline chapter and will
be discussed in more detail in the discussion giate®n of findings chapter of
this research. Some universities have included dufeamn the pedagogy of TEL
as part of the Post Graduate Certificate in Legraimd Teaching in Higher
Education (PGCLT), or else Post Graduate CertdgigatAcademic Practice
(PGCAP), which is a formal requirement for all niewturers. However, the lack
of a UK-wide consistent approach to such an impontsatter as staff
development for blended and online learning sedrfissasurprising and clearly
is warranted as an area for further investigawsHE practice becomes
increasingly standardised, a more consistent appreauld be expected in the
ways staff development is approached in the ard&bftoo.For instance, in the
same way that a PGCLT or PGCAP is a formal requergrfor all lecturers new
to teaching, a similar consistent approach mighadmgpted in the near future for
those who are expected to teach and moderatelenddd or, even more so, in a

totally online environment.

The constantly increasing integration of learniegjinologies in the curriculum in
the 2% century, such as VLEs and web 2.0 software, haterttee pedagogy of
TEL more central to university practice. Therefamff development activities in
the area of TEL become increasingly important. Bhigly is focused on the
various staff development aspects in the areaarfddd and online learning as

described in the next section.

1.3. Research questions and research approach

This research focuses on the staff developmentsnedtie use of learning
technologies and on a range of institutional apghiea to TEL, providing the

Heads of e-Learning perspective. The research ignesdre:
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What provision do a range of UK HEIs make for stid¥elopment in the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think lecturers need to know in ottdedeliver blended and online

courses effectively? Are these needs addresseddnga of UK HEIS?

According to HelLs, what institutional approaches i@quired for TEL to be
effectively embedded in the curriculum?

How do Hels’ perspectives compare to Laurillarddswersational framework for

the effective use of learning technologies?

The first research question is mostly addressékisnstudy based on quantitative
data gathered via an online questionnaire, whesbtond, third and fourth
questions are addressed qualitatively, based @ngdahered via semi-structured
interviews with thirteen heads of e-learning (Heldsawing on Hels’ expert
informed responses. The term staff developmenbkar preferred here over the
term training as it encompasses staff trainingatad includes other forms of
professional development such as the PGCLT cobata gathered from the
guestionnaires plus some questions from the irdviaddress these staff
development needs that include, pedagogic, techamnchcurriculum design

skills. As the participants of this research prevadhigh level institutional

perspective, the data gathered do not focus orcplat subject areas or faculties.

This research is underpinned by a pragmatic phpllosal approach; it does not
attempt to resolve the paradigmatic war betweermtinists, but it rather attempts
to fit together the insights of both quantitativelajualitative research into a
workable solution (Burke and Onwuegbuzie 2004)tiAs research is looking at
both the general picture in the area of TEL in UKIsibut also closely examines
the ways TEL is approached by some individual fnstins, a mixed method

paradigm was adopted. In a highly interdisciplinarga such as TEL, the mixed
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methods approach is adopted in order to bridggaipdeft by the purists by
attempting to both paint the big picture in theaané staff development in blended
and online learning, utilising a survey, and alsalgse in depth what is
happening in some example individual cases, by woimy thirteen in-depth
interviews. The author understands the dangeraf an attempt; his research
may be labelled as superficial by the purists tifeziside. The decision to follow
a mixed methods paradigm has not been taken lightlg author has been
thinking long about the affordances and limitatiofi®oth the
positivist/postpositivist and the constructivistérpretivist paradigms and, having
not been totally convinced by either one, has agtid adopt a mixed methods
paradigm (Bergman 2011, Creswell 2009, DenscombB8,Zeeilzer 2010,

Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner 2007).

Mixed methods research has been adopted in angttenatilise the best tools
available to address the research questions, ridthelimposing some strict
ontological views to the research itself. Mixed huets research recognises the
fact that both quantitative and qualitative reskane important and useful.
According to Oliver (2002), if one is pluralistic the way one approaches theory
and research methodologies, one may risk beingfcipg but on the other hand,
if one can ‘believe and live’ in a chosen theorytmoelology, one can risk being

dogmatic.

In this study, quantitative and qualitative dataehbeen gathered sequentially, in
two phases. The first part of the research utilmasly quantitative research
methods; following some initial desk-based reseaaaiuestionnaire has been the
main tool for data gathering. The questionnaire fivaspiloted with two people

in order to be tested for clarity as well as fiswés purpose. This questionnaire,
which was emailed to the HelLs of UK HEIs, was agKor factual information

on the workshops, seminars, courses and supperedfto academic staff in their
institution. No evaluation on their effectivenesssamade at that stage. The

questionnaire also asked about the uptake of bteadé online learning in the



participating institutions.

During the second part of the research, the arstafifdevelopment in online
learning is explored in more depth. Thirteen iltasve case studies — including
the pilot interview — were developed on the waysas®K HEIs are tackling the
issue of staff development in blended and onliaenmg, as well as covering
wider institutional approaches on the implementatbTEL practices. The
research method utilised in this part was intergiewith HelLs in UK HEIs. The
interviews were semi-structured in order to all@wvih-depth data of particular

pertinence to the individual to be collected.

1.4. Research purpose — intended audience

My initial idea for my thesis, which aligns with npyofessional role and interests,

focuses on the tutors’ training needs in orderdiovdr blended and distance
learning courses successfully. It includes a trgjmeeds analysis based on the
background literature on staff development in amlgarning, focusing on what
online tutors are said to need to know and waysdm it - training sessions,
workshops, continuing professional development (C&Hort courses and more
formal qualifications such as modules on teachimigne (e.g. a module on online
learning as part of a PGCLT/PGCAP course) or calesetificates/diplomas on
teaching online. Existing frameworks, such as Ukud’s (2002, 2012)
conversational framework for the effective useeairhing technologies and
Salmon’s (2003, 2011) five stage model for e-maitggeare examined in detail
as they have influenced the research questionar@cbmpared to the research
findings that provide the HelLs’ perspectives. Otaurces that have influenced
this research include the followinte Universities and Colleges Information
Systems Association (UCISA) recent surveys on TECISA 2010, 2012, 2014),
the Higher Education Funding Council for Englandsed strategy for TEL
(HEFCE 2009), the HEA’s UK Professional Standardsrework for teaching
and supporting learning in Higher Education (HEARBF 2011) and various

TEL-related studies commissioned by the Joint imftion Systems Committee
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(JISC 2010, 2011, 2013, 2015).

This study is focused on the staff developmentigion that UK HEIs make in

the area of TEL. It aims to shed more light ondtsdf development activities
currently on offer by HEIs in the UK in order tocapsulate in detail information
on both technical and pedagogical training in tleaaf TEL, as well as examples
of good practice in the form of case studies anD @€tivities offered to

academic staff in this area from the heads of sileg perspective.

Despite the fact that a lot has been written orstligect, according to a UK
online study report (White et al. 2010), one of éineas around online distance
learning (ODL) that would be useful to be explofedher is ‘tutor training and
other continuing professional development for stafijployed to develop and
deliver ODL programmes’ (White et al. 2010, p.6)isTis another area of focus
for this research, as it looks at those areas frmHeLs’ perspective. The
intended audience of this research includes thos®ved or interested in the area
of TEL such as staff developers, learning technstsge-learning managers and

academics who are involved in blended and onlitigety.

1.5. Summary

This chapter introduced the research, the widetestin which this research is
taking place, its purpose, its main research qoestnd research approach, as
well as its intended audience. The following chaptevers an extended literature
review in the area of TEL, including models, franoeks, terminology, but also
an exploration of staff development in the are&BE and various approaches

and issues related to TEL implementation by HEIs.

19



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a detailed analytical revidselected background
literature on blended and online learning in thietert of staff development needs
for TEL, which is extended to include some modeld frameworks concerning
the effective use of learning technologies. Thesgwes were selected as they

provide focal background knowledge on TEL-suppomaplementation and on

staff development issues in the area of TEL; thgswhese sources have informed

and shaped the research questions for this theseso explained in this chapter.
The literature discussed in this chapter is thédap of this study and will be
compared and contrasted against the HelLs’ viewstaihdevelopment around
TEL.

The terminology related to TEL practice is clardfi@ this chapter. The role of
learning technologists in HE is explained as theycantral in promoting TEL
and in TEL-support implementation in today’s UK RBEnd are also usually
managed by HelLs who are the informants of thisarese Furthermore, a brief
history of learning theories is provided, as thaselikely to influence one’s
attitude to TEL. Some online learning models/frarogks on the effective use of
learning technologies and on staff developmentih @re closely examined, with
an emphasis on Laurillard’s (2002) conversatiorehkework for the effective use
of learning technologies and Salmon'’s five stageoelerating model (2002,
2003, 2011). The outcomes of desk-based reseatble mrea of staff
development of TEL in UK HEIs are then describadakly, the thorny issue of
cost is also reviewed as this may have a direcaghpn the sustainability of

blended and online courses.

This study is focused on the staff developmentigion that UK HEIs make in
the area of TEL. The biannual TEL survey for higbéucation in the UK
(UCISA 2010, 2012, 2014) administered by the Ursitess and Colleges

Information Systems Association (UCISA), using slaene informants as this
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study, the HeLs, offers a representative pictureetitutional developments in
this area in a much wider context, including pronsof IT systems, staffing
issues, prospective developments, as well as ti@@ated challenges that these
developments may pose in the near future and dess#ys these challenges
could be addressed. This study aims to shed ngitedn the staff development
activities currently on offer by HEIs in the UK ander to encapsulate in detalil
information on both technical and pedagogical trejnn the area of TEL, as well
as examples of good practice in the form of caséies and CPD activities

offered to academic staff in this area from thedseaf e-learning perspective.

2.1. Background - context of blended and online leaing

Information and Communication Technologies (ICTa) bave a profound impact
in enhancing teaching and learning as stated byGH=R005, 2009). During the
past decade in particular, fast broadband conmes;tiseb 2.0 software and
synchronous interactions facilitated by Voice ovgernet Protocol (VoIP)
software, web conferencing and immersive virtuatldehave transformed the
ways online learning can be delivered. Furthermewmeio-economic concerns
about ways to consider and implement lifelong leeynwidening participation
and the added emphasis for the creation of a krigeldased economy (Jallade
and Mora 2001), coupled with recent advances imieg technologies and the
world-wide-web have created an increasing demanblémded and online

learning courses in HEIs in the UK and globallyr(dslanis 2009).

There are many open universities around the wdféding online distance
learning (ODL) courses. The wikieducator's handb(®ikl1) of open universities
(OUs) in the world lists sixty universities baseadive continents offering online
degrees to a national and international audiefite UK’s OU is among them
and with 250,000 students currently enrolled is mgnihe largest HEIs globally
(Open University UK Facts and Figures 2010).
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Campus—based institutions around the world haweratsently become
increasingly interested in blended, flexible anstahce learning delivery for parts
of their portfolio. Increasing their online prowsi is among the common targets
for many traditional campus-based universities ioglat new ways to expand.
The flexibility in time and space offered by onlidistance learning allows
universities to target some of their courses tademaudience nationally and
internationally. As already noted, some UK univégsihave made a commitment
to increase flexible and blended learning as fatteir strategic plan or their
mission(Nottingham Trent University 2010, Southampton Sblémiversity

2015 University of Kent 2007, University of Reading 2Q01hiversity of West
London 2008). This is done partly due to increasiamand for online learning;
according to a study for online education in thet&thStates of America (USA)
funded by the Sloan Consortium (Allen and Seamdf®R@&nrolments in online
courses were growing much faster than the ovettadlent population as the 21%
growth rate for online enrolments has exceededibthie 2% growth of the
overall higher education student population. Inab&mn of 2009 there were 5.6
million students enrolled in online courses in tH&A which is one million more
students than the number reported a year earlilgn(Aand Seaman 2010). It is
noteworthy that according to the same report orieaening is no longer seen as a
‘poor relative’ or inferior to face-to-face learginOn the contrary, the number of
academic leaders in the USA who rated the learoitgomes in online education
as the same or superior to those in face-to-fage from 57% in 2003 to 66% in
2010 (Allen and Seaman 2010).

A study of the UK’s online learning (White et aD10), commissioned by the
Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFC&howed that there were
no existing bodies of data on online and distareening provision among
campus-based universities. Following desk-baseshreh, the same study
identified 1,528 courses delivered by distancea@mithe learning by UK Further
Education (FE) and HE institutions. According testburvey, most of the online

courses were either postgraduate or vocationakesyroviding entry routes to
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HE; continuous professional development (CPD) cesivgere also popular for
online delivery. This study evidenced that it was @asy to find ODL courses
offered by UK HEIs and ‘this problem was compoundgad lack of clarity in the
terminology used by institutions to describe ti@DL programmes’ (White et al.
2010, p.1).

It has been found that delivery of online and beshdourses by traditional,
campus-based institutions is no simple task. Sinedast decade, institutions
have been challenged to not only employ technotogieenhance learning,
teaching and assessment but also to move beyoitdlgapestment and invest
further in staff development on the appropriateggedgjical use of the
technologies in order to maximise their potentiadid students’ learning (HEFCE
20009).

Learning platforms for online learning such as ViIiase been implemented by
the vast majority of universities and collegeshea UK; according to the
Universities and Colleges Information Systems Asgomm survey (UCISA 2010)
on TEL in 2010, 90% of the HEIs that participatedhe survey reported having
at least one main VLE in use, while this figureerds 95% of survey respondents
in 2014 (UCISA 2014). Furthermore, according toghme latest survey,
centrally supported use of plagiarism preventioth detection software and e-
submission tools remain the most common centralbpperted software across the
sector. E-portfolio, blog and e-assessment toolgedisas personal response
systems (PRS) were also well established. Lectptuce and media streaming
solutions were identified as the leading new demandinstitutional support
(UCISA 2014). This is clear evidence of the faetthwvhile VLE implementation
was a central focus for most institutions moreesslten years ago, their provision
for learning technologies has expanded rapidiynttude, add or integrate other

systems and tools that facilitate teaching, leayaind assessment.

It has been found that online provision takes atfgtlanning and requires IT
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infrastructure, platforms, administrative processed online tutors-moderators in
order to succeed. Many authors (Garrison and Vaugb@as, Laurillard 2002,
MacDonald 2008, Palloff and Pratt 2007, Salmon 20@& and Mills 1999,
2003) have highlighted the fact that, for onlinarfeng to succeed, staff
development is of crucial importance. AccordindvtacDonald (2008, p.177):

The effectiveness of a blended course will be yr@#tuenced by the skill,
enthusiasm and availability of the staff who wonkito They will need staff
development to be effective, unless they alreadggss the relevant

experience.

Moreover, Salmon (2003) argues that an online ttoderator needs to develop
technical skills but more importantly, become awaraew teaching practices
that can be implemented online in order to becoffieeteve facilitators in online
environments. Currently, there are a variety ofrapphes to staff development on
blended and online learning including staff traghgessions, workshops,
seminars, CPD short courses and online resourdses, pedagogical aspects of
online learning are often covered as part of th€ PBPGCAP courses aimed at
new lecturers. These approaches currently in usékbiEls for staff
development for blended and online learning fromieLs’ perspective are the

main focus of this research.

At this point, and as this research is focused Bh, Tt is worthwhile clarifying
the various terms used in the area, as there igtana of terms commonly used
worldwide to describe courses that make use ofttiCdeliver parts of the course,

or the whole course.

2.2. Terminology

This section clarifies the various terms used edtea of online learning,

including e-learning, online learning/web basedrew, TEL, distance learning,
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blended/hybrid learning and synchronous and aspmcius online learning.

2.2.1. E-learning

According to the Joint Information Systems Comnaitt@lSC e-learning 2011),
the term e-learning refers to learning facilitaded supported through the use of
ICT and can cover a spectrum of activities frormtkd to fully online
approaches. Similarly to this definition, Oblingard Hawkins (2005) underline
the fact that e-learning, while in the past useddscribe learning that takes place
entirely online, now refers to the use of technglagdeliver some or all of a
course. While this term is still popular and stilluse mostly in training, in the
UK’s HE sector it has mostly been replaced by émmt‘Technology Enhanced
Learning’ (HEFCE 2009, p.1).

2.2.2. Online learning/web based learning

The term online or web based learning is very sintb e-learning but emphasises
the importance of the world-wide-web for the deliyvef the course. E-learning

on the contrary can include other electronic medich as compact disks (CDs);

however, this has become less common nowadays.

2.2.3. Technology enhanced learning

TEL is an inclusive term that encompasses bleneaching, distance learning and
even classroom-based activities assisted by digithinology (Almpanis et al.
2010). The Higher Education Funding Council for Bnd (HEFCE) is now

using this term as a replacement of the term axegmwhich ‘can now sometimes
be too narrowly defined to describe fully the wigle=ad use of learning
technology in institutions’ (HEFCE 2009, p.1).

2.2.4. Distance learning
Distance learning is a term used to emphasiseatttdtfat students can be
geographically dispersed and that minimum or noptsattendance is necessary.

In the past, distance learning was making useeptsst to send learning packs;
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however, nowadays many distance learning corresgpasdcourses are replaced
by ODL courses. Unless otherwise noted, the testadce learning is used in this
document to refer to ODL courses where theretis litr no campus-based
contact.

2.2.5. Blended/hybrid learning

Blended or hybrid learning is a term that has bexarareasingly popular lately
as it is often seen as ‘the best of both worldate-to-face and online. According
to MacDonald (2008, p.2):

The term (blended learning) is commonly associatéid the introduction
of online media into a course or programme, whiléhe same time
recognising that there is merit in retaining faceface contact and other
traditional approaches to supporting studentsslaiso used where
asynchronous media such as email, forums, blogsglas are deployed in

conjunction with synchronous technologies, commtaxior audio.

What is more, blended learning is perceived asinegua fundamental redesign
that transforms the whole approach to teachingeething. It is not just a
mixture of face-to-face and online components biloaightful fusion of
classroom-based and online learning experiencesi§@a and Vaughan 2008).
In other words, the classroom and the online enwrent are fully integrated in a
way that extends learning beyond the classroomtiogea continuous learning
experience that makes the best of both environmehtsclassroom and the

online space.

According to Allen and Seaman (2010), ‘blended/id/lmourses are strictly
defined as having between 30% and 79% of theirestrttelivered online.
Courses with 80% or more delivered online are naimeithe’ while those having
up to 30% delivered online are named ‘web fac#éittourses, according to the

same source (Allen and Seaman 2010). This definmay initially seem too
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prescriptive; however, it is useful as it highlighhe spectrum of form of course
delivery. The University of Glamorgan has adoptesihailar definition of blended
learning which is based on a continuum as showsgare 2.1 (Jones and Man
Sze Lau 2010).

Basic ICT usage E-enhanced E-focused E-intensive
Eg PowerPoint Access to online Discussion boards, Whole modules/
presentations resources. Use of Bb online assessment awards delivered
for anouncements, tests, interactive and moderated
lecture notes, learning material. online.

student communication.

Figure 2.1. Blended learning continuum — Sourcaedand Man Sze Lau 2010.

This continuum includes the whole range of ICT dadlearning, from basic ICT
usage to complement face-to-face teaching to tuline delivery of
units/modules. Jones and Man Sze Lau (2010) uneédiiie importance of
pedagogical design in the adoption of technologgking clear that their model
does not imply a simple technological add-on te&xg modules, but a total

redesign of the whole module/unit.

While the aforementioned literature uses the tdslasded and hybrid
indistinguishably, the term blended is going taabepted in this thesis to refer to
courses that are either e-enhanced or e-focuseelsasibed in the blended
learning continuum above. The term blended is predieto the term hybrid as,
according to the author, it denotes better thetfaattwhile embedding
technology, there is a redesign of the curricularwhich both environments, the
classroom and the online environment, become iatedy in contrast to hybrid
learning where each of the two main components;ammpus and online, can be
an add-on to the other. The term blended is gairigetused in this context

throughout this thesis and further clarificationl\we provided when this term is
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used by the informants in this research.

2.2.6. Synchronous/asynchronous online learning

Online learning can employ synchronous (commurocagimong participants is
occurring at the same time) and/or asynchronousifaanication among
participants is occurring at different times) dehy options. Asynchronous
learning can be self-paced and self-directed aat @n take place using
discussion forums where students contribute at tven time over a pre-specified
period for a task such as discussion of an art@teer asynchronous tools include
wikis where students can collaboratively edit a \wabe and produce a group
project. Synchronous learning takes place usingaoelierencing systems, Skype
or other software that allows for students to noedine with their tutor

simultaneously at a pre-specified time.

The emergence of different forms of blended antheriearning has created the
need for staff development in the area of TEL. Ers&aff development needs in
both pedagogical as well as technological aspdci&b have resulted in the
creation of a new role in universities, the leagnieachnologist, whose role is

described in the following section.

2.3. The role of the learning technologists in UK His

One of the main challenges identified in the UCKSAveys (UCISA 2010, 2012,
2014) is the lack of academic staff knowledge mdhea of online learning and
teaching. In order to address the staff developmeatls of the academic staff,
HEIs have employed professionals with various jtéest— learning technologists,
e-learning officers, e-learning advisers, e-leagrstaff developers - whose job
role includes staff development in the effective ageducational technologies.
Fifty-four out of 91 institutions (63%) participag in the UCISA 2010 survey
reported having a learning technology support white 56 (65%) had an
educational development unit that provided TEL supOn top of that, TEL

28



support is commonly provided by IT support unit8%g while local,
departmental support is also provided in two thofithe cases (66%), according
to the survey. Similar numbers were reported ink@SA 2014 survey as TEL
support was provided by a learning technology supjat by 60 (66%) out of
the 96 HEIs who completed the survey, while 46 (bigported that TEL support
was also provided by an educational development AnilT support unit still
came on top in terms of central units who provi@i&d support with 66
responses (73%). According to the UCISA 2014 sutlieynumber of learning
technologists who provide TEL support has risempdeshe challenging

economic climate:

There has been an overall increase in the numberashing technologists
both within and outside central units... Despitedhallenging economic
climate and budgetary pressures, which have ledynder half the number
of responding institutions to restructure or chamyeésting TEL support
roles, 34 institutions reported that they had adlfuancreased staffing
levels for TEL since the last survey and 38 institis foresee staff
increases in the future (UCISA 2014, p.13).

Learning technologists are a diverse group of gitmals whose activities range
from training and staff development to researcmagament and technical
support (Oliver 2002). In some universities leagniachnologists — or e-learning
staff developers - are part of the centre for dgnek in teaching and learning
(CETL), in others they undertake educational resean the potential of
technology to enhance learning and may inform usitsewide strategies in the
adoption of learning technologies. According to tHelSA survey, approximately
11 members of learning technology staff were apedion average by each of
the institutions who participated in the survey;stnof them (9) were residing in
the learning technology support units while the vesre divided in local
departmental support, educational development onitgéher places such as

generic IT support units, or the library (UCISA 2)1The mean number of

29



learning technologists working in each of thesdsuslightly rose in 2014 apart
from the number of learning technologists workindT support units where there
was a slight decrease (UCISA 2014).

Staff development is critical in the implementat@fiTEL in one’s practice
(according to Garrison and Vaughan 2008, Lauril2062, MacDonald 2008,
Palloff and Pratt 2007, Salmon 2003, Tait and MiB®9, 2003)as is one’s
knowledge of learning theories (Ally 2004he next section provides a brief
description of the main learning theories as theyehbeen developed over the last
century, and draws links between them and the tvay tan be applied in online

learning environments.

2.4. Learning theories — paradigms and their appliation in online

environments: from behaviourism to connectivism

Educators and psychologists have developed valgawsing theories over the
last century; it is worthwhile for any educatothi@ve an understanding of
learning theories so that they might understanil tven teaching philosophy.
The brief review of the learning theories and leagrparadigms as they have
been shaped in the 2@nd the first decade of thes2dentury here is not
exhaustive, as that would be a study of its owmjdaimed to highlight main
theoretical approaches to learning and teaching.worthwhile mentioning that
these theories have emerged through different petisps and can be seen as
complementary rather than contradictory accordingdssey (2014). He
identifies four main perspectives that are takea atcount in various degrees by
different learning constructs: a) the neurobiolagjgerspective that views
learning through biological structure and functibihthe cognitive perspective
which focuses on psychological structure and fumgtc) the motivational
perspective which views learning through the irgecé the learner and is
critically important in particular in adult learrgnand d) the social perspective

which focuses more on the ways social involvemetatgrates with practice and
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the ways outcomes are used in the long term.

2.4.1. Behaviourism

For behaviourists, it is unknown what takes plastde someone’s mind, so they
focus more on observable behaviour rather thamnatactivity. Behaviourists
focus more on behavioural change, based on respémsémuli (Hergenhahn
and Olson 2001). According to Ally (2004, p.8), &' hehaviorist school sees the
mind as a ‘black box’ in the sense that a resptmsestimulus can be observed
quantitatively, totally ignoring the effect of thglt processes occurring in the
mind’. As a consequence of that, behaviouristsnadidopt a mechanistic view of
learning which does not take into account either@arners’ prior experiences or
their context, but assumes that their learningesdirect result of some specific,
mechanical input. Skinner’s radical behaviourisjaated totally any
interpretation referring to mentalistic events ag-acientific (Hergenhahn and
Olson 2001). Skinner laid the foundations of corepiased, instructional
learning through his teaching machines. Gagnétsuasonal design (Gagneé et al.
2005) is also mainly based in behaviouristic ppies as is the whole

instructional paradigm.

Despite the fact that behaviourism has been @éttifor seeing learning as a
mechanical process, behaviourism’s perspectiveaming is not just
neurological but motivational too as it considersrggly the role of rewards in
learning (Passey 2014). Furthermore, behaviounistiples are still evident in
most formal learning environments and many e-tngmackages (ECDL
Training 2013, Hemsley Fraser 2013, NHS 2013, Skititive 2013) aimed at

individual, self-directed learning, are followingHaviourist learning principles.

2.4.2. Cognitivism
In cognitivism, learning is seen as a series ofiignitially managed in short
term memory, then coded for long-term recall (Siegn2004). Most cognitivists

take into account one’s prior knowledge as theyswmwar the way that new
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knowledge integrates with existing knowledge. Fam, the learning process is
the act of internalising knowledge. The differeisthat cognitivists view
knowledge as symbolic mental constructs, whereagt behaviourists are
interested in observable changes in behaviour @tgrghn and Olson 2001).
Piaget, an important figure in educational psychylm the 2@ century, assumed
that ‘learning involves both acquisition of infortiwan and cognitive
representation of that information’ (Hergenhahn &gbn 2001, p.288). Piaget’'s
contribution was extremely important in developnag¢bgnitive psychology, as

he was the one to point out that children of vagiages were at different stages of

cognitive development and therefore their ‘readheslearn varied accordingly.
Learning packages that provide content in variouséts coupled with formative
assessment, which can be either automated viaegu@znclude tutor’s feedback
on other coursework, align with both behaviourist @ognitivist learning theories
where the support for learning is focused on tlokvidual (Almpanis et al. 2010).
According to Hergernhahn and Olson, ‘Both Piagetfaesentative of the
cognitive paradigm) and most of the behavioristeeh@ached the same
conclusion about education; namely, that it mushdevidualised’ (2001, p.428).
Cognitivism has been criticised for focusing on itiividual, ignoring the power

of the networks in learning (Siemens 2004).

2.4.3. Constructivism

Constructivism sees learners as active seekensavfledge in their attempt to
create meaning and is concerned with the sociatantions that support learning.
Constructivists emphasise the importance of learselecting what they want to
learn and in pursuing that. Constructivists al®wiearning as a rather complex
process and in their view successful teaching shemrlulate this complexity, in
order to prepare students for life (Siemens 2084hough constructivist research
is still evolving, constructivist theory has a rigistory as it was initiated by

Dewey at the beginning of the®2@entury according to Richardson (2007).

Situated learning, which sees learning as contéxtueentral in constructivism
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(Ally 2004, p.17). Therefore, in constructivist teang, previous experiences and
background knowledge are of crucial importancendssiduals ‘create or
construct their own new understandings or knowlatigeugh the interaction of
what they already believe and the ideas, eventsaativities with which they
come into contact’ (Ultanir 2012, p.195). ‘Constivists shift the focus from
knowledge as a product to knowing as a processaiyl2012, p.196). Therefore,
in online learning courses influenced by a consivist pedagogy, learning
objectives and the ways these are going to be ssstese broadly defined and
usually further negotiated with the learner, whastve participation in the
process is critical to the learning process. Inaghkne environment,
constructivists can utilise various tools for conmuation, reflection and online
portfolio building tools to facilitate learning. Bpite its apparent advantages of
making learning negotiated and thus more relevaone’s needs, it could be
stated that it should not be seen as a panace# al learners may be culturally,
psychologically or otherwise prepared to beneétrrthis approach, and other
approaches to learning should not be singled olly 2904, Moule 2007).

Despite their apparent differences, it is worthmgpthat elements of
behaviourism, cognitivism and constructivism cdrbalincluded in the design of
learning materials. According to Ally (2004, p.7):

Behaviorists’ strategies can be used to teachwieat’ (facts), cognitive
strategies can be used to teach the ‘how’ (proceasd principles), and
constructivist strategies can be used to teachwthg’ (higher level
thinking that promotes personal meaning and sitdi@ed contextual

learning).

Behaviourism, cognitivism and constructivism arerfdational learning theories
on which other learning constructs are founded. &ofthose are briefly
discussed in the following sub-sections.
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2.4.4. Social constructionism

Social constructionism’s origins can be traced dadRerger and Luckman
(1966). In their book ‘The social construction eélity: a treatise in the sociology
of knowledge’ they put the sociological foundatiaisocial constructionism
according to which man can only be understood asop#he particular culture

they belong to:

It goes without saying, then, that the organism,awn more, the self,
cannot be adequately understood apart from thei@aer social context in
which they were shaped (Berger and Luckman 1968) p.

Social constructionism cannot be easily definedating to Burr (2003). Its main
characteristics are that our knowledge — and tbezdghe ways we learn — is
socially and culturally specific and that knowledgsustained by social
processes and constructed between people: ‘Itasigih the daily interactions
between people in the course of social life thatvausions of knowledge become
fabricated’ (Burr 2003, p.4).

Social constructionism is influenced by postmodamand questions our ability
to find the ‘truth’ and uncover hidden structurleattwould enable us to learn and
understand the world. Therefore, for social cortstonists, knowledge is
subjective and subjected to interpretation basesborio-historical contexts and
power discourses (Burr 2003). Some social constmists adopt the more
radical, subjective or inter-subjective approachewlity according to which
reality is negotiated in social settings, whilee#hrecognise that although reality
IS negotiated within social contexts, it still kmdegree of objectivity (Cunliffe
2013). When adopted in online environments, s@aaktructionism emphasises
the power of the various discourses that take pateng the members of a
learning group or community. Asynchronous but aigachronous
communication and collaboration tools can be engiay facilitate these

discourses. However, it is important to bear indrtimat these discourses become
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‘mediated’ in the online environment. This appro&ch very popular practice in
online learning courses; the main criticism liesha fact that while in some
subjects it can be a sound pedagogic approachglttmot be the best in others
(Moule 2007). Furthermore, social constructiongtr@aches, by their very

nature, may disadvantage participants from diveusteiral backgrounds.

2.4.5. Networked learning

Networked learning focuses on the connections hednteractions between
learners, tutors and resources. The Departmentdwédiional Research at
Lancaster University (CSALT Lancaster Universityp20Jones et al. 2000, p.18)
defined networked learning as ‘learning in whichIT&s used to promote
connectionsbetween one learner and other learners, betveaendrs and tutors;

between a learning community and its learning recses).

Networked learning, in contrast to the CommunitéPractice (CoP) approach
which is described next, does not privilege anyipalar type of relationships,
either between people, or between people and rese@ones et al. 2006). While
CoPs place a strong emphasis on the strong retijpsin those communities
and collaboration among their members, networkathlag theorists recognise
that there is value in both strong and weak tiesragrmembers of a network
(Ryberg and Larsen 2008), as participants can beeicore in some networks and
in the periphery in others. In online environmenetworked learning tends to
utilise the internet and its various communicatowl collaboration tools for

learners and tutors to interact with each otherthadearning resources.

The main criticism of networked learning is that tietworks are imaginary,
according to an actor network theory approach. Adiog to Fox (2005, p.104):

The Internet, which began to be accessed on a saake and
internationally in the 1990s, basically expandethpbased culture and the

imagined community that came with it.
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2.4.6. Learning in ‘Communities of Practice’ (CoPs)

The preceding learning theories and constructslynefer to formal, structured
learning. Wenger (1998) recognised the importarigeformal learning; he
emphasised the role of the communities of pra¢@s) in one’s learning.
Wenger (1998) proposed a social theory of learnhmayacterised by components
such as meaning, practice, community and identgnger’s main criticism to
traditional learning theories is that the view tlegirning should take place in
structured environments (classrooms) and learrengld be taught by a teacher is
outdated; in his view, learning does not necessaekd to be associated with
teaching, but is a more natural process that tplee® all the time throughout
one’s life and is heavily enhanced by the socipkasof living in a community.
Most of us are members of one community of praq@P) or more even if we
are not consciously aware of it; in one communigymay be at the core while in
another we may be on the periphery. In all case®s@re an integral part of our
daily lives and provide fertile environments foateing in a natural, informal

way.

2.4.7. Connectivism

Connectivists claim that the latest developmenteahnology, media and
communications have altered our habitat in a dremeady; there is now a huge
amount of knowledge produced and made availabta fhich people can dip in
and out. Connectivists (Downes 2012, Siemens 20@4e beyond seeing
learning as external or internal and claim thatrisey can also reside outside us.
According to Siemens, connectivism incorporate®shaetwork, and complexity

and self-organisation theories:

Connectivism is the integration of principles exptbby chaos, network,
and complexity and self-organization theories. In&ag is a process that
occurs within nebulous environments of shiftingecelements — not entirely

under the control of the individual. Learning (defd as actionable
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knowledge) can reside outside ourselves (withiorg@anization or a
database), is focused on connecting specializedrnrdtion sets, and the
connections that enable us to learn more are mmgortant than our

current state of knowing (Siemens 2004, p.3).

Therefore, ‘the pipe is more important than thetenhwithin the pipe’, according
to connectivism (Siemens 2004, p.4). Connectiviss lieen recently adopted by
many evangelists of massive open online coursesgM§), however, as Bell
(2011) rightly points out, it is still contested &her connectivism is a learning
theory and not simply a phenomenon and, as comsutis very new, it is yet

untested and unproven.

The learning theories and constructs consideres prewide a good background
to the research questions regarding staff developmeds around TEL and the
institutional approaches required for TEL to besefifvely embedded in the
curriculum, as perceived by HelLs, and have inforthednterview question on
whether the online programmes offered by the ime@nparticipants’ institutions

follow a specific online learning theory or model.

Having considered a range of learning theoriescamdtructs, the following
section is looking closely through the literatunghe area of TEL; some of the
most prominent models and frameworks concerningtfeetive use of learning
technologies and their implications for staff deyghent in TEL are summarised

and discussed and the way these align with tharelsguestions is highlighted.

2.6. Online learning models/frameworks - Staff dedepment in TEL

Aimard (2011) points out five main dimensions déarning: a) technology
(internet, world-wide-web, e-learning platforms);dontent access and
production (instructional design, content produttiopen source content); c)

communication and interaction (asynchronous andregmous online
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communications, access to peers, scholars andtexpre-pedagogy (e-tutoring,
problem solving, project-based learning, metacagmiand reflective learning,
socio-constructivist learning); and e) organisaticaand cultural dimensions
(looking at the ways the four aforementioned din@ms come together and
interact with each other). These dimensions aerlinked and equally important
in the implementation of e-learning courses. Witiie research will focus
primarily on the pedagogical and technological disiens, it will also touch on
all other dimensions.

According to Palloff and Pratt (2007, p.129), inerto create an effective online
course, one should not convert the curriculum itak face-to-face course and
putting it online — but convert their teaching nagthlogy. Despite the fact that
the steps to be followed when designing an onlmese are similar to face-to-
face courses - such as outlining learning objestigelecting course materials,
tasks and assessments, establishing a topic-csoleme of work and aligning
assessment of activities with learning outcomesadjekctives - they have to be
considered from the start rather than convertinguase from one medium to
another. Palloff and Pratt (2007, p.130) argue ‘@oparadigm shift regarding the
mode of delivery of the course material’ is neces$ar the creation of an
effective online course. Course delivery is far emmnportant than the syllabus in
online courses and the activities contained withencourse are critical for its

Success.

The transition from teaching in the classroom axkeng online may not always
be easy or smooth. Online learning has challendadators and their practice
(Jones and Man Sze Lau 2010). Online learning Isasbaought a whole new set
of issues and problems for academax;ording tdPalloff and Pratt (2007, pp.7-
8):

It takes a unique individual with a unique setaléhts to be successful in

the traditional classroom; the same is true for dmine classroom. The
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ability to do both is a valuable asset in todaytademic institutions.

The following models by Anderson (2004), Salmon0@0and Laurillard (2002)
attempt to formulate a theory of practice for oallearning. They share in
common an emphasis on the interactions that tadeemnline between teachers
and learners, but also interactions with contenaimous media types. These
interactions are aimed to form a community of imgim Anderson’s case, largely
depending initially on the ability of the tutor poovide basic technical support
and facilitate learning in Salmon’s model, and @a# of the dialogic level in
Laurillard’s conversational framework. Furthermdtegse interactions are also
adaptive and depend not only on the ability oftthter to be familiar with the
platform in use and facilitate learning, making n$éarning resources, but also
on the ability of both the tutor and the learneradapt their actions based on the

feedback they are getting from each other.

Anderson’s (2004) model is based on the basidates of learning taking into
account the affordances of the world-wide-web d®dnhain forms of online
interaction. His e-learning model is built arouhd two main human actors,
teachers and students and their interactions with ether and with the learning
content. According to Anderson (2004), online |&agrallows for three main
types of interaction: student-content, studentati@nd student-teacher, as
shown in Figure 2.2. These interactions are mastportant for online courses;
however, Anderson argues that ‘they can be subsditior each other depending
upon costs, content, learning objectives, convaietechnology used and time
availability’ (Anderson 2004, p.53). As long as afe¢hose three elements of
interaction is at very high levels, the other tvanild be offered at minimum levels
or even be totally omitted from an online coursthaiit degrading the learning
experience.
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Figure 2.2. Anderson’s model of educational inteoas on the semantic web —
Source: Anderson 2004.

Salmon also acknowledges the three types of irtieramentioned above;

however, her model focuses more on the interattétween groups of students
with the tutor as mediator and supporter:

When | discuss online interaction, | acknowledgs thhen working online
there are three types: interaction with ‘conterdb(rse materials or
references), interaction between the tutor andstiselent and, third, the
much wider interaction between groups of peers lisuath the e-
moderator as the mediator and supporter. It is thisd kind that the model
focuses on whilst seeking to integrate the other(013, p. 31).
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Salmon’s 5-stage model (2003, 2011) offers a steptép guide on how to run e-
learning activities which she calls ‘e-tivities’eHmodel is focused on facilitation
of group participation; participants are going tigh some online structured
activities with the aim to become independent leestand eventually develop the
qualities of an online facilitator themselves, bewn in Figure 2.3. In the initial
stage, participants access and get introducecete-tearning platform; any
technical issues are addressed and sorted atdlyes which also includes
welcoming and encouraging, usually by an experiémcgine moderator. During
stage two, participants exchange messages withrthup, while at the same time
the moderator facilitates this process making theiesocial and cultural issues
are catered for. In stage three, participantdhey get more familiar with the
platform, start to exchange information and inteveith the content, the
moderator and other participants too. In stage, foanticipants can fully
appreciate the potential of asynchronous interadbasupport their learning and
they take control of constructing knowledge in ngays; for instance, they take
initiative to build and sustain groups and they naw handle group dynamics on
their own. Finally, at stage five, participantsiase full responsibility for their
own learning, they become committed and creatitbenvays they use the
platform; they are also reflective of the wholeqass they have followed and
they are ready to apply the newfound knowledgentihe participation to their

own, individual contexts.
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The online moderators need to own and develop &euonf qualities, according
to Salmon (2013). These qualities include an urideding of the online process,

technical skills, online communication skills, cent expertise as well as personal

characteristics. An understanding of the onlineepss can be best gained through

personal experience of being an online learneriandeded in order to become
aware of the potential of online learning and bee@le to foster and pace
discussion by weaving, summarising, evaluatingefifect of contributions,
enabling effective group work and providing indivad and group feedback. The
technical skills needed by online moderators inelagerational understanding of
the software in use, reasonable keyboard skillderstanding of the structures of
online conferencing so that they are able to céniveave and archive
conversations as well as monitor participants’ esageate links to online
resources as well as have an appreciation of teenet’s potential for learning
and be able to use alternative software and ptagomhe online communication
skills needed for effective online moderation irdgappropriate use of time,

writing concisely, ability to create ‘presence’ duisibility’ in the online
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environment, manage students’ expectations, vaugzsity and handle conflict
constructively. Content expertise is also needetthabthe moderators can add
their own contributions, encourage sound contringimade by others, being
able to start debates by posing intriguing questi@now about valuable
resources on the web including multimedia resoutltaiscan be used to enliven
the conversations as well as being able to givatimeonline feedback and carry
authority by awarding marks fairly to studentstoeir participation. Finally,
personal characteristics needed by online moderatolude motivation and
determination, adaptability to new teaching corgemtethods, audiences and
roles, sensitivity to online relationships and aipee attitude towards online
learning so that they are able to create and suataonline learning community.
Salmon’s five stage model, together with the othedels described here, have
formed the basis of the research question regatdatgrers’ staff development
needs for successful delivery of blended and ordmeses and the HeLs’ view

on this is discussed in the discussion — integnatfdfindings chapter.

Laurillard’s conversational framework for the effige use of learning
technologies (2002) emphasises the need for acteH#eorganisational
infrastructure to be in place. According to heleaning organisation needs to be
adaptive to the changing environment they find thelres in. Laurillard’s
framework is a dialogic (conversational) procesd thkes place on two levels:
the discursive level with a particular focus onatyeand conceptualising, and the
experiential level where the focus is on practaz#ivity and procedure building.
While both levels are interactive, interactionshat discursive level are taking
place within the members of the community wheraabe experiential level the
interaction is rather adaptive; in other wordsitiddvidual in the experiential
phase is trying something new, adapting their astdepending on their results.
As shown in Figure 2.4,aurillard’s conversational framework for instruani
accommodates continuous interactions between #teigtor and the learners
through various media types. The online environneensed in order to facilitate

learners’ adapted actions and conceptions throeftgction based on the
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instructor’s feedback; the whole process is ratlygiamic, as the instructor takes

into account the learners’ previous actions in ptdenodify the description of

the task and tailor his/her feedback to the leatner

@
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Figure 2.4. Laurillard’s Conversational Framewauk linstruction - Source: Saint

Mary’s University of Minnesota 2013.

Laurillard’s conversational framework emphasisesftct that although a

teaching strategy cannot be prescriptive, it mest lsontinuous dialogue between

the teacher and the students, which reveals thigipants’ conceptions and
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determine the focus for further dialogue:

There is no escape from the need for dialogueerdl'ts no room for mere
telling, nor for practice without description, ntor experimentation

without reflection, nor for student action withdaedback (2013, p71).

Laurillard’s framework for an effective teachingagegy brings together the
responsibilities of both students and teachersdute iterative, continuous
dialogue and identifies four distinct aspects ef pnogression of the dialogue:
discursive, adaptive, interactive and reflectivethe initial discursive phase, the
teacher and the students must agree the learnalg fyo a particular topic by
making their conceptions accessible to each otheryequires a discussion
environment for the topic goal, within which stutkegenerate and receive
feedback on their descriptions. Following this certiee adaptive phase during
which the teacher adapts the task goal in the bfjtite students’ description in
order to determine the task focus of the continuiiadpgue; the student has the
responsibility to use the feedback from their warkl relate it to their conception
of the task. During the interactive phase of tredatjue the teacher provides the
task environment within which students must a@dbieve the goal and the
teacher provides meaningful intrinsic feedbackhmngtudents’ actions. During
the reflective phase the teacher supports the gsaoewhich students link the
feedback on their actions to the topic goal andsthdents reflect on their task,
their actions and the teacher’s feedback and maldéy actions further. This
process according to Laurillard ‘aspires to prdmca form of interaction between
teacher and student, rather than action on thestu@002, p.78). In other
words, students’ learning needs and their activeluement in the learning
process is taken into account. At the centre détmmntinuous interactions
between teacher and students sit the various niegli@an support these
processes — discursive, adaptive, interactive aeffelctive — and are classified as
narrative, interactive, communicative, adaptive pratluctive. Examples of

narrative media according to Laurillard (2002) ud# the lecture, print (books,
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journals, magazines), as well as linear audio adelov Examples of interactive
media include hypermedia, web resources and irtteeaelevision.
Communicative media refer to computer-mediated e@micing both
asynchronous (discussion forums) and synchronausdqa&onferencing, video
conferencing), but also tools that allow studeotdfaboration. Adaptive media
examples include simulations/virtual environmetusyrial programs and
educational games. Productive media in Laurillafidisnework refer to
environments in which the students can build soimgtand engage with the
subject by experiencing its internal relationshdpgctly; such environments
include microworlds, collaborative microworlds amadelling environments.
Laurillard’s conversational framework is explicitiyscussed and contrasted with

the HelLs’ perspectives in the discussion — intégnadf findings chapter.

In the second edition of her seminal book ‘Rethigkiiniversity teaching: a
framework for the effective use of learning teclogns’, Laurillard (2002)

claims that learning is understood to occur throagguisition, practice and
discovery, and discussion. Learning through actjorscan be supported by
lectures and learning resources; learning througbtigce and discovery can be
supported by exercises and problem-based learynigld trips and practicals,
or virtual field trips and simulations; learningakigh discussion can be supported
by seminars and tutorials in a face-to-face envitent and by the use of
asynchronous and/or synchronous communication todise such as discussion
forums and web conferencing software in the ondéineironment. According to
Laurillard (2002), when these methods are practiceadmbination, they are
capable of satisfying most of the requirements t&faghing strategy which needs
to allow for ‘a continuing iterative dialogue bewveteacher and student, which
reveals the participants’ conceptions, and theatians between them, and these
in turn will determine the focus for the furthealtigue’ (2002, p.71).

Later on, in her ‘Teaching as a design sciencekbbaurillard (2012) adds

learning through inquiry and learning through dodleation as ways that learning
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can arise. Inquiry learning is based on uses ohieg resources but the learners
need to actively engage with the material by adhgpai critical and analytical
approach. According to Laurillard (2012) the comnfiestures of learning
through inquiry include: a) a challenging taskspgcialised task resources; and
) guidance ‘designed to model and elicit the slall inquiry, investigation,
interpretation, integration, analysis, critiquealesation, resolution, synthesis, and
representation of a problem or issue’ (pp.125-@)laborative learning is
supported by small group tasks or projects whergestts can discuss each other’s
outputs or build joint output either face-to-fageoaline, using forums and wikis.
Additionally, according to Laurillard, learning thugh production occurs ‘when
learners generate articulations from all other sypielearning, as part of the
teacher communication cycle’ (2012, p.104). The fivethods mentioned above,
acquisition, practice and discovery, discussioguiry and collaboration will be
considered in the context of the data gatheredignstudy about ways TEL has
been used in participating institutions, basednendata gathered from HelLs who

are the informants of this study.

According to Laurillard’s framework, for the sucefd implementation of
learning technologies in an institution, there isead for an appropriate
organisational infrastructure and a supportiveuralto be in place. As innovation
with emerging learning technologies is under camtsi@velopment, their
implementation often requires collaborative effditterefore, there is a need for
the knowledge in this area within an institutiorb®smanaged by sharing tacit
knowledge, by establishing a programme of staflettgument in the effective use
of learning technologies and by setting up multils#t development teams.
Furthermore, senior managers’ support is neededder for the systematic use of
learning technologies to be embedded in the ingintuDevelopment resources
and costing need to be agreed alongside the acadéfi time commitment;
additionally, appraisal and promotion proceduresdnie make sure that teaching
excellence is rewarded.
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Laurillard’s conversational framework has inforntad research questions
regarding staff development needs around TEL agarding institutional
approaches around TEL, but also has been discespdditly with the

informants who were asked to provide their own pectve on Laurrillard’s
framework. It also directly informed the followingterview questions: Do you
find TEL is used more at the dialogic/discursiveelevhere the focus is on
theory, or the experiential level where the focuen practice? Do you think that
both levels can be facilitated equally well in t@ine environment?
Subsequently, the main processes that learningdsratood to occur — learning
through acquisition, through practice and discoy#mough discussion, through
inquiry and through collaboration — have been &aplo the data gathered in the
interviews, as explained in the discussion — iraggn of findings chapter.
Furthermore, Laurillard’s framework for designing effective organisational
infrastructure has been taken up in the questigarding the support provided in
the area of TEL by participating institutions, tpgestions regarding whether TEL
should be part of the PGCLT course and the CPDdveark for all staff, as well

as the question regarding the costs associatedowiithe courses.

This section has so far looked at some of the iegishodels/frameworks for
TEL,; these models have direct implications on deffelopment as, in order to
teach effectively in the online environment, tutoegd to be aware of the
importance of the interactions between themsebheslearners and the content,
they need to be flexible in adopting different rastional strategies depending on
the context and their teaching approach needs twml#ic in order to encourage
deep learning to take place. Furthermore, they teéaster online communities
of practice that can extend learning beyond thescteom and support informal
learning. These areas will be further addresselddmiscussion — integration of
findings chapter of this thesis. The ways thesedtegs - and the staff
development needs related to them - are addregsidé Iprofessional bodies in

the UK are examined next.
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The following sub-sections look closely at appracto TEL and staff
development by the Higher Education Funding CouociEngland (HEFCE), the
Higher Education Academy (HEA) and the Staff Edioret! Development
Association (SEDA), all important influencers ofher education practice in the
UK. As a result of that, these sources have inftedrsome HelLs’ approaches to
TEL as discussed in the questionnaire findinggeruews’ outline chapter and

the discussion — integration of findings chapters.

2.6.1. The Higher Education Funding Council for Bng (HEFCE) strategy for
e-learning/TEL

The HEFCE's strategy for e-learning (2005) setstatstrategy and
implementation plan for supporting and embeddigaening in HEIs. Following
the UK e-University (UKeU) failure (Garrett 2004EFCE wanted to maintain
the momentum around e-learning so that the posgmbibf ICT to support
learning would not be ignored. HEFCE recognisedalsethat the use of ICT for
learning is very diverse and that technology hasibtential to provide
opportunities for enhancement in a variety of waysluding on-campus, at home
or at the workplace. For this reason they adopbaddefinition of e-learning in
order ‘to encompass the many uses of ICT that iddal universities and
colleges decide to adopt in their teaching anchiegrmissions’ (HEFCE 2009,
p.5). In their revised strategy for e-learning ndrfienhancing learning and
teaching through the use of technology’ (2009), BERocuses on enhancing
learning, teaching and assessment through thefusehmology. The term e-
learning — with its strong connotations to distale@ning — has now been

replaced by the more inclusive term TEL.

2.6.2. Learning technologies and the UK ProfessiStendards Framework (UK
PSF) - Staff Educational Development AssociatidB¥8)

The UK PSF, endorsed by the HEA, ‘provides a gdrdascription of the main
dimensions of the roles of teaching and suppotéagiing within the HE

environment’ (HEA UKPSF 2013). It recognises thefe@ssional standards for
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those involved in teaching and supporting learniithin UK HEIs, by
benchmarking the main core activities and profesdivalues of their
practitioners as shown in Figure 2.5. The core Kadge category, which
describes what is needed in order for the varieashing activities to be executed
at a high level, includes ‘the use and value ofrappate learning technologies’
(HEA UKPSF 2011). While this is explicitly stated a core knowledge needed,
the uses of learning technologies also underpincanttl further enhance most
areas of activity outlined by the UK PSF such asign and plan learning
activities and programmes of study’, ‘teach anglgoport learning’, ‘assess and
give feedback to learners’ and ‘develop effecte@rhing environments and
approaches to student support and guidance’, as @b other learning
technologies are most often used in order to fatdithese practices. This is
indicative of the fact that the use of learninghtemlogy to support, facilitate and
enhance students’ learning has now become stapdactice and is no longer
seen as a separate skill, as used to be the cseeaarly days of e-learning. The
HEA’s UKPSF has informed the research questionardagg lecturers’ needs
around TEL and the question regarding instituti@miroaches required for TEL
to be effectively embedded in the curriculum. I¢ ladso been taken up by raising
the interview questions on whether TEL should loermpulsory module in the
Postgraduate Certificate in Learning and Teachingk and whether TEL should

be part of the CPD framework for all academic staff
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Furthermore SEDA, the professional associatiorstaff and educational
developers in the UK (SEDA 2013a) which promote®iration and good
practice in higher education, offers two CPD awaslpart of their professional
development framework (SEDA-PDF), which are relatethe effective use of
learning technologies: ‘supporting learning withihteology’ and ‘embedding
learning technologies’. These awards aim to ‘supipalividuals in embedding
learning technologies effectively into the currioul or support for learning’,
‘enhancing the student learning experience, pdstilyuby enabling greater
flexibility and widening opportunities’ (SEDA 20138EDA 2013c) and are
aimed at teachers, educational technologists, ¢éidnehdevelopers and other

learning professionals working in HE.

The UK PSF and the SEDA TEL-related awards focuthemeeds of individual
tutors; the following sub-section summarises dgwelents by a UK specialist
group, the quality assurance and quality enhancespatial interest group,
whose proposed toolkit can be used as a framewpodobrse teams involved in

blended or distance course delivery.

2.6.3. Quality Assurance/Quality Enhancement e+hiegrSpecial Interest Group
(QA/QE SIG)

A special interest group, with a focus on qualggwrance and quality
enhancement in e-learning, has produced a totlkitdan be used when
technology is employed in blended and fully onkitigtance courses. The aim is
to enhance the students’ learning experience makingthat quality assurance
and quality enhancement procedures are approyradelressed at all phases of a
blended or online course from design and developtoemplementation,
evaluation and redesign. This toolkit providesaafework that can be utilised by
any course team involved in blended or fully onlbogirse delivery, from the
planning and design phase to monitoring implementand evaluation of the
course. The staff development needs of the teactaifare addressed from the

early stages of the course design, from as eatlyeaglanning of the course.



According to the framework, a learning technologdtighly recommended to be
included in the course team in order to supportiseelopment of the course,
contribute to the preparation of the case for aiah and provide on-going
training and advice to the course team on varigpe@s such as e-assessment,
web 2.0 tools for online communication and collaion, guidance on

facilitation of online group work and advice anditing in all aspects of TEL.

The quality assurance e-learning toolkit has infedrthe research questions
regarding staff development needs and institutiapakoaches to TEL; it has
raised the interview question regarding whetheretlsbould be any formal
requirements before academic staff get involveohiine and heavily blended
courses, as the toolkit emphasises the importarcadff development needs to

be addressed from the early stages of the coussgnde

Having discussed factors affecting developmentheérarea of TEL, the following
sub-section highlights some of the organisatiomaatiérs in the adoption of

blended and online learning by campus-based HEIs.

2.6.4. Barriers in the adoption of blended andrenlearning

According to the recent UCISA TEL surveys (20101202014) the three main
barriers to TEL adoption are lack of time, lacknadney and lack of academic
staff knowledge. These findings highlight the némdstaff development
provision in the area of TEL alongside a re-disttibn or re-allocation of
resources such as time and money. Academic stedf staff development in the
use of new technologies for learning, providedroftg learning technologists and
other members of the teams that HelLs lead, butreded to be supported further
— with time allowance for instance - in order t@lptheir newfound knowledge.
Other barriers to lecturers’ participation in oelilearning as identified in a study
by Ellis (2000) included time release for coursealepment, lack of promotion,
incentives and rewards to participate, and expemtated to time and equipment

in up-front development of courses.
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Furthermore, the adoption of TEL by traditional HE¢quires ‘a new kind of
leadership that supports systemic change — whictt mstitutions have not yet
experienced’ according to Garrison and Kanuka (2p08L). They acknowledge
the fact that universities are complex organisatiand that in times of change
leadership needs to have an appreciation of theagidnal process, be fully
engaged with the transformation and be preparée teeld accountable. While
this is true for any transformation, this ‘beconegen more challenging with
online learning as it is less certain what it milglak like and how to plan for the
future’ (Garrison and Kanuka 2008, p.21).

The issues and barriers around TEL adoption amuss®d in the discussion —
integration of findings chapter as they provideiniation regarding the HelLs’
perspective on staff development on TEL and ontutsinal approaches required
for effective TEL support implementation. The iniexw question ‘What are the
main issues and obstacles in the institution-wndglémentation of TEL?’ has
been asked directly of HeLs with an aim to expamdhese barriers in the
participants’ institutions. This interview questigpreceded by a question
focusing on the main goals/targets regarding thgtution-wide implementation
of TEL.

Another barrier for online learning is the factttbdaspite its recent growth and
maturity, it might still be treated as ‘second bestmpared to traditional, face-to-
face learning by a large proportion of academitf.sthe 2014 Inside Higher
Education large scale survey on faculty attitudeethnology, for instance
(Jaschik and Lederman 2014), showed that only appedely a quarter of
academics strongly agree or agree with the statetinain’'online learning can
achieve learning outcomes that are at least eaqnvéd those of in-person
courses’ at any institution (26%), while percentagereased slightly when the
question was focused on the participants’ owntuisbin (32%), their department

or discipline (28%) and their own classes (29%fe fuestion whether according
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to the HelLs’ experience online learning was seeseasnd best by academic staff
was added in the interview questions in order socuis academics’ attitudes to
online learning in the participating institutions this might be a barrier but also
because it provides the HelLs’ perspective on teeareh question regarding what

lecturers need to know in order to deliver blended online courses effectively.

A further area of concern around online learninthesdebate on whether
technology up-skills or de-skills the teaching pssion. According to Feenberg
(1999) online learning can enable new forms ofadjal interactions; however,
there is a danger for technology, if used incolyetd lead to a de-skilling of the
teaching profession, leading to an ‘automated’ atlan with the aim to cut costs.
This danger has also been acknowledged by Salmorsugigests that ‘the
introduction of ICT in these complex territorie$ ¢onstant change in education
and society) can result in academic deskillingeathan enskilling’ (2009,
p.219), unless online tutors are enabled to ‘tde@ning technologies. The
question whether participating HeLs had any expegeof online learning being
accused of de-skilling the teaching professiontdesen added in the interview
questions in order to explore this further. Thiggfion provides complementary
information on the research questions regardingdties’ perspective on staff
development needs around TEL and regarding whatrkrs need to know in

order to deliver blended and online courses effeti

This section has looked at various theoretical@agdtical models in blended and
online course design and staff development for Tteat weredeveloped in the

UK and globally, and has briefly mentioned soméhefbarriers for the adoption
of blended and online learning; the following sewetdescribes the results of desk-
based research aimed to explore TEL-related séaildpment activities offered
by various HEIs in the UK.
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2.7. Desk-based research on staff development in LE

Initially, preliminary desk-based research was utaden to explore what TEL-
related staff development activities are curreatiyoffer from various universities
by accessing their websites. It is worthwhile mamig that while some
universities provide this information externallyhers do not; as these activities
are mostly tailored to existing staff, in many a#ee information is locked
behind institutional logins in intranets. Therefooaly a few examples of
universities who display this information extergadke mentioned in this section
in order to highlight the wide range of activities offer; these data are not
included in the statistical analysis of the reskealata gathered as part of this

research.

University of Surrey (2011)

The Centre for Educational and Academic Developr{@RtAD) offers staff
development opportunities in all aspects of leagrand teaching, including
technology-related half-day workshops delivereddayning technologists on
aspects such as the use of e-portfolios, Turretectronic voting systems and

using online media in learning.

University of East London (2011)

The e-learning team in UEL provide a variety offsti@velopment workshops for
academic staff; these include scheduled and additie on request — standard
sessions on technologies such as the use of the MrRitin and Grademark and
additional sessions on blogs, wikis, podcasts, grards, electronic voting

systems and survey creation tools.

University of West London (2011)
TEL seminars are provided by the Institute for Teéag, Innovation and Learning
which includes educational developers and learténgnologists (INSTIL). They

include e-portfolios, web 2.0 technologies, blogd sorums, plagiarism and

56



Turnitin and e-assessment. Furthermore, aspediglofare stated to be
embedded in the PGCLT in Learning and Teachingta@dJA in Learning and
Teaching offered by UWL.

London School of Economics (2011)

The Centre for Learning Technology (CLT) delivenside range of training
sessions (1.5 hours long) including Moodle VLEnnag, blogs, wikis, social
media and video conferencing; they also delivesraes of lunchtime webinars on
web tools to support research. Furthermore, theg daveloped a digital literacy
programme with various short training courses itheltide blogging, Google
docs, Facebook, Twitter, social bookmarking siésswell as ways to organise
research with rich site summary (RSS) and RSSrieaders.

University of the West of England (2011)

UWE provides an Online Learning Course (OLL) thats over six weeks. The
Electronic Development Unit offers advice, trainemyd support to a wide range
of e-learning activities such as delivery of matks; supporting students and
assessment methods in distance, blended and fdaeg@ourses and
programmes. Furthermore, an innovative MA in Edocein Virtual Worlds is

delivered in Second Life.

University of Exeter (2011)

The e-learning development team is part of the eréddevelopment team. A
variety of workshops are offered to staff by leagiiechnologists, including the
use of Turnitin, Computer Assisted Assessment (CA%&ysonal Response

Systems (PRS), video-conferencing and the uselo$wi education.

University of Cambridge (2011)
Access to the Cambridge University’s Learning Tetbgy Service was
disallowed and the information was locked behindnatitutional login.

However, access to the Centre for Applied Resear&ducational Technologies
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(CARET) was open. CARET says that it offers adwodalifferent ways
technology can be used in education and shares sbtne latest and best

solutions from around the world for their staff.

University of Liverpool (2011)

E-learning is part of the Educational Developmanistbn which sits within the
Centre for Lifelong Learning at Liverpool and prdes advice and training in the
use of the VLE, Personal Learning Environment (RI&)ltimedia and

pedagogic support on embedding technology intdhiegc

University of Newcastle (2011)

The educational resources support and developreamt fprovides support to
staff in the use of learning and teaching techniekgnd to design and develop
high quality learning materials’. They are partloé Centre for Teaching and
Learning (CTL).

Edge Hill University (2011)

The Solstice team in Edge Hill University has deped a TEL professional
development (PD) framework which offers a holisti consistent approach to
staff development across the whole institution. TE¢ PD framework is
informed by the UK PSF for teaching and supportéagning in HE and from the
learning and skills network professional framewfanke-learning. The TEL PD
framework aims ‘to enhance the institution’s pemrance in the deployment of
TEL through a strategic, holistic and inclusive m@eh’ (Edge Hill University
2009). Underpinning activities and resources inell@T skills training required
for competent use of e-learning technology, guatestoolkits, briefings and
overviews of institution-wide changes to e-learnimigastructure and practices as
well as participation and consultancy offered kgrieng technologists and
academic librarians to new academic team approdol@sriculum
developments. The framework on TEL PD is part efwhder PD framework for

teaching staff at Edge Hill and recognises the ingoxe of securing ‘buy in’
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from management. It makes provision for a course8d EL PD pathway, which
offers a variety of events from workshops to moduiethe PGCLT course and in
the MA course in e-learning; it also makes prowidior a practice-based TEL PD
whose basic activities may include attendanceeaaittnual internal conference
seminars and symposia, open days, peer observateambpership of e-learning
special interest group (SIG) and social networks)erthe more advanced
activities include facilitating internal workshopad seminars, presenting at the
internal conference and extending to presentafbnational and international

conferences, peer reviewed publications and legaliogcts on TEL.

This section has described the desk-based resemmtcivas undertaken to explore
what TEL-related staff development activities auerently on offer from various
universities in order to highlight the wide randeactivities on offer by learning
technologists in the area of TEL. This desk-bagsdarch, alongside the UCISA
survey on TEL, Laurillard’s framework for an effe institutional infrastructure
around the use of learning technologies, and Sdbmadel on e-moderating,
has informed the research question regarding tnvgon that UK HEIs make

for staff development on TEL and has been takeim tipe first part of this
research (online questionnaire) as described, sedlgnd discussed in the
guestionnaire findings — interviews’ outline and thiscussion — integration of

findings chapters of this thesis

Following the desk-based research on staff devedopion TEL, the next section
of this chapter looks at the costs associated ovitime learning; the
pedagogically-effective course design already dised in this chapter and the
staff development on TEL are critical factors foe successful delivery of online
learning; however, the issue of cost is also aromamt factor for its sustainability
and viability and should not be neglected accordinigaurillard’s institutional
framework for the effective deployment of learnteghnologies. The HelLs’

views on this are discussed in the discussionegration of findings chapter.
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2.8. Cost of online courses

Online learning has been seen to have had a vesteum the last decade not only
by distance learning institutions but also by iibns primarily involved in
traditional, campus-based education (Garrison aaKa 2004, Inglis 2008). In
fact, this shift has been partly due to advancésaming technologies but also
partly due to the misconception that online edacateduces costs. According to
Inglis (2008, p132):

While the shift has been afforded by advancesforimation and
communications technology (ICT), what seems mane amything to have
been responsible for the shift has been a beligherpart of senior
managers that moving to online learning offeredagy wf reducing costs. It
is now realised that this belief was misplaced #rad the relationship
between costs and quality is far more complicalech was originally
believed.

Garrison and Kanuka (2008) claim that distance atime approaches have begun
to shift from organisational to transactional agmtees, which have impacted on
traditional institutions too. Inglis (2008) argubsat savings can only be achieved
through economies of scale - by increasing the rurabstudents in online
learning courses - provided that these are achiemddr conditions that protect

the quality of students’ learning experiences.

There are many variables involved in estimatingdb&t of online learning;
Rumble (2003) mentions five factors that drive ¢bsts of online education:
technology choice, course development, organisaltstmucture, the curriculum,
and the number of learners. He has recognisedttetfat online learning, if not
carefully costed, may end up being more expensiae tampus-based learning
and, ironically, price itself out of the market (Rible 2003).
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The costs of online learning are hard to generaksthey are dependent on the
model; courses that require online facilitation amateration would be equally
demanding in staff time in an online and face-tefanvironment. According to
Bacsich and Ash (1999), staff time spent onlinmoderating online discussions
or replying to emails are among the hidden costsime learning. Courses that
are mostly based around a problem-based learnprpagh where students are
expected to work individually without much tutotenvention may be cheaper
online, especially if they run quite a few iteraso(Inglis 2008). Online courses,
however, have a bigger upfront investment, comptrédeir face-to-face
equivalent courses during the design phase ofdbese, due to platform and

content development costs (Inglis 2008, Jung 2008).

Regardless of delivery mode, ‘one of the most irtgrdraspects of quality is the
time invested by the subject matter expert in #s&gh of the materials’ according
to Inglis (2008, p.138). One way this cost couldhiirimised is by making use of
reusable learning objects (RLOs) ‘small self-camtdicomponents, designed in
most cases to facilitate the attainment of a sitegening outcome and capable of
being combined in different sequences for diffefmmposes’ (Inglis 2008,

p.144). Over the last decade, there has been ahasispn the production of
learning objects and subsequently, open educatresalirces (OERS) in the
United States and in the UK. In the UK, many unsitegs have been involved in
the OER programme funded by JISC and the HEA (gercational resources
programme — phases 1, 2 and 3 2013). Open eduahtesources, usually
licensed under the creative commons license, caa-heed and integrated in

courses by other institutions without charge.

The cost of online learning and learning techn@egn general forms part of
what needs to be taken into account in order taggdes effective organisational
infrastructure according to Laurillard’s framewddk the effective use of learning
technologies, and has informed the research quesigarding the ways that the

HeLs’ perspectives compare to Laurillard’s instaotl framework and
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subsequently taken up in the interview questioamigg the costs of online

courses in comparison with their face-to-face eajent courses.

2.9. Summary

This chapter has provided detailed descriptiornefiiackground in the area of
TEL and has summarised selected literature on déailopment concerns, issues
and needs for blended and online course delivettydiJK and globally. The
various terms in the area of TEL practice were aladfied. The role of learning
technologists in HE was highlighted and findingsirdesk-based research in the
area of staff development for TEL in UK HEIs weesdribed. Furthermore, this
chapter has provided a brief outline of learningpiiies as these are likely to
influence staff’s attitudes to TEL. Laurillard’safinework for the effective use of
learning technologies and Salmon’s 5 stage moded baen discussed more
extensively. Finally, the thorny issue of cost a0 briefly reviewed as this may
have a significant impact on the sustainabilitpleinded and online courses. This
width of background knowledge has informed the itfieation of the research
questions for this thesis, as explained in thiptdathe research questions were
also outlined in the introduction chapter and asctibed in more detail in the
questionnaire findings — interviews’ outline chapi#he review of the literature,
from the research questions, informed the creatfdhe questionnaire and the
interview questions, but also was subsequently tsedrich the discussion of the
research results. In the following chapter, theaesh design and research
methodology adopted, as well as the research methdsed as part of this

research, are explained and discussed in detail.
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN - METHODOLOGY - METHODS

This chapter outlines the research design, metlboggand methods employed in
this research. It begins with an explanation ofrds=archer’s worldview, which
includes his ontological and epistemological starefere discussing the chosen
research design and the ways it relates to thameseuestions. The researcher’s
worldview is important to be explicitly discussesliaguides the whole research
design and the methodology followed in one’s regedt then discusses data
collection methods and the data analysis procedbhegsvere followed. Ethical
issues and the ways these were addressed areatsed and, finally, the status
of the findings and their generalisability basedloschosen methodology and
other limitations are discussed.

3.1. Worldview - ontology — epistemology

The researcher’s ontological and epistemologicaldveew is of paramount
importance in any research as it can dictate theareh design, the main research
questions and subsequently the chosen methodofaynathods employed.
Therefore, it is common for researchers to expyiekpress their philosophical —
ontological - stance and their epistemological dadw in order to frame their
research and explain the chosen methodology. CHe@2089) notes that although
philosophical ideas remain largely hidden, thely s8ied to be identified as they
still influence the research practice. Furthermasefeilzer (2010, p.7)

acknowledges:

The choice of research questions and methods,tabeietimes dictated by
research funders, is a reflection of researchemstemological
understanding of the world, even if it is not autated or made explicit.

Therefore, in order to justify the selection of thixed methods research (MMR)

paradigm, a brief description of the advantagesliamthtions of two other
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paradigms is going to be attempted in the follonsog-section.

3.1.1. Discussion of research paradigms

Positivist/postpositivist assumptions have represethe traditional form of
research (Creswell 2009) which is sometimes caliedscientific method.
Positivism dominated the westernised world follogvthe French revolution and
it was characterised by an overly confident behet everything can be known
through science (Cohen et al. 2007, Creswell 200%.term postpositivism
challenges the certainty of positivism arguing tatcannot be positive about the
absolute truth of knowledge but we need to be tbteplace established
knowledge when new knowledge emerges, always faligwhe scientific
paradigm (Popper 2004). Postpositivists hold ardetestic worldview which
emphasises the cause and effect relationship dlyisig various phenomena with
experiments; postpositivists are also reductiorastthey are trying to
compartmentalise ideas in small sets of testabiablas in order to test their
hypotheses (Creswell 2009). According to Creswalbktpositivists hold a
deterministic philosophy in which causes probaldiedmine effects or outcomes’
(2009, p.7). For postpositivists research is tloee@ss of making claims and then
refining or abandoning some of them for new claimgrder to get closer and

closer to the ‘objective reality’ that exists ohete (Creswell 2009).

Despite positivism’s/postpositivism’s apparent ®8s; especially in natural
sciences, its ontological and epistemological lesebeen scrutinised due to its
mechanistic and reductionist view of nature whigdme critics have claimed,
defines life in measurable terms rather than iex@erience, undermining life
itself (Cohen et al. 2007). One of the early csitié positivism in the 19century
was the Danish philosopher Kierkergaard who isndsgghas one of the main
originators of existentialism (Cohen et al. 200grkergaard adopted an
Aristotelian view of the meaning of existence, adaag to which the meaning
lies in realising someone’s potential, and thisncdrbe reduced and measured

against abstract conceptualisation. He recognlsaditany characteristics of his
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time, such as democracy'’s trust in crowd mentalitg the scientific and
technological progress, contribute to the dehunadiois of the individual, giving
people illusions. Objectivity, as perceived by postpositivist paradigm, was a
dangerous illusion that could reduce a person tobserver - in a Skinnerian
behaviouristic way - trying to discover general $agoverning human behaviour,
according to Kierkergaard (Cohen et al. 2007)hin 20" century, other well-
known thinkers who criticised positivism/postposgm include Habermas,
Horkheimer and Wittgenstein (Cohen et al. 2007 béfmas criticised the
scientific mentality for being elevated almosthe tevel of religion, praising
scientific knowledge alone and rejecting all otftems of knowledge such as
moral, aesthetic, hermeneutic and creative, andciad behaviour to technicism.
Habermas, Horkheimer and Wittgenstein (Cohen &Qfl7) all argued that
positivism/postpositivism is unable to address miamgortant areas of life and
that as scientific explanation seems to be the o@gns of explaining behaviour,

it diminishes many of the characteristics that makans human.

Contrary to the positivist/postpositivist paradigime constructivist/interpretivist
paradigm puts an emphasis on the subjective expperi@nd meanings that are
multiple and varied. This paradigm holds the woidewthat meanings are
constructed by humans as they engage with the vaoddin doing so, humans
are influenced by social and historical perspesti@eswell 2009). Meaning is
generated socially for constructivists/interpredigj a notion which challenges the
main positivist idea that there is an objectivettrout there’. Researchers who
follow this paradigm are interested in detailedcagcts about reality as it is
constructed by certain individuals and they recsginat their own backgrounds
shape their interpretations of the experiencegtwdras. Sociologist Karl

Mannheim was one of the founders of this appro&dhén et al. 2007).

Criticisms of this approach include the view thabjective reports may be
incomplete and misleading as anti-positivists retv@ndoned scientific

procedures of verification (Cohen et al. 2007)etptetivism has also been



criticised due to the fact that it often overlotke fact that the process during
which one interprets a situation is itself a pradafahe circumstances in which
one is placed (Cohen et al. 2007).

Integrating quantitative and qualitative reseatcaitsgies does not fall
comfortably within one or the other worldview (Fzgt 2010). Purists of either
side claim that quantitative and qualitative reskdrelong to totally different
paradigms and are underpinned by different philbsb positions in relation to
ontology and epistemology; furthermore, puristsnelthat they address different
questions, which dictate different approaches ta dallection and analysis
(Cohen et al. 2007, Creswell 2009, Feilzer 2010xha other extreme, MMR
literature can sometimes lead to the conclusiohliiantroducing an additional
element in the research, some form of holism caacbéved; this, according to
Bergman (2011) is not a valid assumption, as tloitiadal element is not what
makes MMR interesting but rather its fundamentalrabteristic; furthermore, it
could be argued that no matter how many theoretigpfoaches, data sets and
analyses are part of a project, a research questibnever be addressed in all its
complexity. The focus of MMR should be to improvetbe findings of both
quantitative and qualitative methods rather thistitate the limitations of

quantitative or qualitative methods per se (Berg2@l).

According to Bergman (2011) MMR has generatedticatimass of both
theoretical and empirical contributions in soc@ksces and education; however,
there are still many theorists that consider tyje tof research as insufficiently
rigorous (Bergman 2011). This apparent contradicso according to Bergman
(2011), due to the absence of the right terminolagy process description that
characterised MMR before the 1990s, when the cugemeration of mixed
methods researchers emerged. Some theorists hageagdar as to question the
term ‘mixed’, claiming that the quantitative ane thualitative element are not
really mixed but blended or meshed. As the termechiis now established,

moving away from it would most probably cause cerdn rather than
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clarification, according to Bergman (2011).

In MMR, the research methodology determines théopbphy rather than the
other way around (Plowright 2011). The researchgdesiust be allowed to
emerge during the research project rather thaateidtin advance. According to
Strauss and Corbin (1999) sometimes it might bessary to utilise quantitative
methods while on other occasions qualitative datheging and analysis may be
more appropriate.

Denscombe (2008) also notes that MMR has develsiggdficantly to be
considered as a viable alternative to quantitativé qualitative paradigms,
recognising that at the same time there are soommgistencies within MMR that
should not be ignored. This is pointed out in atpaslight as it can assist MMR
to further evolve and develop, rather than as a $@on issue that needs to be
immediately resolved. On the contrary, his ainoigighlight the need ‘for a
notion of paradigm that can be sufficiently flexdppermeable, and multi-layered
to reflect the reality of social research in thé' 2éntury’ (Denscombe 2008,
p.271).

While it cannot be argued that MMR is better thaanomethod research in
principle, MMR often offers considerable advantagesmpared to monomethod
research. On the one hand, there are good reastnstta research project to a
particular data set and a particular analysis, sisctime and cost, complexity and
ease of reporting the findings in print; but on dtleer hand, careful
implementation of MMR can cross-validate and commast individual findings
and the researcher can become more knowledgeatleritinal towards research
as they assess the possibilities and limitatioresach research technique
(Bergman 2011).

3.1.2. Worldview

Pragmatism is the philosophical underpinning famiged methods
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methodological approach (Bergman 2011, Creswel®2D@nscombe 2008,
Feilzer 2010, Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner 289 #t)focuses its attention
on a particular situation and is utilising plurtiisapproaches to derive knowledge
about that situation. Pragmatism sidesteps thesotiotis issues of truth and
reality; it accepts philosophically that there bogh singular
(positivism/postpositivism) and multiple (interpxé$m/constructivism) realities
out there that are open to empirical inquiry anclifes on solving practical
problems in the real world (Feilzer 2010, Rorty 9p®ragmatists often reject the
representational view of the world that attemptstich epistemology with
ontology and focus more on the experiential worithwis different layers, some
objective, some subjective and others both suleetnd objective (Dewey et al.
1998).

Early progenitors of mixed research examples caioled in the work of cultural
anthropologists in the first 60 years of thé'2@ntury (Johnson et al. 2007). The
term mixed methods was not coined until many ykdes. According to Johnson
et al. (2007) it was Campbell and Fisk in 1959, WebBampbell, Schwartz and
Sechrest in 1966 and Denzin in 1978 who formalteedpractice of using
multiple research methods, coined the term trizetgant and outlined how to

triangulate methods respectively.

MMR follows a pragmatic worldview as outlined byeRie, James and Dewey
and more recently by Rorty, according to Cherryledr{l992), who traces the
first explicit declaration of pragmatism to Pierc@axim of logic that sought to
clarify meanings of intellectual concepts by tractheir conceivable practical
consequences. While Pierce’s focus was on the ptstdeemselves, James and
Dewey later shifted pragmatism’s focus on the ingaee of the consequences of
actions based upon particular conceptions. In asg,caccording to the pragmatic
research paradigm, the focus is on actions, simgi@nd consequences and there
is a concern with applications and solutions tdfms (Creswell 2009). For

pragmatists, knowledge is contextual. Cherryhol(@894, p.16) underlines the
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relationship between ‘text and context’ in pragsrati

Pragmatists are interested in consequences. Bugamprences cannot be
estimated outside of context. We write texts abonsequences, as it were,
and textual meanings depend, in turn, upon théests in which texts are

written, read, interpreted, criticised and employed

Denscombe (2008) has identified four facets ofthg in which pragmatism
underlies the practice of MMR. He states that tHegefacets are not necessarily
mutually exclusive but a degree of overlap betwihem may be evident in
various MMR projects. The first facet of pragmatiasithe underpinning theory
in MMR is that it can provide a fusion of approashehallenging dualisms as
sterile and unproductive and looking for a levetompatibility between them.
The second facet is that pragmatism can providhra alternative in cases where
researchers decide that neither quantitative nalitgtive approaches alone will
provide adequate findings in the particular redegreestion they have in mind.

The third facet of pragmatism is more radical arajmatism is seen as:

...a new orthodoxy built on the belief that not aslit allowable to mix
methods from different paradigms of research bist #lso desirable to do
so because good social research will almost inblytaequire the use of
both quantitative and qualitative research to pa®s/an adequate answer
(Denscombe 2008, p.274).

Finally, the fourth facet of pragmatism is when th&rd pragmatic is treated in its
common sense way as meaning expedient; this lest fedangerous and can
undermine the MMR as a paradigm where ‘anythingg@2enscombe 2008).

In this research study, the main way in which praggm has been adopted as the
underpinning paradigm is the second way describegleg coupled with some

elements of the first; starting with questions tratse from professional
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involvement with TEL, the ways in which it is depéa in the various UK
institutions and the provision that these institng make for staff development in
the use of TEL from the point of view of HeLs, aslias comparing their views
with Laurillard’s institutional framework for theffective deployment for learning
technologies, a conclusion was reached that tlearels questions would not be
adequately addressed by either of the two domiagmtoaches. From that point
on, the decision was made to focus on how theskeagypaoaches could be both
used together in order to address the researchigueg a more comprehensive
manner. According to Rorty, what really matteraas whether our ideas
correspond to some external reality but more whietiesy help us carry out
practical tasks and create a fairer and more daatiogociety (Rorty 1999). This
research also aligns with Pierce’s economics adaesh in the scientific methods
employed; according to him, the whole meaning dkar conception consists of
its practical consequences and a meaningful coioceptust be related to

possible empirical observations under specifiedlg@ms (cited in Burch 2010).

This research study follows the MMR paradigm. Batlantitative and qualitative
approaches are seen as complementary rather thaadiotory. This research is
underpinned by the philosophical worldview of pragism; it does not attempt to
resolve the paradigmatic war between the purist# bather attempts to fit
together the insights of both quantitative and itgtale research into a workable
solution (Burke and Onwuegbuzie 2004). The mixethods paradigm is seen as
the ‘alternative’ or the ‘third paradigm’ as it@ls both quantitative and

qualitative approaches to bring their differentgperctives to the study.

Quantitative and qualitative methodologies do restassarily have to be seen as
polar opposites or dichotomies according to the Mpdiradigm. The mixed
methods paradigm, or else the third paradigm, tejbe traditional dichotomy
between quantitative and qualitative methodolodresay view, ‘reality’ is
beyond the duality of what happens in the mind bathappens out there; as a

pragmatist researcher, my focus is on bringinggiat linstitutional policies
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around TEL, having a freedom to choose the mettitatsmeet this purpose. As
with many pragmatist researchers (Creswell, 200850 agree that research
occurs in socio-political contexts and | also radeg postmodern influences in

my research and in my choice of mixed methods nuetiogy.

3.2. Research design

A research design has been selected in ordergo &ith the main research
guestions of this study, which focus on the statfalopment needs of the
academic staff involved in blended and online cewslivery. The questions of

this study are:

What provision do a range of UK HEIs make for stid¥elopment in the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think lecturers need to know in ondedeliver blended and online

courses effectively? Are these needs addresseddnga of UK HEIS?

According to HeLs, what institutional approaches r@quired for TEL to be

effectively embedded in the curriculum?

How do HelLs’ perspectives compare to Laurillardisversational framework for

the effective use of learning technologies?

A MMR design was adopted for this research asntlest address the complexity
of these questions. The first research questiomostly addressed based on
guantitative data gathered via an online questioenahile the second, third and
fourth questions are addressed qualitatively, basedhta gathered via semi-
structured interviews with thirteen heads of es#ay (HeLs). The sequence for
data gathering used was: the questionnaire waséit late October 2011 and

it was open for three weeks until the middle of Biower 2011, while the initial
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set of interviews (eight) took place between Jayaad March 2012. Five
additional interviews were carried out in Januargt &ebruary 2015. Both data
collection methods used the same informants, tHesHer consistency purposes,
as the study is focused on the HelLs’ perspectiueBEL. However, the
interviews used a smaller sample — thirteen — coetpto the questionnaire,
which returned 27 responses. More details on tfeenmants of this research, and
the specifics of the triangulation mixed methodsigie used in this research, are
discussed below.

The informants of this research were the headsledming in various UK HElIs.
Most UK HElIs have a nominated contact to that gneiich meet on a quarterly
basis and use a closed mailing list to communidat#ended one of those
meetings when the nominated person in my institutiauld not go, but prior to
that | had met some HeLs in other TEL-related canfees or seminars and
decided to do my research with members of thatgréa email was sent to the
‘heads of e-learning forum’ mailing list invitingeém to participate in the research
by filling out an online questionnaire. One hundaed eighteen (118) UK
institutions each have a single representativerasraber of that group (HeLF
Membership 2013). The questionnaire was compleye@l7tparticipants, eight of
which were subsequently interviewed. Purposive siagvas used in the first
round of the interviews as eight volunteers fromsthwho completed the
questionnaire were interviewed with an aim to aohieepresentativeness of both
pre-1992 and post-1992 institutions, as purposavepding techniques involve
selecting certain units or cases ‘based on a speeifpose rather than randomly’
(Tashakkori and Teddlie 2003, p.713). Convenieaoepding which ‘involves
drawing samples that are both easily accessiblevdhdg to participate in a
study’ (Teddlie and Yu 2007, p.78) was used dutirgsecond round of the five
additional interviews as these interviewees welectigely targeted directly via

email.

Quantitative and qualitative methods were deplaggart of this research: data
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handled in a quantitative way were gathered viatiime questionnaire and
qualitative data were gathered via the semi-stredtinterviews, but also via
some open-ended questions of the questionnairewhbke research design is

depicted diagrammatically in Figure 3.1.

Mixed Methods Triangulation Study

1) Quantitative (Questionnaires)

l

Statistical Analysis

2) Qualitative (Interviews/Questionnaires)

l

Open Coding
I

-
Themes

3) Integration of quantitative and qualitative findings

l

Interpretation of the whole research

Figure 3.1. Research Design — Methodology — Methods

Keeping the research data gathering to a specibigpgof people (HeLs) made the
research more manageable. The selection of thestoadlearning to be
informants of this research provided a number ohathges such as fair
representation of UK HEIs, as each UK institutiam dave only one
representative in the heads of e-learning groufs Mieans that the responses to
the questionnaire reflect the perceived approa&hiléarning by Hels of 27 UK
HEIls. Furthermore, the selection of the HeLs agrmfnts of this research also
provided expert input in the way TEL is approachmesditutionally in a number of

HEIs in the UK, as these people are likely to keerttost knowledgeable in terms
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of their own institution’s approach to TEL, incladi staff development and other
wider institutional issues around TEL implementatidue to their most senior

position in the specific post areas they hold.

3.3. Data collection methods

Data were gathered sequentially, in two phasesfiidteart of the research
utilised an online survey; following some initis¢sk-based research, a
questionnaire was the main tool for data gathefimg questionnaire was first
piloted with two people in order to be tested flarity as well as fithess for
purpose. Taking into account the feedback provigethose who piloted the
questionnaire, minor amendments in the wording ajwple of the questions

subsequently took place for clarity.

This questionnaire, which was emailed to the HelLlJK HEIs, was asking for
factual information on the training sessions, wbdgss, seminars, courses and
support offered to academic staff in their insidatin the area of TEL. The
questionnaire also tried to establish whether thene any staff development
requirements for academic staff before they getlived in blended or fully
online courses and attempted to highlight the ierahip between TEL and
academic practice through TEL'’s integration witthe PGCLT/PGCAP course.
Most questions asked for responses that could bélédin a simple quantitative
way, asking informants to identify whether theistitutions were offering specific
sessions and events or not; additionally, openndestions were part of the
guestionnaire where informants could provide mofermation about duration,
uptake and frequency of those events as well asrgecomments about CPD in

the area of TEL in their own institution.

During the second part of the research, utilisemgisstructured interviews, the
area of staff development in online learning waslesed in more depth, to allow

creation of, initially, eight illustrative case dias on how those HEIs in the UK
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were tackling the issue of staff development in TEhese interviews with the
HeLs focused on developing further understandinténarea of blended and
distance learning provision, including staff deyetent for TEL.The interviews
were semi-structured in order to allow for moreadlet data to be collected. The
questions tried to explore the main targets antbeles in the institution-wide
implementation of TEL, to articulate the main walyat TEL is currently used
and the staff development needed in order to ersdaldemic staff to make the
most of TEL. Furthermore, the interview questioppraached other TEL-related
iIssues such as staff’s attitudes towards TEL aleéering costing models.
Subsequently, five additional interviews took plate later stage that included
additional questions in order to gain more claaiput the ways the HelLs’
perspectives compare to Laurillard's organisationfedstructure for the effective
institutional deployment of learning technologi®kre information on this can be

found in the next chapter.

Equal emphasis was placed on both the wide sumeyte selective in-depth
interview data and it was initially thought thatthdypes of data would be
gathered concurrently, as this is common in tridetgpn mixed method designs
(Creswell and Plano Clark 2007). However, this watspossible due to time
limitations, as the whole research was conductea fipgle researcher;
furthermore, by administering the online questiorenfirst, the informants for the
interviews could be self-selected on a voluntarsi®dy optionally providing
their e-mail address at the end of the questioanaipossible disadvantage of
this could be that the self-selected informantshinigpt have been representative
of different UK institutions. It turned out thatishvas not the case, as the
interview participants were equally split betweee-p992 and post-1992
universities, but also represented institutions differed in many other ways,
including, size of the institution in terms of stud and staff numbers,
geographical location and mission, as some wegarek-led while others were
teaching-led, with a focus on vocational subjettss plurality in terms of the

participating institutions represents the differmtes of UK HEIs.
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This research employed electronic methods for gatiaering; the survey was
delivered electronically to the heads of e-learnifaga link which was embedded

in the email-invitation to the research. All intexws took place via Skype.

3.4. Data analysis

Initially, quantitative data were gathered on tagious ways that the staff
development needs of the lecturers in blended afideolearning had been
addressed by UK HEIs. Simple frequencies and ¢edsdations were applied to
the data. As no individual universities are nantéflls are divided into two
groups, pre-1992 and post-1992 institutions.

The interview case studies have been written axigéise narratives first and
following that, the interview data were coded bgroding, a procedure by
which the data were conceptualised. Subsequeniikt, @ conceptual categories
was created (Strauss and Corbin 1997). That wagstfelt that the individual
approaches are most likely discovered and explaiemlying for detailed analysis
of the data gathered. Verbatim quotes have bedémded in order to keep the
flavour of the original data. Key emerging issuasébeen highlighted and any
commonalities, similarities and differences amdmgdase studies are further
discussed. Open coding was used initially to uncalevelop and name concepts
in order to open up text and expose the thoughtsdeas contained within them.
The interview transcripts were coded on a quedtiruestion basis; the codes
were constantly refined as each transcript wasdadderder for the data to be
organised into meaningful groupings. Following thmbader categories (themes)
have been developed. Once saturation occurredegaaes and no more
information was able to be extracted, categorie®\een integrated and refined.

Findings from the questionnaires are first desdriipethe questionnaire findings —

interviews’ outline chapter in which the intervigwestions and the way they
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developed is detailed and findings from both phaseise study are then
integrated in the discussion — integration of firfgdi section of the thesis in which
the two data sets are merged by bringing the sepegsults together through
interpretation. The quantitative data analysis peded from descriptive to
inferential analysis in order to build a more refimanalysis. Qualitative data
analysis began with coding and proceeded in crgattegories (themes). This is
in line with Creswell and Plano Clark (2007, p.13¢gording to whom:

Two techniques are available for merging the guatitie and qualitative
data: Transform one type of data to make the qa@h and quantitative
datasets comparable and then compare the datasetempare the data
without transformation through a discussion or atrixa

The latter way of merging qualitative and quaniti&atlata — through discussion —
was followed in this research due to the fact soame of the data gathered were

complementary rather than directly comparable.

3.5. Ethical issues

This research did not involve any vulnerable indiingls, or any psychological
experiments with its subjects, so no major ethiggles were involved. The main
ethical-related issue was confidentiality, whichsvgaaranteed by the researcher
to those who volunteered to be interviewed. Quasade respondents remained
anonymous to the researcher, apart from those wéwded their email address
in order to be contacted for an interview. Paraacits’ confidentiality was
discussed with the interview informants both inting and at the beginning of the
interview. All interviews were recorded using theyBe (Moving Picture Experts
Group Layer — 3 Audio (mp3)) recorder and the atités were subsequently
safely stored. Full transcripts were sent backéoparticipants whose approval
was requested in order for the data to be usdtkingsearch, both in parts, as

verbatim quotes, but also summarised and paraghraienformation that could
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possibly identify them or the institution they weverking for was removed from
the transcript and not included in this thesis.

3.6. Generalisability of the research - legitimacy- validity — reliability

The validity of the data and the results is an irtgpt component of research.
According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) ‘iraqtitative research, validity
means that the researcher can draw meaningfukimées from the results to a
population’. In this context, the quantitative dgtahered via the online
questionnaire are indicative as the 27 participantof a possible 118 represent
approximately 20% of the HelLs who subscribe toHeé& forum in the UK. As
the questionnaire was e-mailed to all HeLs twiberé¢ was no selection bias
either. In terms of self-selection bias, it coutapossibility that those with the
stronger views on e-learning might have volunted¢hethselves to participate in
further research and be interviewed. The interviainged for in-depth data to be
gathered, knowing that due to their small numb#griview findings would be

illustrative rather than representative.

In terms of the qualitative data gathered throdghinterviews, 13 of the
questionnaire respondents volunteered to partiejpabviding their institutional
email address in order to be contacted for anviger. Ten out of them were
contacted based on the richness of their respaaghe open-ended questions in
the questionnaire, and the eight who responded wweresziewed via Skype. The
informants represented a wide range of UK HEIghase was an equal split
between pre-1992 and post-1992 institutions, vatlr participants of each.
Participants represented institutions that incluskeenbers of the Russell group
and other research-orientated institutions, but, @lther more teaching-focused
institutions from different parts of England and lé& The four pre-1992
institutions were described as research-led bynfieemants; one of them
described their institution as research-led witleaphasis on teaching

excellence. The four post-1992 institutions wergcdeed as teaching-led,
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however, two of the informants of the post-1992ifasons mentioned that they
had aspirations to become more research activéhanthey seek to reposition
themselves as more research-led respectivelynfdhriews were transcribed in
full and sent back to the informants for their aypyal. Five additional interviews
were conducted at a later stage; these includegterd 992 research-led

universities while the remaining three were pof2l@niversities.

As this is a mixed methods study, validity is defiras the ability to draw
meaningful and accurate conclusions from all thta @dathe study. Thus validity
in this context denotes the ‘inference qualityg ticcuracy with which the
researcher draws inductive and deductive conclsgidbashakkori and Teddle
2003). The results of this research are indicatigahis research discusses the
situation of how TEL is approached by approxima996 of informants (HeLs
who subscribe to the HeL Forum) through questiamisaand by approximately

10% through in-depth interviews.

3.7. Summary

A mixed methods approach has been adopted indb&arch in order to provide
both breadth and depth in understanding institatipnactices around staff
development in TEL. MMR has been adopted in amgitdo utilise the best tools
available to address the research questions, rdithelimposing some strict
ontological views to the research itself, limitimgthat way the possibilities to get
both breadth and depth instead of either one ohiiMR recognises the fact
that both quantitative and qualitative researchraportant and useful. According
to Oliver (2002), if one is pluralistic in the wape approaches theory and
research methodologies, one may risk being sujparfiut on the other hand, if
one ‘believes and lives’ in a chosen theory or métihogy, one risks being

dogmatic.

This chapter has provided an outline of the resedesign, methodology and
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methods employed as part of this research. Thamgser's worldview, which
includes his ontological and epistemological stamaes discussed first.
Following that, the chosen research design, ddlaction methods and data
analysis procedures were described. Ethical issneshe way these were
addressed were also covered as was the legitinmetgeneralisability of this

research.

The choice of research design as discussed ichhister provides the backbone
of this research, informing the research questamsthe selection of the methods
used to address these. Furthermore, the reseasigndes dictated the ways in
which the findings of this study are approached @dsdussed in the questionnaire
findings — interviews’ outline and discussion -eigration of findings chapters

that are coming next.
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4. QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS — INTERVIEWS’ OUTLINE

This chapter shows how the online survey and the irdarsiwere used to gather
complementary data in order to address the resgaestions. Following that, it
describes and analyses the research findings fierortline questionnaire and
provides information about the interviewees in pt@ses outlining the way the
interview questions were developed over time. Frtliscussion, integration and
interpretation of these findings takes place indiseussion — integration of

findings chapter, following this chapter.

The way the individual questionnaire and intervigestions relate to the main
research questions is depicted in Table 4.1 folgwi
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

Questionnaire question

Is the university a p-1992 or a pos
1992 university?

\/

Does the university offer any of t|
following hands-on training sessions
on how-to-use the following tools?
Please tick all that apply:

VLE training sessions

E-assessment tools training sessions

Plagiarism prevention and detection

\/

D

Personal response systems (electromnic

voting systems)

Web 2.0 tools
E-portfolios

Web conferencing
Virtual worlds

Other (please specify)

Please provide some informati

regarding the above training session
on offer such as duration, frequency
(how often the sessions are offered)

and uptake of the sessions.
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

Does the University offer ar
workshops/seminars/internal events
internal conferences on the
pedagogically effective use of the
following learning technologies?
Please tick all that apply:

Effective use of the VLE
Implementing e-assessment for
diagnostic, formative and/or
summative assessment

Plagiarism prevention and detection
Web 2.0 seminars

Using e-portfolios/personal learning
environments

Web conferencing

Virtual worlds

Other (please specify)

or

Please provide some informati
regarding the

workshops/seminars/internal events
conferences on offer such as duratio
frequency and uptake of the session
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

Does the University offer any onlii

case studies on the pedagogically
effective use of the following learning

technologies? Please tick all that
apply:

Effective use of the VLE
E-assessment

Plagiarism prevention and detection

Personal response systems (electronic

voting systems)

Web 2.0 tools
E-portfolios

Web conferencing
Virtual worlds

Other (please specify)

Is technology enhanced learning

online, distance, e-learning) included
as a module in the University's Post
Graduate Certificate in Teaching and

Learning in Higher Education?

If you answered no to the previc

guestion, do you know if any aspects
of technology enhanced learning are

embedded in any of the modules of the

PGCLT in Teaching and Learning in

HE?
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

Are there any other Continuir
Professional Development (CPD)
activities offered to academic staff in
the area of blended and online
learning? If yes, could you briefly

describe them using the space below?

?

Are there any formal sta
development requirements for
academic staff before they get
involved in blended or fully online
(distance) course delivery? Could yo
please briefly describe any
requirements - or lack of - for
academics in order to teach in a
blended or fully online course?

[

What other provision does tl

University make for academic staff
development in blended and online
learning? Please add anything that h
not been covered above

as

Interview questions

Could you please talk a bit about
support your team provides in the ar
of TEL? If you are providing support
centrally, are you aware of other,
faculty or department based support

in

the area of TEL?
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

What are the main goals/target:s
your institution regarding the
institution-wide implementation of
TEL?

What are the main issues and obsta
in the institution-wide implementatior
of TEL?

In your experience, (you find TEL is
used more at the dialogic/discursive
level where the focus is on theory, of

the experiential level where the focus

is on practice?

D

Do you think both levels can |
facilitated equally well in an online
environment?

Accarding to Laurillard's framewor}
learning is understood to occur
through acquisition, inquiry, practice
and discovery, discussion and
collaboration; could you provide
examples where TEL is used to
support each one of these processes
your institution?

5 at

As far as you are aware, are yi
online programmes following a
specific online learning theory or

model?
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective

D

Institutions in the the area of effectively? Are TEL to be use of learning
United Kingdom; the | TEL? these needs effectively technologies?
Heads of e-Learning addressed by a embedded in the
perspective range of UK HEIs? | curriculum?

In your opinion, what do lecture N

need to know in terms of online

moderation/facilitation?

What are the key technical skilhat N N

are needed by academics who teach

online?

Should TEL be a compulsory modt N N

in the Postgraduate Certificate in

Learning and Teaching in HE course?

Should TEL be part of the CF N N

framework for ALL academic staff?

Should there bany formal N N

requirements before academic staff get

involved in online or heavily blended

courses?

To sum up, what do lecturers neec N N

know in order to deliver blended and

online courses effectively?

In your experience, is online learni N N

seen as 'second best' by academic

staff?
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

According to Feenberg, there i
danger for technology, if used
incorrectly, to lead to a de-skilling of
the teaching profession, leading to a
‘automated' education with the aim tg
cut costs. What is your own experien
regarding online learning being
accused of de-skilling the teaching
profession?

=

ce

\/

From your experience, do you thi
that an online course is cheaper, the
same as or more expensive comparé

>d

to an equivalent face-to-face course’
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Staff Development
Needs around
Technology
Enhanced learning in
Higher Education
Institutions in the
United Kingdom; the
Heads of e-Learning
perspective

What provision
do arange

of UK HElIs
make for staff
development in
the area of
TEL?

What do Hels think
lecturers need to
know in order to
deliver blended and
online courses
effectively? Are
these needs
addressed by a
range of UK HEIs?

According to
Hels, what
institutional
approaches are
required for

TEL to be
effectively
embedded in the
curriculum?

How do Hels’
perspectives compar
to Laurillard's
conversational frame
work for the effective
use of learning
technologies?

D

According to Laurillard’s ramework,
for the successful implementation of

learning technologies in an institution,

there is a need for an appropriate
organisational infrastructure and a
supportive culture to be in place. To
what extent do you think that each o
the following requirements is

met by your institution?

a) Sharing tacit knowledge

b) Establishing a programme of staff
development in the effective use of
learning technologies

c¢) Setting up multi-skilled
development teams

d) Agree development resources ang
costing

e) Agree staff time commitment

f) Ensure that appraisal and promotic
procedures reward teaching exceller

)

n
ce

\/

Table 4.1. Survey and interview questions alignmeth research questions.
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4.1. Questionnaire findings

The data analysed in this section were gatheredrvianline survey emailed to the
HeL forum, which is a network comprised of one semiember of staff per UK HE
institution who leads the enhancement of learnmdytaaching through the use of
technology, as explained in the literature revidapter. The online survey received
27 responses, over 20% of all UK HEIs subscribetiéaHeL forum list (118 is the
total number). Both pre-1992 (16 in number) and{48@92 universities (11 in
number) were represented in the survey. Findingigate the way this sample of UK
HEIs is approaching staff development in the aféBEd. The survey’s main
research question was ‘what provision do UK HEI&enfar academic staff
development in the area of technology enhancedilegir Eleven questions, both
closed and open-ended, were devised in order teegatformation about how staff

development needs in the area of TEL are addrdssdiferent UK institutions.

This questionnaire focused solely on the staff tigraent activities currently on
offer by HEIs in the UK and aimed to capture dethinformation on both technical
and pedagogical training in the area of TEL, ad a&kxamples of effective practice
in the form of case studies and CPD activitiesrefido academic staff in this area.

4.1.1. Hands-on training

The vast majority of the HeLs that completed thevasy reported that their
universities offer a wide variety of staff develogmh sessions/events for their
academic staff. Regarding hands-on training, sessia how to use the institutional
virtual learning environment (VLE) were the mospptar across the 26 responses to
this question (26 out of 26), followed by sessione-assessment (22 out of 26),
plagiarism prevention and detection (22 out of &) e-portfolios (19 out of 26).
Web 2.0 tools (17 out of 26), personal responsteBys (17 out of 26) and web
conferencing sessions (16 out of 26) were also pepular among participating
institutions. The only one option offered in thev&y question that proved to be less
popular among training sessions on offer was Setdad3 out of 26) as shown in
Figure 4.1. Other sessions offered included: lectapture (3), online media (4),
audiovisual equipment (2), office tools (1), podoas (1), iTunes (1) and
screencasting (1).
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Figure 4.1: Responses to the question ‘Does theetsity offer any of the following

hands-on training sessions on how to use the fallgwools? Please tick all that
apply’.

The duration, frequency and uptake of the traisi@gsions varied widely. These are

summarised below.

Duration

Eleven of the comments included some informatiothenduration of the hands-on
training sessions. Duration varied between 30 reitaster sessions and 3-hour-long
workshops; most commonly — 7 out of 11 cases Hnitrgisessions lasted between 1
and 2 hours. The remaining cases were divided leetwkorter — 30 and 45 minutes
respectively — and longer sessions — between w8 and 3-hour-long sessions.

Frequency

Twenty-three (23) of the twenty-five (25) responstisred some information on the
frequency of these training sessions. Trainingisessaried from ‘once or twice a
year’ to ‘2 x per week’. In some cases (5), trajgessions for staff were scheduled
only once or twice a year; however, in most of éghesses (4), sessions were also
offered on demand to school and course teams. Oriule training sessions were
reported to take place in 10 cases; 2 more reportego-one training availability
and 1 reported instant service and support. Thairetar reported that training
varied depending on need; furthermore, the frequehthe sessions on offer varied
depending on the subject covered; and training am systems such as the use of
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the VLE and plagiarism detection software wererefffiemore than other sessions, as

pointed out by two respondents.

Uptake

Twelve (12) of the comments covered some aspedteaiptake of the sessions;
three responses indicated between 4 and 10 at®nslkie others described
attendance as ‘variable’, ‘small uptake’, ‘littiptake’, ‘limited uptake for the
timetabled sessions’ and ‘mediocre uptake’. A ‘thke’ approach was used by
another institution where 5 members of staff ned¢dedquest specific/bespoke
training before it was run. In one case where sassivere offered twice a week, it
was reported that ‘about half the timetabled s@&ssran’ while in another case

attendance was described as ‘generally good;d#ilsfter first batch of sessions’.

4.1.2. Pedagogical staff development approaché&glLovia
workshops/seminars/internal events

In terms of staff development events such as wapstseminars on the pedagogic
use of various learning technologies, 25 out ofeé&pondents indicated they offer
such events in the ‘effective use of the VLE’, 22pondents ticked the
‘implementing e-assessment for diagnostic, forngaimd/or summative assessment’
option, while 21 of them ticked the ‘plagiarism ypeation and detection’ option, as
shown in Figure 4.2. Web 2.0 seminars were providexpproximately two-thirds of
the participating institutions as 17 out of thed?@red them. Around half of the
institutions — 14 out of 26 — offered seminars vsing e-portfolios — personal
learning environments’; web conferencing was nobhind with 12 responses.
Seminars on virtual worlds were run by 4 institnoOther workshops/seminars
included: lecture capture (2), podcasting (2),rmmlnedia (1), video (1) and
screencasting (1).
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Figure 4.2: Responses to the question ‘Does theetsity offer any of the following
workshops/seminars/internal events or internal eemnfces on the pedagogically
effective use of the following learning technolasfiePlease tick all that apply’.

These workshops/seminars/internal events or caméeseon the pedagogically
effective use of learning technologies were in seases less frequent than the
hands-on training sessions and varied from annualannual events to monthly
thematic school-specific events to fortnightly sess on a specific pedagogy. In
eight cases — out of a total 25 - both pedagogyhamdis-on training were integrated
in the same sessions. Workshops and seminars emodged to be both scheduled
and tailor-made, on-demand sessions. In two casessireported that these sessions
were run by a different team from the learning rexbgy team — an academic
enhancement and academic development unit resplctiv

4.1.3. Online TEL-related case studies

Online case studies on the pedagogically effectseeof learning technologies were
also provided by many HEIls. Case studies on trexfe use of the VLE (18), e-
assessment (13), web 2.0 tools (13), plagiarismemteon and detection (11),
personal response systems (10), e-portfolios (@waeb conferencing (6) were
commonly made available online, aiming to proviibility of access to academic
staff interested in TEL practice. This question waswered by 20 respondents and
responses shown in Figure 4.3 are from a totabrespcount of 20. Other responses
included: online media (2), screencasting (1), thimg that staff is willing to share’
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(1), ‘offered as a service by Epigeum’, which ispin-off company from Imperial
College aiming at providing online skills trainitg students and staff in higher

education (1), and ‘we are currently working orsti(i).
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Figure 4.3: Responses to the question ‘Does theetsity offer any online case

studies on the following learning technologies?’.

4.1.4. TEL as part of the postgraduate certificatearning and teaching

In almost half of the cases — 13 out of 27 — TEIs weported to be the focus of one
of the modules of the Postgraduate Certificategarhing and Teaching in Higher
Education (PGCLT in HE). Four of the remaining fifbrmants stated that they did
not know whether TEL was offered as a module ofafloeeementioned course while
10 gave a negative answer, as shown in FigureMpdrt from those who stated that
TEL was the main focus of a PGCLT module, all th&t but one mentioned that

some aspects of TEL were embedded in this course.
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Figure 4.4: Responses to the question ‘Is techiyododpanced learning (or online,
distance, e-learning) included as a module in thv&isity’s Postgraduate
Certificate in Teaching and Learning in Higher Ealimn?’

4.1.5. TEL continuing professional development\aiigis

Various CPD activities in the area of TEL were pded by a number of institutions
including e-moderating/e-facilitating short courdlest were 3- to 5-weeks long, e-
facilitation courses certified by the Staff and Edtional Development Association
(SEDA), application and portfolio development tod&Certified Membership of the
Association for Learning Technology (CMALT) for atanic staff, a module on the
PGCLT course and other Masters’ level modules aitlemphasis on e-learning that
could also be taken as stand-alone modules. Furtiter one university reported
that they have academic staff registered for actats of philosophy (PhD) degree
in the area of TEL. Other provision in the are@BL includes faculty-sponsored
workshops, invited external speakers, on-demamuirigaas well as experiential
training in new technologies in a ‘learning hulaildar-made training for individual

subject areas, departments, or faculties and clooedamdvice and consultation.

4.1.6. TEL as a prerequisite for blended and faliiine courses

The question regarding whether there are any foiligal staff development
requirements for academic staff involved in thevégy of blended/distance learning
courses returned a wide range of responses; inecasst — 15 out of 23 — there were
no requirements. Among those, however, one infatreated that their institution

is currently considering making it a requirementy respondents stated that this is
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monitored via the course validation process a$ stablved in heavily
technologically-mediated courses have to be qedlifo do so or commit to training.
In two other cases, although this was not a remerg, staff involved in
blended/online courses were strongly encouragéakthe e-moderation and the e-

facilitation online short course respectively.

In the remaining 8 cases there were some requirsithinee respondents reported
that new academic staff were expected to undeNaketraining as part of their
induction. In one case, the first module of the MAAcademic Practice was a
requirement for staff and in two other cases it mastioned that distance learning
programmes had their own training initiatives anddemic staff involved in these
undergo a formal induction process focusing onrimgptechniques and other
competencies related to TEL. In another case stadived in fully online courses
were required to complete a 10-credit module offécenew lecturers, while another
one reported that there were no formal requiremfentslended courses but for fully
online courses staff have to go through formal atidun due to the increased

standard of development and delivery in online sesrr

The following section provides information about thterviews in both phases,

outlining the way the interview questions were deped over time.

4.2. Interviews' outline

Interviews were initially conducted with eight paipants out of the thirteen who
had expressed an interest to participate in furdsgarch during the first phase of
data collection via the online questionnaire, #st uestion of which asked those
who ‘might be willing to participate in further me@rch’ to provide their email
address. Ten of them were contacted graduallyrvienaail and were invited to
participate in a 30-45 minute, semi-structuredringav. Priority was given to those
who had provided more information in the open-englg@estions in the survey and a
balanced representation between pre-1992 and pO&tifstitutions was achieved.
The first interview was treated as a pilot and tptace in mid-December 2011 and
the remaining seven interviews took place betwaenJanuary and mid-March
2012. All interviews were arranged via email anoktplace on Skype, were
recorded using Skype mp3 recorder, then transcabddeturned to the informants
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within three weeks for their approval. Five addiabinterviews with HelLs were
conducted at a later stage (February 2015); tisedahe total number of interviews
to thirteen.

The pilot interview comprised the following quesitso

1) What do lecturers need to know in terms of onlireeration/facilitation?

2) What do you think are the key technical skills resedy academics in order to

teach online?

3) Do you think that TEL should be a compulsory modnlthe Postgraduate
Certificate in Teaching and Learning in Higher Eatimn?

4) Similar question to this one: should TEL be parthef CPD framework for all

academic staff?

5) Should there be a formal requirement, a prere@yiit academic staff to get

involved in online or heavily blended courses? Wdwayou think on that?

6) In your experience, do you find TEL has been useteno support
dialogue/conversations online or to support expéiaelearning? By experiential
| mean any simulations or any type of field triplsese they make use of
technology.

7) Do you think that if there is a need technology failitate equally well both

dialogic and experiential learning?

8) Do you have any experience of online learning beeegn as ‘second best’ by

academic staff?

9) Do you have any experience of online learning beic@used of de-skilling the

teaching profession in academia?

10) Do you think that an online course is cheaper,en@xpensive or the same

compared against a similar equivalent course deld/éace-to-face?

11)What are the main goals and targets now in youitini®n regarding the wider

implementation of technology enhanced learning?
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12)What are the main issues or obstacles that yourtiimdplementing that strategy if

any?

The pilot interview provided rich data but more wniantly, gave the opportunity to
test various aspects such as the order, the flalveofluestions and the duration. The
pilot interview was kept in the data analysis gedvided rich data that addressed
the research questions and as the interview questsisdbsequently changed only
marginally, it was felt that this would not affébe quality of the evidence gathered.
Upon reflection, however, and following a discussrath the supervisor, some
tweaks and modifications to the interview questiamese implemented; first of all

the order of the questions was changed as it Wathé& the question ‘What do
lecturers need to know in terms of online modera#ind facilitation’ was too
important to be the first question in the interviamd was moved to the middle of the
guestions; other questions were reordered toodardor the interviews to flow

more smoothly. Furthermore, three questions wede@ddoringing up the number of
interview questions from 12 to 15. These 15 quastiwere divided into four groups.
A warm-up question was also added at the beginiggve an opportunity for
informants to put things in context and talk abthweir institution. An opportunity for

any final comments was also provided at the end.

The 15 interview questions asked of the sevenvi@eees after the pilot interview

were the following:

Warm up question:
Could you please say a few things about the urityeysu are working at? Is it
mainly research-led or teaching-led? Does it cdfey blended/fully online courses?

1) Could you please talk a bit about the supportybat team, as an e-learning team,
provides in the area of TEL and is it a centrafhtea do you have people in the

faculties as well?

2) What are the main goals/targets in your institutiegarding the institution-wide

implementation of TEL?

3) What are the main issues and obstacles in theutisti-wide implementation of
TEL?
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

In your experience, do you find TEL is used morthatdialogic/discursive level
where the focus is on theory, or the experienge¢l where the focus is on
practice?

Do you think both levels can be facilitated equalsil in an online environment?

As far as you are aware, are your online progranfoiksving a specific online

learning theory or model?

In your opinion, what do lecturers need to knoweirms of online

moderation/facilitation?

What are the key technical skills that are neededdademics who teach online?

Should TEL be a compulsory module in the PostgredGartificate in Learning

and Teaching in HE course?

10)Should TEL be part of the CPD framework for ALL deaic staff?

11)Should there be any formal requirements beforeenarstaff get involved in

online or heavily blended courses?

12)To sum up, what do lecturers need to know in otdeieliver blended and online

courses effectively?

13)In your experience, is online learning seen asosddest’ by academic staff?

14)According to Feenberg, online learning can enabie forms of dialogic

interactions. However, as he points out, theredarager for technology, if used
incorrectly, to lead to a de-skilling of the teaupprofession, leading to an
‘automated’ education with the aim to cut costs.aiMl your own experience
regarding online learning being accused of deiskjithe teaching profession in

academia?
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15)From your experience, do you think that an onlioerse is cheaper, the same as

or more expensive compared to an equivalent fadaet® course?

An interview from phase one is presented in Appeidas a descriptive narrative,
guestion by question; verbatim quotes are usedderdor the reader to get a sense

of the detail and form of the data.

Additional Interviews

Five additional interviews were conducted at arlatage in order to increase the
sample and ask some additional questions that woolide more examples on
ways TEL is used in the participating institutidoasupport learning and compare
the approaches of these institutions against Llardis organisational infrastructure
for the effective implementation of learning teclugies across the whole
institution. The two data sets were combined ind&a analysis as the majority of
the questions were similar; furthermore, the tinfecence between the data
gathering was not seen to have made a substaifteakdce to the issues being

considered and raised by the HelLs. The additionestipns were the following:

- According to Laurillard's framework, learning is enstood to occur through
acquisition, inquiry, practice and discovery, dission and collaboration; do you
have any examples where TEL is used to support @aelof these processes at your

institution?

- According to Laurillard’s framework, for the sucstd implementation of learning
technologies in an institution, there is a needafoappropriate organisational
infrastructure and a supportive culture to be acpl To what extent do you think
that each of the following requirements is met buryinstitution?

a) Sharing tacit knowledge

b) Establishing a programme of staff developmenh@effective use of learning
technologies

c) Setting up multi-skilled development teams

d) Agree development resources and costing

e) Agree staff time commitment

f) Ensure that appraisal and promotion procedwesurd teaching excellence
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The following section summarises the roles, baakigds and responsibilities of the
HeLs who participated in the interviews. All nanmese been changed and

pseudonyms are used instead.

4.3 Hels’ roles, backgrounds and responsibilities

As shown below, the HelL group is a diverse groupeafple with a range of
backgrounds, roles and responsibilities. The Helskgrounds and their past
experiences are of crucial importance as thesetrdigtate their understanding of
learning, which in turn might impact on the wayythead the enhancement of
learning within an educational setting (Anagnostdpo 2010).

Furthermore, HeLs’ positions within the organisatioay vary between institutions,
particularly with regards to level of authority,yper and ability to influence
developments. Therefore, this section aims to piegbme detail about the
background, roles and responsibilities of the Hehs volunteered to be
interviewed. Their actual names have been replaggseudonyms in all cases.

A variety of backgrounds, roles and responsibdgité the heads of e-learning in UK
HEIs is reflected in the sample used in this redeasome HelLs come from a
learning technology/IT background while others hameacademic background. It is
important to note that the term ‘head of e-learhusgd throughout this thesis refers
to the nominated institutional representative whdipipates in the heads of e-
learning forum and not to the actual job titleghese staff members, which
sometimes happen to be heads of e-learning orasgirbiit may also be an academic
member of staff whose partial role is to promotd_Tictheir institution. Those
whose head of e-learning is their actual job dften have a managerial role and
their teams usually manage the VLE and other legrtechnologies and organise
training/workshops on the effective use of thesenimg technologies. The
responsibility of those who are academics or edoical developers focus more on
spreading pedagogic practice in the area of TELeambledding it in the curriculum.
It is worth noting, however, that representativeEbath groups were very
enthusiastic about the potential of technologyriivasmce the student learning
experience and that all HeLs, regardless of backgioshowed an appreciation of
technology to be used not for its own sake, buat redagogically sound way that

enhances students’ learning.
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Pilot Interviewee (Malcolm)

Malcolm has worked in the area of TEL for more thashecade; before he became a
HeL he worked as a learning technologist and aneslearning technologist in
another university. Although he does not have aaghing experience or
responsibilities, he has undertaken the PGCAP eacand is a Senior Fellow of the
HEA. The team managed by him is providing VLE suppod training, support for
computer assisted assessment, plagiarism preverithdetection, e-learning
content development and runs a series of worksbn¥EL to demonstrate good

practice. Head of e-learning is his actual joketitl
Interviewee 2 (Christina)

Christina is nominated to represent her univeisityie heads of e-learning forum;
however, her position is rather academic with apleasis on promoting sound e-
learning practice in her institution. She is baisedn educational development team
with educational developers and learning technstsgShe contributes to the
teaching of the PGCLT in HE course, as well asroskedff development activities, is
involved in various internal and external projeatsl sits on various university

committees and advises on e-learning policy andeémentation.
Interviewee 3 (Ben)

Ben has a background in e-learning as an adviskleaturer and leads an academic-
orientated team on TEL. HelL is his actual job il he has a strategic role in
leading TEL initiatives and implementing and evalh@g TEL projects. He and his
team are part of the educational development tegopasting learning and teaching

and their posts are academic.
Interviewee 4 (Carl)

Carl has a lecturing background and has taughtariPGCLT course as well. His
actual job title is HeL and he manages a TEL tedmchvis part of a wider
educational development team. He has extensiveaiexge of managing various
internal and external projects funded by JISC &edHEA. His responsibilities
include managing TEL projects and a central teanchvimcludes technicians who
provide technical support, trainers that providdfdtaining in the use of learning

technologies and academic staff whose focus ligb@pedagogical aspects of using
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technology in learning.
Interviewee 5 (Robert)

Robert has a background as both researcher anldgowith extensive experience
of supporting learning technology developments mwithe higher education sector.
He is an e-learning manager of a team that prouid@sng and technical support;
the team includes technical support staff and lagrtechnologists and offers a
range of training sessions and workshops. Furthexntioe team contributes to the
PGCLT course.

Interviewee 6 (Ken)

Ken is an associate head of TEL in his instituthotin experience in e-learning as a
trainer. He and his team run a series of staff ldgweent sessions and one-to-one
sessions on the effective use of various learreogriologies.

Interviewee 7 (Derek)

Derek is the director of the Centre for Excellemc&eaching and Learning (CETL)
and his institution’s representative in the hedds-learning forum. He has a diverse
background in academia as he has worked as a d$ectiorer in marketing, as well
as a principal lecturer in blended learning cultiouand assessment development,
before moving on to become head of blended leariisycurrent responsibilities as
director of the CETL include enhancing the quabityhe learning, teaching and
assessment especially with respect to the uselfddogy and engagement with
new pedagogical approaches. Derek is also resaatste and has managed various

projects.
Interviewee 8 (Karina)

Karina was an academic member of staff who was béhdr School. Promoting the
use of e-learning was only part of her role; howgeske was her institution’s
representative in the HeLF. Her institution hadralé central TEL support group
providing technical advice and learning technoladyisers based in the

departments.
Interviewee 9 (Diane)

Diane is the head of e-learning unit; she has &draand in educational
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development and she and her team support stditipedagogically effective use of
learning technologies to enhance teaching andilggarAler team works across the
university with all faculties, one of which has &ahal learning technologist
support. She also contributes to the strategicemphtation of TEL in her

institution.
Interviewee 10 (Lisa)

Lisa is the head of blended learning and leadsttla¢egic implementation of
blended learning across her institution. She magagamall central team that co-
ordinates strategy and has input to policy and wtokether with the school-based
learning technologists and the blended learningeméc champions within each

school.
Interviewee 11 (Alan)

Alan is an e-learning development manager who mes\ige central small e-
learning team plus one member of staff who is lgadéployed within a school
department. The team’s main focus is on staff agrakent and curriculum
development. Alan also contributes to the PGCLTre®@and to an MA in learning

and teaching.
Interviewee 12 (Kate)

Kate is head of e-learning and manages a centnal teat provides user support,
both technical and pedagogical. The team also gesvtoaching and mentoring to

academic staff and influences strategy.
Interviewee 13 (Sam)

Sam is the technology enhanced learning managemandges a media team whose
focus is on production of digital artefacts forril@ag and teaching and a learning
technology team, which includes learning technoldgyelopers and learning

technology advisers.

The participants’ background, role and responsikgdiis summarised in Table 4.2.
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Interviewees

Background

Role

Responsibilities

Years
in the
job

Pedagogical
and/or
Technological
focus

Malcolm

Learning
technologist

Head of e-
learning

Manages a team
that provides VLE
support and
training, e-learning
content
development and
runs a series of
workshops on TEL
to demonstrate
good practice.

Technological
and Pedagogical

Christina

Teaching/projeq
management

t Educational
developer —
senior e-
learning
adviser

Promotes sound et

learning practice;
teaching in the
PGCLT course;
involved in various
internal and
external projects;
Sits on various
university
committees and
advices on e-
learning policy and
implementation.

Pedagogical

Ben

E-learning
adviser/ lecturer

Head of e-
learning

Strategic role in
leading TEL
initiatives. He and
his team are part @
the educational
development team
supporting
learning and
teaching and their
posts are
academic.

Pedagogical

Carl

Lecturer

Head of e-
learning

Managing TEL
projects and a
central team which
includes
technicians,
trainers and
academic staff.

Technological
and Pedagogical

Robert

Researcher/

E-learning

Manages a tea

m of

Technological
and Pedagogical
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Interviewees

Background

Role

Responsibilities

Years
in the
job

Pedagogical
and/or
Technological
focus

lecturer

manager

technical suppor
staff and learning
technologists
which offers a
range of training
sessions and
workshops.
Furthermore, the
team contributes to
the PGCLT course.

Ken

IT/e-learning
trainer

Associate
head of TEL

He and his team
run a series of staff
development
sessions and one-
to-one sessions on
the effective use o
various learning
technologies.

1

Technological
and Pedagogical

Derek

Lecturer/ head
of blended
learning

Director of
CETL

Enhancing the
guality of the
learning, teaching
and assessment
especially with
respect to the use
of technology;
engagement with
new pedagogical
approaches.

Pedagogical

Karina

Lecturer

Head of
School

Part of her role to
promote TEL in
her department.

Pedagogical

Diane

Academic
developer

Head of e-
learning unit

Manages a team
that support staff
in the
pedagogically
effective use of
technology.
Contributes to the
strategic
implementation of
TEL in the
institution.

Pedagogical
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Interviewees | Background Role Responsibilities Years Pedagogical
in the | and/or
job Technological
focus
Lisa Secondary Head of Leads the strategi¢ 8 Pedagogical
teacher and blended implementation of
lecturer learning blended learning.
Manages a small
central team.
Alan Lecturer, E-learning | Manages a small | 4 Pedagogical
learning development| central team whose
technologist, manager focus is on staff
VLE manager, development and
head of e- curriculum
learning development.
Contributes to the
PGCLT course anc
MA in learning
and teaching.
Kate Learning Head of e- | Manages a central 4 Technological
technologist learning team that provides and Pedagogical
user support, both
technical and
pedagogical.
Sam Project manager TechnologyManages a media | 4 Technological

enhanced
learning
manager

team whose focus
is on production of
digital artefacts for
learning and
teaching and a
learning
technology team,
which includes
learning
technology
developers and
learning
technology
advisers.

and Pedagogical

Table 4.2: Heads of e-learning backgrounds, rabelsrasponsibilities.
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4.4 Summary

This chapter has aligned the survey and intervieastions to the research questions
and provided some initial analysis and a descmpbibthe data gathered via the
online questionnaire as part of this researchfitbepart of this chapter provided an
analysis of the data gathered on staff developmpevision in the area of TEL,

while the second provided an outline of the intewss and provided some
information about the HelLs who were interviewegas of this research, including
their background, roles and responsibilities. As thsearch focuses on the HelLs’
perspective around TEL, this information was coesed in order to place their

views in context. The following chapter discusdesse findings further and seeks to
integrate and interpret them as a collective, lydimg together the results from both

the interviews and the questionnaire.
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5. DISCUSSION — INTEGRATION OF FINDINGS

Following the statistical presentation of the gioestaire responses and outlines of
the interview questions, together with detailsha interviewees’ backgrounds, roles
and responsibilities in the questionnaire findirgaterviews’ outline chapter, an
analysis and interpretation of the whole body seexch findings is developed here;
data gathered via interviews are thematically dised and interpreted first, followed

by a discussion/integration of both phases ofrésgarch at the end of this chapter.

5.1. Discussion of interviews’ findings

This section discusses the interview findings usirigematic analysis which
emerged from the interviews. Open coding was usiidlly to uncover, develop

and name concepts in order to explore points withentext and expose the thoughts
and ideas contained within them. Once a full setooles was generated, these were
organised and collated into themes. An iterativaeess of reviewing and redefining
the themes took place until saturation was readhedinstance,-submission and e-
assessmentas one of the themes that emerged as a TEL-rdlatget from the
interviews as it came up in six responses. In thihase cases complete ‘e-
submission for all students’ work’ was an instibutal target, while in another one it
was ‘a target in some departments but not in othierene case ‘making technology
integral to assessment’ was one of the strate@tsgd the institution and in another
the goal was for students to develop ‘real-worlliskn technology via real-world
assessments and authentic tasks’. ‘E-assessménfuviizes and online submission’
was named as a TEL target in another case. Themaétioned statements in
inverted commas were coded under theelemission and e-assessmii@ime as
explained in the research design — methodologythods chapter (in Figure 3.1).
Examples of the codes used and the themes/catsdlogieemerged can be found in
Appendix B. All emerging themes from the intervieave discussed in this section

on a question-by-question basis.

5.1.1. Participating institutions
Among the thirteen HeLs who participated in themitews — including the pilot
interview - six were working in pre-1992 and seuepost-1992 institutions. All

participating institutions were offering some fudipline distance learning courses or
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mostly online with minimum residential attendancecampus, but in most cases, the

emphasis was on blended learning on-campus.

Three of the participating institutions had alreadyablished a strong online distance
learning portfolio. One of these universities hagtrang online course provision with
10% of their portfolio delivered online and a fueti0-15% mostly online coupled
with a few seminars on campus. The same universis/using a blended delivery

for the vast majority of their campus-based coutseswith all but 5% of their
courses making some use of technology. Two otlstitutions also had a strong
portfolio of online postgraduate courses, whichengelivered in collaboration with

external private companies.

In the other institutions, campus-based courses Wmesome cases ‘web
supplemented’ and in others ‘blended’ with the fermenoting that the VLE was
used mostly as a repository while the latter ref@to a more integrated use of

technology with face-to-face teaching, as discussdide literature review chapter.

5.1.2. TEL support

TEL academic support was provided in all caseswantralised unit; this unit was
either a standalone team, or part of a bigger t@drose focus was on educational
development, or was part of IT services. In sonsggaon top of the centralised
team, support was provided locally, usually viaidatd school or faculty-based
learning technologists. In one of those universitidere additional support was
provided locally, learning technologists were engpbonly in some faculties. This
fact shows that while all participating instituteohad centralised TEL support, in
some cases there is additional, more specialisédpf@vision and support locally,
within the faculties.

5.1.3. TEL goals and targets

Recurring themes from the interviews included tiuelent experience, improving
TEL uptake, e-submission and e-assessment, stafie@nce and student
competence. Other themes were to do with innovationtent creation, repository
creation, learning spaces and VLE minimum stand&dsh of these themes will be

discussed separately.
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Student Experience

Improving the student experience was one of the camemon threads among
responses from participating HeLs. The term ‘sta@eperience’ was stated in
seven interviews; in some cases the focus was msistency, in others it was on
enhancement and suppdehristina, for instance, mentioned that her instis

focus was on the consistency of the student expegie

| think from senior management’s point of view [#]probably the consistency
of the student experience because in the studemgeys the students’

perceptions are driving everything

Robert mentioned that his unit asks the departneathk year to outline the ways

they use learning technology to support the studepérience:

What we do ask is that each department on an artmas$ develops a strategy

which outlines their approach to learning technol@nd how it will be used

to support the student learning experience.

Ben’s unit focused more on improving the studemtegience exploiting both the

administrative and the educational benefits of TEL:

Improving the educational experience of the stugliaaking at some of the
administrative benefits that may be gained as a&h kind of flexibility that
you can engage when you want to, where you wairt terms of the
educational benefit, specifically things we hightigre like the opportunity to
develop real work skills in technology... the dpito do more real-world
assessments or authentic tasks, new collaborapipertunities potentially
with people outside the classroom but also withrpaad tutors outside the

classroom.

It is worth noting that when HelLs were referringhe student experience — which
since the rise in students’ fees seems to be aartamg driver in UK HE (Willetts
2011) — they were not talking only about the leagrexperience but also about
administrative convenience, and the side-benefitsimg technology such as

becoming digitally literate and developing real-ldaskills in technology.
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Improved TEL Uptake

Alongside the student experience, improved TEL kgptaas the most common
theme among TEL aims and targets. Improving TElakgtvas linked with
providing more blended learning, increasing the @mhof fully online courses, or in

some cases it was a general target.

In some cases improving TEL uptake was linked ém&éd learning:

One of our aims is to develop quality assured béeneéarning programmes

(Malcolm).

We have a target around TEL that all modules araypmmes will be
delivered using technology and those who are cilydreginning to engage in

the use of technology will increase the way theyiuerek).

So the expectations would be that when course teahaste or re-design,

there should be a component of technology enhaeeeding (Alan).

The expectation is that by 2020 every module ardygyrogramme in the

university will be fully blendefLisa).

Improved uptake was in some cases linked with gweldpment of fully online
COurses:
We have a target of increasing the amount of degtamnline delivery
particularly postgraduate distance online delivény15% more than we are

currently delivering (Derek).

We’'ve also got targets for online learning. Theentption then is that over
the next few years we’ll increase our capacitymfiree learning, and by 2020
we’ll have minimum about 20 completely online p@stgate programmes
(Lisa).

Improved uptake was also linked with plans to irdégtechnology fully in the

curriculum:
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The strategic goals are to make technology intetgraéaching, learning,

assessment and curriculum design (Malcolm).

Finally, there were cases where improving the uptKTEL was a general target:

TEL implementation and use should increase, whateat means (Diane).

To improve uptake, generally; with a view, primatib enhance the student

experience (Ken).

Improving the uptake of TEL seems to be one oftli@ding principles on which
the teams led by HelLs are based; the use of THEheicurriculum is also endorsed

by the UK PSF as discussed in the literature re@egtion.

E-submission and e-assessment
Following the ‘student experience and the improupthke of TEL’ theme, ‘e-
submission and e-assessment’ was also a popul@t eanong participating

institutions.

Moving towards e-submission, and in some casesdbfeck too, was an institutional

target in some cases:

We are moving towards a complete e-submissionsafsaed work for 2013,

we are doing a lot of work in that area (Carl).

There is a requirement for all tutor-marked assigmts if they are text-based

to be submitted electronically (Christina).

There’s an expectation that we will move much nonerds e-submission, e-
assessment, and e-feedback and we’re in the proteasting some policy

and guidelines around that just ndhisa).

We've got a joined up now, central model for elecic management of
assessments, from e-submission, e-marking, e-gyaahd e-feedback, so

that's the other expectation (Alan).
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‘Streamlined, improved assessments online’ was ioeed to be a target by
Malcolm, while Christina stated that “There is morerest now in e-assessment
through something like QuestionMark Perception”sthis specialised software to
deliver exams electronically. Ben emphasised ‘thiétato do more real-world

assessments or authentic tasks’ using technology.

It became apparent from both the questionnairedlanahterviews that the
electronic management of assessments is one &kthareas of focus in many
participating HEIs as technology can facilitate wi®le assessment cycle, but also,
arguably, enhance and transform the assessmeifee@ofithck process (JISC Design
Studio 2015)

Staff Competence

Developing ‘staff competence’ was another themeeheerged in four cases to be
an institutional target around TEL; this initiaBgems to be surprisingly low as staff
development is not only crucial for the successfidlementation of any TEL-
related project, but also it is usually one of th&n functions of the team HeLs lead.
This, however, could be explained by the fact tha&ome cases staff development
was devolved to the faculties with localised exadrfurthermore, in a few other
cases it may have not been discussed due to thih&udt was mentioned elsewhere

and it could have been seen as a core functiomeaetam rather than as a target.

Upskilling the staff body as a whole was a targetne case:

There are all sorts of plans at the moment to uptble staff body as a whole.
Particularly, there is a push towards a kind ofigital driving license, like the
European driving license, so that academic staféast have the basic
technical capacity to be able to use things like\Wh.E and the streaming
server and so forth (Karina).

Malcolm and Derek also mentioned that developingmetence in staff was one of
their current goals, while Sam mentioned that teyrunning a programme on
digital literacies for both staff and students. fmpng the digital literacy levels of

staff is critical for the successful implementat@iTEL and was mentioned to be
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one of the obstacles as discussed below in theiddties and obstacles sub-section.

Student Competence
Developing student competencies in the use of @olyy was another theme that
emerged as an institutional target around TEL witbcus on providing real world

skills in technology, so that graduates are emfileya

(We aim to) develop digital literate graduates nmgksure that our graduates
are employable (Malcolm).

Specifically things we highlight are like the oppmrity to develop real work
skills in technology (Ben).

We have a programme running around digital literg&gam).

The need for students to be supported in some afehgital practice has been
recognised by JISC who has produced guides on g@atice in this area (JISC
Developing Students’ Digital Literacy 2014) and hasded various programmes
and has run a ‘Developing Digital Literacies’ pragyrme in order to improve the
digital capabilities of both staff and stude@kSC Developing Digital Literacies
Programme, 2013).

Other aims that emerged around TEL institutionajdts included innovation
(promote innovation and creativity in the use olLTEnovate with TEL; identify
and develop innovative technologies), content madtevelop materials; creation
of materials), repository creation (content managsystem; create infrastructure
for sharing content), learning spaces (technolatyaaced learning spaces;
technology enabled learning spaces) and minimum $taBdards (VLE minimum
standards; minimum content). Furthermore, creatuityire for sharing content and

making use of VLE analytics were also mentioned.

Improving the student experience and improving THiptake were reported to be
the main TEL targets among participating institn§oE-submission and e-
assessment and staff and student competence wereachmonly-mentioned aims.
The following sub-section looks at the main issailed obstacles around TEL, as

perceived by participating HeLs.

115



5.1.4. TEL issues and obstacles
Recurring themes here included staff reluctandétstsistance and staff
engagement, lack of skills, strategic buy-in, comioation and dissemination, time

limitations and the fact that TEL was used moreafdministrative benefits.

Staff reluctance/resistance and staff engagement
Staff reluctance and resistance and lack of stafjhgement was the most popular
theme in terms of issues and obstacles around fi&lwere faced by participating

institutions:

...I think also staff resistance to change, theg@ee other things as a priority

such as research (Malcolm).

...At the school level the biggest obstacle is stafStance and staff
reluctance (Karina).

Staff engagement in TEL is a challenge as it ofégpuires buy-in in a fundamental

theoretical approach, as reported by Ben:

To get someone thinking about technology in aréifiteway, replacing their
lecture with other things, that’'s more challengigd | think that requires
persuasion but also requires buy-in in a more fundatal, theoretical
approach around what is teaching and learning arfdt’s my role as a
teacher and things like that, that are very chaliieiy. So, | think the way we

get staff to engage is always challenging (Ben).

The misconception that by posting materials stuglesiit not attend resulted in poor
staff engagement in one case; as Carl mentioneck th still a belief amongst the
academic community that by posting learning mal®aadvance, students will not
attend lecturesThe argument that if materials are posted onliredvance, students
will not attend lectures has often been used tifyusome tutors’ reluctance to get
involved with TEL; however, this assumption is sapported by the literature on
the subject. A study focusing on the impact of atréicorded lectures on the student
experience and attendance (Larking 2010) showeddttemdance remained high

throughout the semester and that ‘contrary to poplief, generation Y students in
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general, do not aspire to replace lectures withrdoadable, online versions’
(Larking 2010, p.238). Furthermore, another studyeature availability in
introductory psychology (Hove and Corcoran 2008)iclv compared two groups of
students, one of which had access to online lechaterials, showed that while there
was no significant difference in terms of attendabetween the two groups,
‘students with unlimited access to lecture pregenta earned significantly higher
grades than students who did not have similar at@dsve and Corcoran 2008,
p.91).

Another reason behind staff’s reluctance and r@st&t to use TEL could be the fact
that teaching is not rewarded by HEIs and therefotéhigh enough in staff's
priorities. According to the ‘Reward and recognitio higher education -

Institutional policies and their implementationpoet by The Higher Education
Academy and the Genetics Education Networkingriaovation and Excellence
(GENIE) CETL, University of Leicester (2009), teaupis not rewarded in higher
education and lecturers are feeling the pressunate more research output in order
to participate in the research assessment frame{lRitk) and attract more research
funding: ‘By and large, academics believe thath@agis not recognised to the same
extent as research’ (Cashmore and Ramsden 20@23, As TEL is more related to
teaching and learning practices, it is apparerttitmay not be a priority among
many academics. Their interim report (CashmoreRartisden 2009b), which
included data gathered from 2,700 academics, demad@d that most academics feel
that teaching and learning is important but thét itndervalued and their final report
demonstrated that the inclusion of teaching in mton criteria in UK HEIs is

inconsistent and often absent (Cashmore and Ran28€a).

Lack of skills
The lack of skills needed by academic staff toTisk effectively was mentioned as

one of the barriers in some cases:

Some of them are struggling with the skills neadagse it efficiently and
effectively (Christina).

‘... up-skilling staff so they move beyond contilivery and using technology

in a more progressive fashion to support activelstu learning, skills
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development and collaborative learning’ (Robert).

In one case, the lack of skills around TEL wasédnhko lack of time to build those

skills, which created a vicious circle:

We've just recently done a survey around digitaréicy actually, which fits
into this vaguely. The first one is just time tarfenew things and investigate
new tools. Then that’s quickly followed on by #heklof confidence and the
lack of skills. So it's having the time to buile tkills, but then also not having
the skills to build. It's a bit of a vicious circteally but that generally is the

biggest challenge (Sam).

The need for this lack of skills to be addressethieydiscipline area was highlighted
by Lisa:

There are other things though in relation to stiéf/elopment, so | think
there’s still a need for digital literacy skills amg staff. There are different
cultures across different discipline areas, andedént levels of engagement,
with blended and online learning, so we have tokweithin different

parameters across different discipline areas.

There is an attempt to address this lack of skibih internally by each institution, as
discussed earlier in the questionnaire responsetager during the integration of the
findings. Skills development around TEL is alsomonped by the HEA's
Professional Standards Framework (HEA UKPSF 204kich has been discussed
in the literature review chapter of this thesis.

Strategic buy-in

Lack of strategic buy-in was mentioned to be anartgnt barrier for the successful
implementation of TEL in some cases, as, accorttirigalcolm, an ‘institutional
appetite to make those changes through very goadgehmanagement processes’ is
needed. Similarly, Christina mentioned that ‘la¢kigion” around TEL is a big
barrier, which underlines the importance of semanagement’s support for the

successful deployment of TEL related projects.
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The lack of a senior institutional champion was ticered as an important

institutional barrier by Diane and Lisa:

One of our biggest problems really, that we newaeklied properly is how to
make sure that senior managers understand whatigghd what it could
do... it's sort of something that grows from the &ottup but never really has
the level of support that it needs at the top; eeanly don’t have an

institutional champion (Diane).

| think one of the key things as well is to get-lougit senior management
level. So we need to have a strong champion totldadt senior executive
level. We've had a number of changes at our exext tever the last two or
three years, so we’re hoping that things will méasvard a bit more quickly

now (Lisa).

Karina mentioned that ‘leading upwards’ is a biglidnge for HeLs:

HeLs are in a very unique position because of ¢laeérship below but also
leading upwards as well in terms of providing telxategic input and so on.

So in terms of trying to create those targetsag been quite difficult.

Strategic buy-in seems to be a critical factortii@ successful implementation of
TEL, according to some Hels, and is supported loseot literature on the subject,

as discussed in the literature review chapter.

Communication/dissemination

Communication and dissemination of the TEL strategyss all departments was
also brought up in a few cases; an organisaticauaids was mentioned to be the
‘highly devolved nature of the institution’, whichade the implementation of
institution-wide policies hard, according to Karifobert and Ken also mentioned

that communication and dissemination was a barrier:

Well for sure, | mean we are no different from atiyer institution; the
department may have a strategy but how well isdisteminated across the

department is a different thing (Robert).
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...communication in terms of getting the messagéoaihie schools effectively,
to get them to act on it, from the Dean level,uslpit down to practitioner

level (Ken).

Again, the issue of communication and disseminageems to be closely related to

the need for organisational commitment to change.

Time limitations
Time limitations were reported to be an importaatrier as it was a pragmatic
reason that prevented staff from engaging with Té&len if they were willing to do

so, according to Ken:

We've all got so many hours in the day to do thesoit's actually like
firefighting all the time. They want to use thelsoeffectively or innovatively,
but they end up using the tools to just try andhar job a little bit quicker
(Ken).

In one case, staff were no longer resistant to H&dLstill ‘sometimes find it difficult
to find the time it takes to do it’, according tef@k. Sam reported that time was the
biggest barrier for TEL adoption by academics dradlack of time together with the
lack of skills created a vicious circle around Tide.

TEL is used more for administrative benefits

The fact that TEL is used more for administratieméfits rather than to its full
educational potential was highlighted as anothetdyan some cases. This was
pointed out by Ben who claimed that a theoretipgraach around learning and
teaching is required in order for technology taused in pedagogically effective

ways.

Furthermore, Christina stated that ‘TEL is usedenfor its administrative benefits
rather than in a more sound way to transform stigtlégarning experience based on
educational theory’. Similarly, the need to up-s&iaff ‘so that they move beyond
content delivery and use technology in a more msgjve fashion to support active

student learning, skills development and collabeedearning’ was underlined by
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Robert.

Other barriers

Funding, or rather a lack of, was mentioned onca laarrier; it is worth noting that
in UK universities some TEL-related projects bwoal EL-related posts such as
those of learning technologists, started in theipres decade as funded projects by
HEFCE (HEFCE 2005), but nowadays due to the fadtTEL is mostly considered
an established practice which sits at the corb@iristitution and also due to the
current economic climate, funds are becoming méeerarity. Other institutional
barriers around TEL - mentioned once each - wezdaitk of streamlined university
systems, cultural issues of support team membéralways understanding what
teaching is about, students’ perception of blerdarhing, and visibility of TEL

projects and initiatives.

It becomes evident from this study that strategig-im is very important for the
successful implementation of TEL in HEIs. There raany reasons reported in this
study that prevent academics from engaging with, tich as lack of time, skills
and motivation. These barriers are also expressttkirecent UCISA surveys on
TEL (UCISA 2010, 2012, 2014). If TEL implementatisnleft to staff’s discretion,
then only innovators and early adopters might gedlved and TEL practices may
not become mainstream. On the contrary, if theeen as something strategic and
there is a top-down, systematic approach to i staff are more likely to engage
with it. This was evident in this research, asdhe university which is quite
advanced in implementing TEL had taken a stratégasion to utilise TEL
approximately ten years ago. Furthermore, Lauditaconversational framework for
the effective use of learning technologies (2008)arlines the importance of an
effective organisational infrastructure to be iaga which includes strategic
developments in learning and teaching, policiesrandagement mechanisms in
order to ensure effective teaching through ICT.rllud’s organisational
infrastructure for the effective deployment of l@ag technologies is discussed more
extensively later in this chapter.

5.1.5. Dialogic/discursive and experiential us@BL
In most cases, TEL was reportedly used in botlodialand experiential ways. In

some cases, TEL was used more in support of dathgcursive learning compared
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to experiential learning. In two of those caseis, Was attributed to the nature of the
institutions that had a more ‘traditional’ portimlof courses without a strong
vocational element. However, the way technology uwsesl was dependent on the
discipline as implied in some cases. Derek’s arsd’kiresponses were the most

explicit on that matter:

‘...you will find a lot of discursive, dialogic aetty in the social sciences, in
business and the humanities. In the STEM subjeciged as in creative
industries such as drama, media production and/igien production

technology is used more in an experiential pradtgemse’ (Derek).

It goes back to the differences in disciplines, diffiérent approaches to
teaching and learning. So in some areas the fogwgry much on practice
and simulation. In others it's about discussion)aiaoration, exploration,
which involves a bit more interaction online angttbased discussions, or
reflective blogs with contributions from others.ISbink there’s a whole
range of examples across the university. | donttkth could say one way or
the other that one is more prevalent. It dependthersubject, yes, and the

approaches to teaching (Lisa).

Kate and Sam claimed that the more interestingramalvative uses of TEL take

place when it is used to support experiential leayn

| think we’ve seen both; we’'ve seen more of theudsions going on, because
it's easier, it's less intrusive it doesn’t neceaslyarequire an academic to
change their practice, they can just have theseudision boards going
alongside and influencing a bit of peer support andn but the really
interesting, exciting, innovative things | findganore on the experiential side
(Kate).

| think it's a mixture of the both. | think whet&silinked to experiential
learning it's generally more rewarding. The paybagknore obvious, you get
more engagement. So if you are out in the fieldssomdebody is using video to
record things, and GPS to record where they arel, #wen building that into a

blog, there’s a lot more benefit than sitting iclassroom talking about
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Maslow’s Theory of whatever, and doing practicarkvim a classroom (Sam).

It is worth noting that three informants mentioniedt TEL is mostly used as a
content repository and for passing information@students. Ben, for instance,

mentioned:

‘Putting aside the majority who do not use it faher of those (dialogic and
experiential learning) and use it in a ‘monologicaky to deliver information
to students, it is used more for online discussannot much for simulations

which are only used in a specific area’.

The responses to this question showed that whslaudsive learning might be more
widespread than experiential learning in parti¢iatnstitutions according to Hels,
this might be due to the disciplines that employ. B8 different subjects have
different requirements but also because suppodiaggic learning online may in

some cases be more straightforward compared taierpal learning.

5.1.6. Ease of facilitating online dialogic and erpntial learning

The ease of facilitating online dialogic and expetial learning was questioned too.
All informants claimed that online learning candmne equally well in either way,
both dialogic and experiential; most of them memsid that it is a matter of effective
pedagogic design and that it also depends on thé@deor’s skills. In comparing the
two, it was mentioned that the experiential leagrdepends on how well the
resources are developed - as stated in two cagebthat it can be more expensive
as it requires more specialised and coordinateticapipns than the discursive, as
stated in another case. Furthermore, in termsnaodiaagerial perspective, it is easier
to understand and control the dialogic elementdenfbr experiential learning one
needs to be more innovative as ‘the tools usedmoagome out of the box’, as

stated by another informant.

Sam claimed that although both the discursive eitmed the experiential can be

facilitated well with TEL, due to its very natutbg latter may be more challenging:

| think they can be facilitated equally as wells fust that in that experiential

area you're reliant on — they may be miles awayfithe campus, or they
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might be in an active learning classroom where g¢hisrmo technical support.
So | think they are a little bit more open to issaed problems to do with the
technology, and connectivity and things like thait, | think between them the
actual support process, and the development oétdifé skills are very similar
(Sam).

With regards to the discursive aspect, one infotratated that it is more difficult to
support if done synchronously via web conferensioigware. This was backed up
by their own experience where some members of wiafifd take many sessions
before feeling confident to use the institutionallypported web conferencing tool
and would require live assistance during theit Session too.

This is also backed up by parts of the literatwr@ aumber of studies in web
conferencing mention that staff may need substanéi@ing in both technical and
pedagogical aspects before they become comfortatiiehe use of web
conferencing software (Almpanis et al. 2011, Relesahd Loch 2008, Vitartas et al.
2008).

While asynchronous discursive learning needs a natalewho is familiar with
online facilitation techniques as discussed inliteeature review chapter and later
on in this chapter, experiential learning mightnh@re resource intensive if
specialised applications are needed and may be chatlenging. Synchronous
online learning on the other hand might be quig®uece intensive in terms of staff

training.

5.1.7. Online learning theory or model behind omlgnogrammes

In some cases it was stated that there was alveays karning theory or model
behind online programmes; in one of those, it wated that online courses were
designed mostly following the social constructivistdel, while in another some
courses would be based around the social constistatnodel and others would
follow a problem-based learning approach.

Lisa mentioned that although a pragmatic approaetagis in their existing online
programmes, for those currently under developmentdam is working closely with

the course teams in order to encourage a ‘studeniséd, interactive approach based
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on a social constructivist model’. Alan mentionkdtta pragmatic approach is
followed, based on the discipline and level of stagdhowever, they tend to
encourage collaborative learning, active learnimgvall as opportunities for explicit
reflection and feedback. In Kate’s case, the approgas described as ‘extremely
pragmatic’; however, she added the course teamsdaionfacilitate dialogue as

much as possible and there would be some prindbp&estaff members adhered to.

Carl mentioned that theoretical approaches cona¢ inodule level rather than the

programme level:

No, not really, what you often tend to see is thay have a delivery model but
that’s very pragmatic rather than you know, we goéng to take a
constructivist approach to this, for example; biiatvyou will often see is that
those particular theoretical approaches start tormin at the module level

rather than the programme philosophy

The fact that a learning theory behind online paogmes could be identified did not
necessarily mean that some of those programmesdesigned with a learning

theory in mind. According to Ben:

| think there is; there is a question there if thewe thought that through
themselves though; | can identify a learning tlyday looking at their course
and think that is taking more of a behaviourist ®lpthis is taking a more
dialogic constructivist approach but | don’t knoatually 1 doubt that those
who are designing those courses are thinking atbioge lines; often | think,
they are thinking along the lines of, for instanagéh the paper-based course,
‘we can make this and then sell it here and heeedan’t have to do very

much’, but that’s not really thinking about thetudents’ learning (Ben).

Karina reported that some online courses woul@v¥ok specific learning model
while others would follow an old-fashioned instioaial paradigm without an

explicit pedagogical approach:

| doubt it; some of them | have worked with toangl help them think about a

model. There would be a handful of blended learcimgyses particularly in
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the school of education and professional developntieait do have a very
specific model in place. There are some that, alishy, the answer would be
yes, but there are others where | doubt whetheetiseeany model being used;
| think some of them are quite old and they hawenlm®bbled together in a
very old-fashioned, instructional paradigm. | dotisat there is any explicit

pedagogical approach there at all.

This shows that, according to the HeLs, while sami@e courses follow an explicit
learning theory, others do not and are more pragrimatheir approach. An extended
study on this subject (Sharpe and Oliver 2013) mdrated that the design of
blended and online courses is often not theoréiad@ormed, but rather pragmatic

and iterative:

Back in 2006 we found that the approach most corymmed to underpin the
design of technology-enhanced courses was notnatar theoretical but
pragmatic. We found that practitioners were oftbteao be explicit about the
rationales for incorporating technology into theiourse redesigns where their
rationales were prompted by practical challengesytfaced in their teaching
(Sharpe and Oliver 2013, p.168).

5.1.8. Lecturers’ needs for online moderation/fatibn
Recurring themes in terms of the pedagogical neetisturers for online
moderation/facilitation included e-moderating skilbedagogical rationale and

digital literacies.

E-moderating skills

As the question was about the required knowledgeribne moderation and
facilitation, e-moderating skills were the most plap recurring theme. These skills,
as described by HelLs, included student inducti@hsarpport, guiding, prompting,
summarising, community building and engaging sttglenline, starting a
discussion, knowing when to intervene, prompting-participating students,
dealing with disruptive students, communicatingwgtudents and understanding
their expectations, monitoring their progress, déingtstudents’ collaboration,

usability and knowing how to structure online ati®s.
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Robert’s response, for instance, focused on stadewtuction to the environment

and the learning activity and facilitating a dissios around it:

They should know how to induct students into tve@mment and into the
learning activity itself; they should know how tars off a discussion around
it, intervene when necessary and know when tolstek and they should also
be aware of the tone of the remarks they make tb@rompt students who

don’t participate (Robert).

Carl mentioned a few aspects of online moderataiiifation including student
induction and student support, the use of assessasenlearning activity but also
the need to enable students’ collaboration asagb monitor students’

performance:

So we want to get them thinking everything frordesttiinduction, student
support, thinking through how assessment can be ase learning activity;
to think through how will students collaborate, hswhat going to take place;
how you are going to monitor student performance laow are you going to
monitor student engagement and therefore how yewgaing to support those

students if they are having difficulties with thatemials (Carl).

These e-moderating skills mentioned by HelLs are/by Salmon’s five stage
model on e-moderation which is discussed in tleedture review chapter. Salmon’s

model was mentioned as an example of good moderiasichristina:

| think Gilly Salmon’s e-moderating is probably thest, simple way of
expressing it; that sort of pyramid building haviadpaseline of technical skills
and then be able to build and understand how totluséacilities available in
the online learning system at more sophisticatedlgeand be able to move

into make an intervention, when to prompt, whesutmmarise (Christina).

Furthermore, Derek mentioned that they are usingdapted version of Salmon’s

model at their institution for staff development:

Gilly Salmon came down to the university when we\weginning our ‘e-
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College Wales’ project, to provide us with guidaacel to license us to use
her model of e-moderating as a fundamental prirciplow we’ve adapted it
and used it and changed it, using the 5-stage maslal principle (Derek).

Some HelLs emphasised the fact that e-facilitatidis sare better modelled than
taught and that as part of the training in onlirederation and facilitation, lecturers

should experience online learning as students:

Well, we offer an online course for staff aboutimaifacilitation where they
get experience of the challenges of online fatititg how you gain
engagement, how you build a community and thosggharen’t necessarily
that different than face to face but you have tat awore consciously | think.
We talked about things like language that mightiged, how to deal with a
difficult student who might be quite disruptive haw to deal with students
who aren’t participating, how to ensure that yot théngs up in a way that
will help people find the discussion in a logicaleasy way and how you as a
facilitator make sure it doesn’'t become ‘they asjuastion you answer it’,

and how to get them to talk to each other (Ben).

To do it effectively, | strongly believe they neetiave experienced it as a
student, because they come in with a set of exjptsaand most of them, |
think the vast majority of them, have never beehgfaa structured online

activity and simulation (Alan).

| think that they need training in that becauseny experience staff are not
very familiar with it if they have never experiedgéethemselves or gone
through it. It's not what staff necessarily undarsd without any training, you
know, the ways to keep an online forum, an onliseugsion going, would be
quite different to the way members of staff has baeght in the past. What
we are trying to do is to model in some of ourrinag courses, some of our
accredited teaching courses, staff to get expeddramm the other side, as staff

are students in those courses (Diane).

It became apparent that e-moderating skills inclugede range of skills that need to

be mastered in order for the students to engadethéir learning in an online
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environment. It is worth noting that these skilted to be gained experientially
according to HeLs but also according to Salmomnsaelerating model which has

been discussed extensively in the literature reaeapter.

On top of these e-moderating skills, effective malfacilitation requires a sound

pedagogical rationale according to HeLs.

Pedagogical rationale

The need for a pedagogical rationale and knowledgenstructivist pedagogical

theories was emphasised by Kanmao added that most academics are still holding

onto an instructional pedagogy of content deliveang tend to replicate that online.
The need to get academics away from thinking thihe teaching is purely about
content and their need to focus on student indoctapport and student

collaboration was reported by Carl too:

| think the things that lecturers need to knowhis pedagogical theory that
they are employing to achieve the learning theytw@achieve in the
students. | think most academics are still holdngp an instructional
pedagogy of content delivery and when they moaea tnline learning

environment they tend to replicate that (Karina).

| think the first thing is that you have to getrthaway from thinking that
online teaching is purely about content, ‘get tbatent right and everything

else will be fine’ (Carl).

In-depth understanding of constructivism and samaistructivism was also the key
to effective online facilitation according to KdPedagogical understandings were

important according to Lisa too:
There are the pedagogical understandings whichregeired for all kinds of
teaching and they are still the same whether yot@eehing with technology

or not (Lisa).

Other responses focused more on learning desigfeandng outcomes:
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They need to know how to structure an online dgtamd be able to articulate
to students in clear terms what the targeted leagrshould look like, what the
outcomes are (Robert).

The academics have to be really clear about setiitgvhat you are setting

out to achieve (Sam).

According to Malcolm, one needed to know the basfdbe VLE and have the
ability to use the Internet in an interactive wiagying conversations with the
students. Alan pointed out that the alignment afieng activities with assessment
and feedback was crucial in terms of online faatildn.

The need of a pedagogical rationale includes knibgdeof learning theories, which
have been briefly described in the literature revobapter, and also familiarity with
learning design which enables teachers to make mfmened decisions when
designing activities, courses or curricula makiffgative use of appropriate
resources and technologies. In order to use tecgp@ppropriately, staff need to be

digitally literate which is a theme discussed next.

Digital literacies

The digital literacies of academic staff was anotlkeurring theme in terms of
HeLs’ perceptions about staff needs for effectinkne moderation and facilitation.
These needs, according to the Hels, included canpase of technology to
support specific learning goals, the use of souiadlia and understanding online

identities:

We try to ensure that they would know the basicsiolg the VLE, using
information for students and ensuring that our acwtum has an online

presence (Malcolm).

So | do think they need training in understandirgatithat environment

requires, what the perspectives are (Diane).

Also | think digital literacy; having really higteVels of competency with

technology. It's a different set of skills to beinghe classroom. | think one of
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the things that we suffer with quite often, is aauanption that you can just
transfer classroom skills into an online environmeéfou’ve mentioned the
most important one which is about communicationbink these types of
skills. You can never assume anything with an erdimvironment, because
you don’t know when people have joined or leaveyluich materials they may

have read and understood (Sam).

As part of that it’s also about building online rd#ies. | think this is
something that | know that many of our colleagusgehissues with, in terms
of where does your professional identity and yanspnal identity begin and
end | suppose, when you’re online with studentsv&ce working with staff to
help them understand the differences in how theggt themselves, in an

online environment, particularly now through soamaédia (Lisa).

It is worth noting that ‘digital literacy’ intersecwith the pedagogy and e-
moderating skills mentioned above; Alan, for insgmmentioned that finding the
right tool based on learning outcomes and modeh®rtant. This was also evident

in Malcolm’s and Lisa’s responses:

We try then to make them (academic staff) usentieeniet in an interactive
way, so actually having conversations using satietlia, developing digital

literacy with their students (Malcolm).

They need to have the digital literacy skills, tmlerstand how they can most
effectively use various environments to supporhieg and teaching. It might
be through the core university VLE, but increasjriiley have to know a bit
more about what they can do with the VLE, and ey tan engage students,
so being able to tutor online, to be able to intgraffectively with students in

an online environment (Lisa).

Christina mentioned that baseline technical skikse the foundation of effective

online moderation:

Having a baseline of technical skills and then bkedo build and understand

how to use the facilities available in the onliearning system at more
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sophisticated levels and be able to move into raakiatervention, when to

prompt, when to summarise.

The importance of being ‘digitally literate’ hasdperecognised by JISC as they
invested 1.5 million on their ‘Developing Digitalteracies’ programme which
involved 12 FE and HE UK institutions and was supgubby 11 sector bodies and
professional associations (JISC Developing Diditeracies Programme 2013).
Digital literacies are wider than skills and incbutthose capabilities necessary for

living, learning and working in a digital society:

By digital literacy we mean those capabilities vhiit an individual for living,
learning and working in a digital society: for expla, the skills to use digital
tools to undertake academic research, writing antical thinking; as part of
personal development planning; and as a way of sheimg achievements
(JISC Developing Digital Literacies, 2013).

This evidence shows that, according to HelLs, ontiioelerating skills and
pedagogical rationale coupled with digital literatylls in general is of crucial
importance for effective online moderation and lfetion. Furthermore, it shows
that some of the participating HelLs are stronglfavour of developing practices

based on constructivism and social constructivism.

5.1.9. Technical skills needed for teaching online
In terms of technical skills, recurring themes utg#d understanding of the system or
tool in use, basic ICT and digital literacy anchgil up pedagogical and technical

skills.

Understanding the system or tool in use

Knowing how to use the VLE or other system in uses wthe most common recurring
theme; this knowledge included both technologicahpetence but also conceptual
understanding of the tools. Sam, for instance, imeat that competency in the use
of technology is necessary as is familiarity while tools. Diane’s response

emphasised confident use and understanding of démimy

As long as staff are confident to actually go omland understand about
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clicking around in different places and understahne infrastructure and the

logical structure of the virtual learning environntethen they are ok.

Kate emphasised the need for online facilitatoise@omfortable with the particular

online environment they are using:

| think you need to be extremely comfortable withénvironment you are

working in; great fluency in the environment thatiyare in is important.

The need to have a conceptual understanding dabthién use was mentioned by
Ben:

...what is needed is a conceptual understandinpefool one is going to use,
for instance if there are elements of reflectivagbice one needs to understand
e-portfolios or blogs; if one is going to use withey need to have a

conceptual understanding of those and so on.

The need to understand the affordances of diffeaceis was highlighted by Kate:

...because students come with all sorts of techredagid want to make sense
of the technology you have given to them, | thieke needs to be a general
appreciation of how technology can work and hoved#int technologies can

afford different things.

The knowledge of the systems and tools used by@mntioderators has to be coupled

with some more generic ICT and digital literacshjch are discussed below.

Basic ICT literacy and Digital literacy

Basic ICT and digital literacy was a recurring tkeeim this question. While the term
ICT literacy is used to refer to basic skills i thise of technology, the term digital
literacy is much wider as explained in the previsub-section.

Technical confidence and the ability to troubleshmasic problems was mentioned

by Christina:
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So they have to have a level of technical confidemd then they have to
understand what facilities the software can offied dow to use it; and they
need to be able to help, to know enough to trohiolesbasic problems
students are having with actually achieving théksathey were setting

(Christina).

Lisa highlighted the need for online moderatorbawe digital literacy skills. Ben
and Karina mentioned the need to type reasonabtyvdth Karina adding that this
is very important particularly in synchronous eowviments. Ken mentioned that
knowledge of file formats, file sizes and file diteries is important, while Karina
also stated that basic web literacies and basiertgyt mark-up language (html)

knowledge would enable academics to do a lot ofgthionline.

Accessibility and usability awareness on top ofwimg how to use the tools was

important according to Robert:

It could range from technical skills of using tloels, to accessibility issues if
they are presenting content resources to studestility skills so they are
aware of usability requirements so it could be alghrange of skills

depending on the task they have (Robert).

It is worth noting that while familiarity and undg#anding of the tools used, as well
as basic ICT and digital literacies, were mentioteede important by most
participating HeLs for effective online facilitatipone of the recurring themes was

that technical skills should be joined up with pgaigical skills.

Joined up pedagogical and technical skills

Some HelLs emphasised the fact that technical adagogical skills need to be
joined up; Malcolm for instance mentioned that tdeynot separate them in the
training they offer to academic staff, becauséefytdid, that would probably make

academic staff back away very quickly:

The approach is very joined up set of skills. hkhif we went to some of our
academics and said you need to develop technidl gley would back away

very quickly; it is a quite challenging term | tkim the academic arena, how
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we describe that.

Karina also mentioned that there is an overlap eetntechnical skills and
pedagogical skills:

| think that the technical skills required are quininor; they are things that
you can teach someone fairly quickly and most coenpiterate people can
pick up reasonably quickly... that there is an oyeld@tween technical skills
and pedagogical skills.

Other responses also highlighted the fact thatribit the technical skills but the
pedagogy that is important. Derek mentioned they #im to make technology as
transparent as possible, so that staff can focueeneducational goals. Carl also

stated that the technical competence requiredngmim:

VLEs and e-portfolios don’t require much technicaimpetence in order to set
up a student-centred approach; the pedagogicalsséie important such as
facilitating a discussion, giving feedback on agbtr wiki and monitoring

students’ progress.

This shows that, according to interviewed HeLs,levbasic ICT skills and some
familiarity and understanding of the VLE or otheoltused is needed, the emphasis
should be on how technology can support the pedadming digitally literate is a
co-requisite that enables lecturers to understaddacilitate learning better in the

online environment.

5.1.10. TEL and the Postgraduate Certificate inchigsy and Learning

In some cases (4) HeLs mentioned that TEL — wayghich technology can
enhance learning and ways to embed TEL practicesigh one’s teaching - was a
compulsory module in their PGCLT/PGCAP course dadned that it should be, as
TEL is part of the HEA framework and part of whahadern lecturer is expected to
do as part of their teaching and professional pacOne of those pointed out that
on top of that, ‘TEL should be embedded and flovtigh the whole programme so
that it would not be seen as something separate tine craft of managing teaching

and learning’.
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However, in most cases (8), TEL was not a sepanatiule but it was embedded in
the course. While in two of thesases HelLs mentioned that, ideally, TEL should be
taught as a module in that course too, the resiearthat aspects of TEL should be
embedded in the whole course rather than taughtratgby in a module. Carl

claimed that technology is not seen as somethitfigreint and that TEL is embedded
in the course ‘both explicitly in the curriculumdam the way this is

operationalised’. Lisa and Alan also supportedviees that TEL should be

integrated in the PGCE course:

So I'm not convinced that TEL should be a compylsssessed module, on its
own, within a PGCE programme but | do feel strorthlgt TEL needs to be
fully integrated as a part of the PGCE programmes#l.

So, I'm a great believer in — within the taught gaments, the new lecturers’
programmes etc., it should be weaved in. So, wigare walking about

assessment, or when we're talking about innovdéedback models, one of
the examples may be a more TEL intensive examgutesticlassroom or face-

to-face example (Alan).

Kate also argued that TEL should be embedded indbese rather than a separate

module as TEL is better modelled than taught:

...Unless the experience is built into the PGCAP modwieuldn’t work; I'd

rather they experienced it than just read abowainid do an assignment on it.

It became evident that while everyone agreed tE&t §hould be part of the
PGCLT/PGCAP course there were two different apgreado it: integrating TEL in
the whole course curriculum and the way it is d&td, or addressing TEL in one of
the modules of the course. This is also refleatetthé questionnaire findings which

are discussed in the previous chapter.

5.1.11. TEL and CPD activities
All informants agreed that TEL should be part & @PD framework for all staff.

Two of them claimed that it should be becausepiart of the UK PSF, while three
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mentioned that CPD training in the area of TELfisracial importance for staff who
are beyond the PGCLT/PGCAP course and further olneiin teaching career.
Furthermore, two informants claimed that it is ander possible for lecturers to
refuse to engage with TEL, as that would leavepaigdheir professional skills.
There was a general consensus that a range oftapji@s — both accredited and
non-credited - should be provided to staff who nigedevelop further their skills in
the area of TEL.

The importance of TEL being part of the CPD framsewfor all staff was

emphasised by Lisa:

Yes, absolutely. It should be part of everyone&pice now. It's not
something that should be seen as something sep#rat®uld be an integral
part of every academic’s way of working. So we aelan HEA accredited
CPD framework, which takes you right up to Senionétpal Fellow level of
the HEA. It incorporates just about everything thet do now in staff
development within the institution. Technology erdea learning is very much
part of that. So it's an expectation that TEL W a central part of any CPD

activity, within that framework.

Sam also highlighted the fact that having TEL beag of a formal CPD

framework is important, because otherwise staffnigpt engage with TEL practice,
adding that there is currently a gap in this asetha conversation around TEL may
or may not take place in one’s developmental amtbpeance review. Karina stated
that staff should be aware about staff developraetitities around TEL as part of

CPD schemes and pathways, but should not be damé@s-ticking exercise:

| definitely think it needs to be included as sdnmgf that they need to be
aware of. But | also think it's not something tlséypuld do just for the sake of
doing it. It needs to be problem based; my stargiomt for the use of
technology is always, what is your problem, whafasr pedagogic problem,
is it big class sizes, is it the effective prowvisod feedback, what is your
pedagogic problem and then look at if technology lsalp you. If so, which
technology can it be. So, is it a course that fiodpw, | don’t think it is

necessarily a course. It's awareness of the pdgs#sithat need to be
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highlighted through CPD schemes and pathways.ttigsraising awareness
and showcasing potential that’s absolutely keyrimk it needs to be included
as part of that. How it happens, whether it's arsguor seminar it almost

doesn’t matter.

Diane highlighted the fact that TEL CPD opportwestshould be available to all

staff; however, there could be staff resistant¢kase were compulsory:

There are quite a lot of staff who will come onigas of our workshops you
know on their own back; to make a TEL module coaguuylfor someone who
has been teaching for 15 years would be diffieuthur institution, we
wouldn’t probably get the support for that. All thae can do really is coerce
staff to understand the benefits of using TEL; vexide lots of different
workshops for staff to attend if they are interdstesome aspect of TEL but
we wouldn’t get the support to say ‘you have tdahde® TEL workshop, it just

wouldn’t work.

This shows that participating HeLs consider thditgtib engage with TEL as part of
all lecturers’ practice; therefore ample CPD opypoities in this area should be

available to them.

5.1.12. Prerequisites for teaching in an onlinggpamme

While all informants agreed that CPD opportunigaesund TEL should be available
for all staff, the question whether there shoulabg formal
requirements/prerequisites before academic stathgelved in online or heavily

blended courses returned differing and opposingwvie

Some Hels claimed that due to the nature of odiaming there should be
prerequisites for staff before they get involve@niine courses with one of them
adding that ‘if it is done wrongly, the damagehe tourse could be irreparable, so
having those skills and that experience beforegisomething online is absolutely
vital’ (Ken). Diane and Sam, whose institutions &effering online courses via
collaborations with external companies, stated lgGtirers involved in online
courses had to go through a course on how to madoee environments before
they could get involved in their delivery. This waso the case in the third
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university which offered a significant amount oflioe programmes:

As part of the validation conditions of approval émline programmes, we
have clear guidance in our regulations that altloé staff have to evidence
that they have undertaken at least a 10 credit earating module or

equivalent (Derek).

However, four HeLs highlighted the fact that haviagnal qualifications for
academic staff before they get involved in thewaly of online or heavily blended
courses could be tricky and difficult, becausegrae no mandatory requirements
for staff in general and putting prerequisiteslacp could result in less people
wanting to explore it, as this would create anadwel of scrutiny. The proposed
solutions were to up-skill the staff body as a vehsd that everyone would be able to
engage with TEL, and tie-in some TEL staff develeptrin the process of course

approval rather than strict requirements.

The question regarding the need for prerequisitéetin place divided participating
HeLs; on the one side, there were those who clatimedoutting prerequisites in
place may slow down the uptake of online coursasvasuld create an extra level of
scrutiny and, on the other, those who argued ththbwt prerequisites there is a risk
that the online course may not be up to the higstesidards. It is worth noting,
however, that the three institutions who were aglivg a substantial amount of
online learning programmes had such prerequisit@taice.

5.1.13. Summing up lecturers’ needs in order tovdeblended and online courses
effectively

The recurring themes in this interview questionentiie following: pedagogy,
curriculum design and learning outcomes, digitarécies, online engagement,

experience of online learning and subject expertise

Pedagogy
In some cases, an explicit understanding of pedag@ag mentioned as a

prerequisite of effective delivery of blended amiire courses:

| think they need to have an explicit understandihthe pedagogy or
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andragogy of learning and teaching; and | thinkytiieed to be able to discuss
it and explain it, both their own personal view afitferent theoretical
perspectives; that can’t be implicit in what they, they have to be able to
articulate it (Christina).

Well that reflects what we’ve said already; thegdéhe pedagogical
understanding. They need to understand the difterpproaches to learning

and teaching online (Lisa).

| think in very simple terms, you need people wigoaavare of the pedagogic
approaches been asked of them (Derek).

Pedagogic understanding was important in blendddaline courses as it was for

campus-based ones, according to Kate and Karina too

You can ask the same question about campus-basesksas well and the
answer to an extent would be similar. So, | thinlgrder to be effective in an
online environment they need to have that pedagafi@structure first
(Kate).

They need to know the basic pedagogy, becausargamfiine is no different
to teaching face to face. It's not about the tedbgy, it's about the pedagogy
and | guess my point is that | think that acaderhi&ege a very low knowledge
of pedagogy across the board... Coming to teach emlatually forces

academics to reflect on what they are doing in & Wt just continuing in the

comfortable environment of face to face teachingsdd (Karina).

Understanding active learning and the pedagogmaérpinning of the tools coupled
with clear aims was Ken'’s response, while Robemntioeed that clear awareness of
the pedagogic issues involved in the delivery ehded and online courses is
needed:

Understanding active learning, going back to thdamgogical underpinning of
the tools really, what you actually try to achieVhat value is there in this

particular approach whether it is a webinar, a dission board or a slideshow
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or something like that; | think it's the underlyipgdagogy (Ken).

My personal view is they should have clear awargsméshe pedagogic issues

involved in delivering an effective blended or nalcourse (Robert).

The word pedagogy/pedagogic/pedagogical came apairy responses to this
guestion and was implied in others too. In somesabe word pedagogy was used
to denote the need for lecturers to have a theatainderstanding of how learning
occurs in general and in online environments ini@aar. In other cases, there
seemed to be an overlap between pedagogical kngevkad learning design and
learning outcomes as well as student engagemdrdc#tme evident that many heads
of e-learning favour constructivism and social ¢ondivism as opposed to
instructivism. To what extent this reflects thdiitade to all learning in general, or
whether their attitude to pedagogy has been infledrby substantial parts of TEL
literature that favours co-operative and collabeealearning and learning that takes

place in online communities, is difficult to say.

Curriculum design and learning outcomes
Curriculum design and learning outcomes was ana#denring theme in this

guestion. Some responses emphasised curriculumndgsils:

They need to understand curriculum design, thed t@enderstand student
support, they need to understand how learning hagpeecause technology

on top of it is an extra complication, but the puial so huge (Kate).

(They need to understand) how different it is teegio actually produce a

course in that environment, how different it igdoe to face (Diane).

The importance of having clear learning outcomes @aphasised in a couple of

cases:

It's probably got less to do with technology andrento do with the learning
outcomes really, because regardless of the toslsvhhat they actually try to
achieve, what learning outcomes and what value tee$ool adds to the

current learning experience (Ken).
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| would say they should know what they are trymgchieve online that would
be the first one, what they are trying to do onlipeople haven’t necessarily
thought that through (Ben).

Pedagogical knowledge and curriculum design skidse interspersed according to
Robert:

My personal view is they should have clear awargsméshe pedagogic issues
involved in delivering an effective blended or nalcourse which relate to
how to match online activities with face to facéwdey, how to set objectives,
how to structure activities and how to present eanheffectively and how to

put that together in the curriculum plan (Robert).

The need to evaluate one’s practice was pointethyp&en:

| think ideally you would know how to, kind of,ieav and evaluate that

practice and improve on it in the future years (Ben

Understanding that online learning is not abouteoindelivery and that more active

approaches are needed was Carl’s main point:

| think, basically it's the understanding that itet just about content; that’s
the message we constantly try to get over, themauish, much more to that. It
won’t work, it won’t be a good learning experierazed you may have poor
retention if it's not a good learning experiencedahat involves it being more

interactive and the students being supported (Carl)

The knowledge of curriculum design and the undaditey of how learning
outcomes can be met is congruent with the pedagagianale that was a recurring
theme in the question about online moderation anilitation and is also interlinked

with the recurring theme of pedagogy discussetimdquestion.

Digital literacies

Digital literacies and being comfortable with tleetinology and the tools in use
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came up in many cases. Digital literacy and digitahpetency was mentioned as a

critical factor by Sam. Karina mentioned the nemdaf number of skills:

They need some basic technical skills, such ail] basic html knowledge,
web literacy, social networking literacy and sotfgrto be able to teach online

effectively.

Lisa emphasised the need to be able to find anda&eadigital resources, as well as

the role of online identities:

They also need to be very aware of where they @arcs digital resources,
which are going to support their courses, and how\taluate the effectiveness
of those resources. That's another skill that thegd to pass on to their
students as well, so all those things are very mamb... They have to
understand online communication, how to createrse®f identity with
students online, making them feel part of the usiiye part of their

programme, part of their group

The need to be confident in the use of technolaglfamiliarity with the

environment in use was also emphasised in a feascas

They also need to be comfortable and confidengusichnology, or specific
types of technologies that they may be planning& so that they can make
informed decisions about it or make choices of vidavailable to them
(Christina).

They also have to be confident users of the teoggdhemselves. They need
to be able to advise students on how to use timodagy effectively for

learning (Lisa).

| think they ought to know, first of all they néedinderstand the virtual
learning environment, or the environment that thoserses are administered
within; | think they need to understand that quiiell because that gives them
confidence then; they need to understand the isstudents have using that
facility (Diane).
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Knowing how to use the tools and how technologyksavas mentioned by Ben and
Sam and knowing where to get help if they needads also mentioned by Lisa:

| think before any lecturer launches into teachamiine, they need to know
where they can get help themselves, if they fiatittiey need either

pedagogical support or technical support once theystarted (Lisa).

The need to be familiar with the technology in asd also to be digitally literate
was an area emphasised by HeLs in the questioasdiag online moderation and
facilitation and regarding technical skills needigdecturers in order to teach online

as discussed in previous sub-sections.

Online engagement
Knowing how to engage students online was alse@arag theme regarding the

effective delivery of blended and online courses:

They need to know how to get students engagee iactivities and
communicate clearly with them and consistently Ben

It's also about the softer skills, about being atiengage with people online

and make sure that you can maintain that inter@gtl, going forward (Sam).

Interacting in different ways so that students geganline was mentioned by Diane,
while Lisa emphasised the need for staff to know tmcreate a sense of identity

with students online in order for them to engage:

They need to understand how best to get studentsiunicate in that
environment... They need to understand the diffevags that the students
engage online and the different things that staff actually do, you know,
there are other things that they can do now thaytbould never have done in

the past, different ways of interacting (Diane).

They have to understand online communication, loogvdate a sense of

identity with students online, making them feel pathe university, part of
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their programme, part of their group (Lisa).

Carl mentioned that a good online learning expeeameeds to be interactive and

that students need to be supported.

Online engagement was also a recurring theme igubstion regarding effective
online moderation and facilitation as discussed previous sub-section.

Experience of online learning
To have experienced online learning themselvegarticular, experience online

learning as a student in the context of their fngtn, was mentioned by Alan:

| think if they can experience it, the other thinigsy need to know become a
lot easier, because they’ve internalised it. THeeothing of course we have is
when they come in and say, “Well, I've been onalime — I've been on an
OU course,” or, “I've done a Mooc” or, “I've donehis, | know about online
learning.” Well, you may know about online learnwghin that context, you
don’t know about it within the context of our imgtion, the culture and your
students, and the rest of your course team, soesd to bring you in. So the

key factor, for me, would be, to get them to do@ime course.

The need for lecturers to have experienced oniaming themselves came up a lot
in the question about prerequisites for particgratn heavily blended and fully

online programmes too.

Subject expertise

Subject expertise was mentioned twice; a good stikjeowledge was assumed by
Sam; confidence in one’s own discipline and acogpthallenging questions by
students as well as treating the online environraenbusly by allocating the

required time to it was mentioned as a requirerbgriderek.

To sum up, pedagogy, curriculum design and learautgomes, digital literacies,
online engagement, experience of online learnirtysaject expertise were
mentioned to be the most important factors forethective delivery of blended and

online courses according to the HelLs that werevrgeed.
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5.1.14. Online learning and whether it is seersasdnd best’ by academic staff

In some cases (5), HeLs reported that online lagmvas not seen as second best.
On the contrary, it was pointed out by Ben thatlacaics see a value in it as
students respond positively to it, especially wheés blended; Ben added that
research in the US has shown that ‘blended isélsedf both worlds, depending on
the context and the discipline and the way thestaoé applied’. This was underlined
by Robert too, who mentioned that as the majoffiigaching in their university was
blended, it would not be seen as second best lan axtension of face-to-face
practice. In two further responses, it was arghed dnline learning was not seen as
second best; Carl supported his case by mentighatga number of departments
were seriously investing in online programmes eisigan their postgraduate
portfolio and in cases where the same course éeaxdfboth on campus and online,
the online option ‘was not seen as second besdatdifferent way of delivery
aimed to catch a different market'. Derek alsorokzd that online learning not only
was not seen as second best, but it was oftenaseene of the key ways to achieve a
promotion, adding that ‘as there has been a higdl lmanagerial support for online
learning at the university, it is seen as bendfraither than second best and the
rising stars are usually people who do get involwéd it'. Sam mentioned that

online learning is not seen as second best any:more

| don’t think we do anymore. | think there is samgstance if people aren’t
comfortable with technology, there’s a resistaré but | think there is a
growing recognition that anybody can go online #&amn something about

anything.

In many cases (8), Helcdaimed that there were instances where onlinaiegwas
indeed seen as second best by some academics tasa it was mentioned that
online learning was seen as second best but tretluato the fact that it was done
poorly in the past and also ‘down to pure ignoranoe some academic staff who
do not know what it really means’ (Ken). Similarlg,another case where it was
mentioned that ‘a lot of people still think thatlioe learning environments should
only be used when the face-to-face environmentaaa used, when students are
geographically dispersed for instance’, this washatted to a lack of understanding

of the affordances of learning technologies, ab@informant’s own experience
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‘face-to-face and online learning have their owiorafances’ and when used
complementarily in a blended way, the outcome @agreater than the sum of its
parts (Karina). Christina who mentioned that onlgieeen as second best by some,
argued that it is in the nature of the human tdguriace-to-face interactions adding
that although some staff and students see onlaraileg as second best, the real
guestion is ‘what is best in the situations youiateconcluding that it is all about
context. Malcolm mentioned that there is a historgw that the online student
experience is not as strong as the face-to-facer@xe on campus, but that is
beginning to change and is moving away from sedm# to being part and parcel of
the student experience in general. Diane, Lisakatd mentioned that online
learning is still seen as second best by some mesnatbstaff but this perception has
started to change as people start to understahd ttzan enrich the learning

experience:

In some cases online (learning) is seen as secesddut not by everybody... |
think that there is an increasing number of stdfbvieel that online learning is
another opportunity which can really supplementfeme-to-face experience
or it simply provides another way of engaging veittvhole bunch of students
that you could never engage with in the g&sane).

| think it there’s still that perception in someeais by some people, but | think
it's less so now than it used to be. | think pe@vkeunderstanding now that
online learning can be a very rich experience (lLisa

Increasingly less so, but | am afraid it is stiélre, it hasn’t gone away. But |

think it is getting less as time goes by (Kate).

Alan mentioned that some people perceive onlineieg as second best because

they associate it with economic savings and a redssation:

Yes, | think it is. | wouldn’t necessarily say agsdhe board — as a
generalisation. | do believe, though, that it's geived by some as second best.
Some perceive it as an economic saving, so therd¢fiey perceive it as second
best; they think it's much more ‘mass educatidmréfore you're not going to

get the quality of the one to one experiencesl ik there is a strong group
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that perceive it as second best, because | thiakgioup perceive it as either

or, not a complement to (Alan).

In summary, some Hels claimed that online learmsngpt seen as second best any

more but seen either as a positive addition whenlitended or as an alternative way
of course delivery when it is fully online; manyrched that it is still seen as second

best by some, but this has started to change angdiception was attributed to lack

of understanding of its affordances to enrich dering experience, due to bad past
experiences or due to their conception that orléaening is about economic

savings.

5.1.15. Participants’ experience regarding onlegring being accused of de-
skilling the teaching profession leading to an cemiéted’ education with the aim to
cut costs

The question of whether the heads of e-learningexpérience of online learning
being accused of de-skilling the teaching profesteading to an ‘automated’
education with the aim to cut costs, returned sewahge of responses. Some Hels
(6) mentioned that they had such experience; Kemtioreed that ‘this is still a
popular argument, based on the misconception ¢éishhblogy will replace lecturing
staff’, adding that this was common 10 years agb tie introduction of VLEs and

that it currently happens with the lecture captord.

The lecture capture tool that can automaticallpredectures had, reportedly,
caused insecurity among academic staff in Karinase too; however, she added
that this is a perception among some academicautafis not shared by senior
managers who do not see TEL as a way to cut caststeaching staff but only by
reducing travelling costs. Diane and Sam had srmetgeriences where online
learning and lecture capture practices in partrdudal worried some of their staff
that they may become redundant; however, this wasaubstantiated worry
according to both, who emphasised that online legrcan be about empowerment

rather than de-skilling:

We have certainly encountered the worry from skt if they put all their
lectures online, or if they engage with lecturetcap which is our next big

project, that they will do themselves out of thg jor they will end up being
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not as good in lecturing as they would have beahabtually once you start to
explain the skillset that is involved with runniaig online course, staff can
usually see that it is a new set of skills thaytheed to learn and rather than
being a de-skilling, the skillset learned can adlijubelp them in the face to

face environmeniane).

| think there might be a perception. The exampldlluse is when we rolled
out Lecture Capture, one of the things that | heagularly was, “Okay well
you’re going to record my lectures and then you ceke me redundant. You
no longer need me to do that.” | think that’s alrehame in many respects,
because actually they probably don’t recognisevdlee that they are
bringing to that particular session. Actually thadrticular technology should
only be used for the people that are in the rodmat €xperience the lecture. It
allows them to go and review that particular instann time. So | think in
some respects, through probably unfounded reagmagle might feel they're
being deskilled. I think generally most people whgage well, and get the
correct CPD and support going forward, | think peddly feel quite

empowered (Sam).

Robert argued that ‘this tends to be a reactiomfnoore senior academic staff who
do feel threatened by the introduction of techn@sgarticularly when it is enforced
and they have to comply’, adding that ‘they seeittiq@osition of technology as
attacking their academic freedom to determine hest to support students’,
expressing his sympathy for that view. Similarlyat& who mentioned that she had
come across that argument in her previous insiituargued that this is due to the
fact that lecturers felt threatened by technology ne multidisciplinary teams

supporting it as they were losing some control akierwhole teaching process:

| have come across this, | remember pretty muclexhet same words were
used at my previous institution not here, and is \waeresting because that
was, if | remember correctly a reaction to sayihgtt‘'online materials can be
provided by this team, online facilitation can lbepded by special
facilitators and subject expertise can be provitgd/ourselves...” when you
are looking at production and sort of separating oales, quite often
academics will ask ‘what do you mean that | dow'tlat?’ they don’t
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necessarily separate the tasks out and they fagittrs theirs (Kate).

Malcolm mentioned that he had heard that argunreatdifferent format, that online
learning is de-skilling the student or de-persamadj the student experience, adding
that many members of staff find that they are dgvielg new skills, both technical

and pedagogical so they do not use that argument.

In the remaining cases (6) this was not the caddlare was no mention of online
learning being accused of de-skilling the teachuirgfession with the aim to cut
costs. According to Ben this was the argument Hdsyago when some people were
afraid they would be replaced by the online conteatadded that the masses of
content that exist out there nowadays have madedée for facilitation more
apparent and ‘academics are more needed thanreweder to facilitate the learning

process’.

In three other cases, the informants disagreetiytetah that argument, pointing out
that online is ‘more expensive, more time consumimgre difficult, more
challenging’ and ‘can lead to an improvement inlguand standards as online
practice is brought up to the open and is up fecussion’ (Christina). Similarly,

Carl argued that ‘good online teaching is in faatyskilled as one needs to take the
skills they learnt teaching face-to-face and dgvét@m further and amend them, to
apply them online’. Lisa also refuted that argun@aitming that online learning
needs a lot more thought in terms of design anthileg and teaching approach.

Derek’s response was that this model does not WorkE:

...in HE it is not used in this de-skilling fashiand it is mostly used around a
wider dialogic engagement. If it could be donemaaitomated way, then it

would not be at higher education level.

Alan’s response was also similar to Derek’s aslaiened that this argument is based

on the confusion between online learning and eingi

While some HeLs claimed that there was no mentf@nbne learning being

accused of de-skilling the teaching profession whthaim to cut costs, others
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reported that there were lecturers who fearedthegt might be replaced by
technology, or felt that they were partially losioontrol over the educational process
due to the introduction of new technologies. THesges were unfounded according
to participating Hels, as there seems to be argalcargument that technology will

replace educators with the aim to cut costs, batiths never been the case so far.

5.1.16. Cost of online courses
Regarding the costs of online courses, responsesdigded between online
courses being of equal cost compared to face-®-daarses and online courses

being more expensive than face-to-face courses.

Most respondents argued that it is hard to gerseralnd that it depends on the
model; one of them stated that if a course is mgoin paper packs and compact
discs (CDs) then it might be cheaper, adding thade using the online environment
are probably equal, which is the model they pronmotéeir university. In three

cases it was argued that online programmes carobe expensive initially, but once
they are established they can be more favouraliteeitong term. This argument was
also supported in another case in which it wasradi that the first delivery of an
online course is much more expensive but then tisexeonomy of scale for every
new iteration in which it is taught. The interviesvadded that it also depends ‘on the
discipline and the half-time of knowledge becaus®es courses need to be updated

more often than others’ (Karina).

In another case it was mentioned that it dependb®@design, number of students
taking the course and levels of engagement expecti@te. The number of students
was a critical factor in another case too, in whiakias mentioned that while it

would be too expensive to create an online cowns2@ students, it would be

efficient to do in a module that is shareable actbs university and taken by 500
students. Another response emphasised the fdatrthiae learning is more
expensive to develop and that online synchronousses are more expensive than
face-to-face whereas online courses following amesronous model may bring in
economies of scale if the resources are reusethérurses were seen as the same
as or more expensive than face-to-face in anotss depending on the delivery

pattern.
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In three cases online courses were reported todoe expensive than their face-to-
face equivalents, because ‘you have the platforantlae development of the learning
materials on top of the delivery costs’ accordimgne informant, because ‘online
courses tend to be hand-crafted and bespoke anddmiedo many of them’,
according to another and because ‘that is thewdbeour online MBA’, according

to the third informant. Finally, a five-year breaken model was followed by
another university where the upfront cost of ontinerses - which is much higher in

the beginning, according to Derek - gets even &iveryears.

Interestingly enough, not one of the interviewdagmed that online courses are
generally cheaper; on the contrary this was meatdo be one of the
misconceptions in the HE community. The other inguarthing that arose from this
interview question was that it is very hard to gatise when talking about costs of
online and campus-based courses and that theletiscalearn in terms of
understanding the true costs of either mode ofégli Two informants for instance
underlined that there is no way of estimating houcinface-to-face teaching costs.
That said, there was a general consensus thatardurses can be far more
expensive initially and during their first iteratiobut that cost may get even in the
long run. This is backed up from the literatureeatly discussed in the literature
review chapter, as according to Rumble (2003) erliarning, if not carefully
costed, may end up being more expensive than cabgaed learning. Furthermore,
according to Inglis (2008) and Jung (2008), ontoarses need a bigger upfront
investment due to platform and development costsvé¥er, the costs of online

courses are hard to generalise as they depenaaondtiel adopted.

The following section is looking at Laurillard’sstitutional infrastucture framework
for the effective deployment of learning technogsgilt starts with the different ways
technology can be used to support learning, acegrii Laurillard, with examples
from participating institutions. Following that,ldoks at institutional factors that

need to be in place in order for TEL to be effesljndeployed.

5.2. Laurillard’s ways of learning - institutional infrastructure framework for

the effective use of learning technologies

This section discusses Laurillard’'s conversatidraahework with a focus on
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Laurillard’s ways of learning and the institutiomadrastructure that needs to be in

place for the successful implementation of learriéanologies.

5.2.1. Applying Laurillard’'s Conversational FrameWwdo the data

In the second edition of her seminal book ‘Rethigkiiniversity teaching: a
framework for the effective use of learning teclogiés’, Laurillard (2002) claims
that learning is understood to occur through actjons practice and discovery, and
discussion. Later on, in her ‘Teaching as a desajence’ book, Laurillard (2012)
adds learning through inquiry and learning throaghaboration as ways that
learning can arise. More information about theséhods that can support learning is
provided in the literature review chapter. The fimethods mentioned here have
been considered in the context of the data gathertus study about ways TEL has

been used in participating institutions and arewtsed below.

Learning through acquisition

For learning through acquisition the learner iglneg, hearing or watching an
explanation of the teacher’s concept (Laurillaf@l2). Learning through acquisition
utilising TEL was evident in most participating titistions and implied in others.
Malcolm said that one of the areas of focus regarthe wider implementation of
TEL in their institution was the delivery and dey@inent of learning materials; Ben
mentioned that in some of their online coursedabas is on content and that one of
the challenges is ‘getting those people who semdkb/es as content creators to
change that practice’. Carl stated that membebssofeam are involved in content
creation, particularly in the production of videat@rials; furthermore, one of their
main goals in the institution-wide implementatidnf&L was to set a minimum
standard according to which all learning maters&iguld be posted online in
advance of the formal teaching session. Robertiomesd that TEL has been used to
allow access to course materials and for theoteticavledge to be imparted
through content, articles, video and other filesnKnentioned that the VLE is
mostly used to supplement the face-to-face prowibppmaking lecture materials
and resources accessible to students as well aslegtlectures.

Derek reported that 95% of their courses usingrteldyy in their delivery and his
university appeared to be the most resourcefidrims$ of TEL support among all

participating institutions. Although the interviemith him was focused in the more
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advanced uses of TEL, it was implied that learmragerials were posted online and
Derek mentioned that one faculty had employed atmuntional designer and a
multimedia person to work specifically on their grammes in addition to the
support the central teams could offer. Finally,i@amentioned that the VLE is used

by the majority of staff as a document repository.

Diane mentioned that library resources were progditudents access to rich online
sources in ways that were never before possibleishis case, exmples that could
support the acquisition model included a varietieafning resources made available
to students across the board, such as Microsof) @d&/erPoint slides, lecture
notes, mind maps but also free resources from Ybeas well as television (TV)
and radio programmes from the box of Broadcastte isponded that learning by
acquisition is the basic minimum and that improaedess to resources is easily
done. Sam'’s response was that they are movingthenwLE being a dumping
ground for files to a more sophisticated use oinentesources that include audio-
visual resources either through captured lecturéy @accessing recorded TV and
radio programmes via a specialised service. Thgt thay are providing a toolset to
both staff and students that allows the use ofcaadd video allowing them to create
their own multimedia content as well and accordmthe interviewee, staff use

these third party software to extend the acquisitibknowledge.

It became apparent that online learning matemalsarious formats to support
learning through acquisition were provided in @lftipating institutions, many of
which were making provision for audio-visual coritas well. However, the need for
these resources to be coupled with other activatiesonline facilitation was also
highlighted in some cases; Carl, for instance, raet that ‘this is only a starting
point and effective online facilitation requirestigrers to stop thinking that online

teaching is purely about content’.

Learning through practice and discovery

For learning through practice and discovery, learage using their developing
concepts to improve their actions; this type oféag occurs with practicing
exercises, doing practice based projects, simuisti@aboratory-based work, field
trips and role-play activities for instance. Chnatmentioned that TEL was used in

certain areas for online quizzes to test knowlegigbunderstanding; furthermore,
154



she mentioned that in certain areas they were dpwg digital stories in a virtual
town and a simulated patient suite. Virtual expents are also taken by students in
one area. A good example of learning through praatias offered by Ben, who
stated that in medical practice students expertmd®t it would be like to contact a
patient virtually. Carl mentioned that self- aneéépassessment tools have been used
in his institution adding that in one departmemirénis use of virtual field trips, while
another one has developed interactive repositds@s, of which are examples of
supporting learning through discovery. Robert stabat although they do not have a
wide portfolio of work-based learning programmesone subject area the VLE is
used for field work and in another area the stuglasé the VLE to reflect during
their work-based practice. Derek declared that iE&deen as one of their distinctive
features as they make provision for ‘not only bleshdnd fully online but also
simulation-based learning, Second Life, all thasel lof things’. He mentioned that
TEL had been used in geography during field tripd that technology is used in a
very practical sense in areas such as creativesinds, drama, media production and
television production. Carina mentioned that thayeha virtual hospital as an
experiential learning tool which holds patient diatastudents to engage with and

that they are working on a virtual legal case study

Diane mentioned an example from the archaeologgriigent where staff, in order
to demonstrate that information on Wikipedia arel ltiternet in general is not
always sound, are asking students to edit somespag&/ikipedia in order to
understand that as Wikipedia is so easy to edihauld not be always trusted
without caution. Lisa mentioned thsimulations were used by their nursing
department which had been using simulated manngdaiirihe students to work
with, having their practice videoed so that they [zder reflect on it. Furthermore,
virtual worlds and simulated wards were used sbghalents get clinical practice
and students also had access to simulated x-ralgingscfor practice in their use.
The use of simulations was also used in Alan’s aasgorts exercise courses where
there are tasks around practice and discovery girouline simulations. Sam
replied that one of their team members createslatedithree-dimensional (3D)
environments that are used in areas like risk mamagt and hazard management
adding that they are working with the occupatiadhatapy (OT) department to
develop a virtual environment with assessment Imtit it, where students can spot

hazards and identify risks as high risk, low riskmedium risk (Sam).
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Regarding learning through practice and discovéage mentioned that this is
possible online, like all other areas in Laurilfartamework, if the conditions are
right. The challenge that students face sometia@srding to Kate, are to do with
the fact that although students might be IT sativgy do not necessarily know how

to learn online:

...S0 they can use technology and they manage ihes, they manage their
finances and they project manage and have theiabnetworks and that’s
wonderful but when you ask them to do it for leagnpurposes that skillset
doesn’t migrate easily either because we don’tletn or our technologies are
not as synchronous and as modern as those thew tiseir private lives or

academics aren’t providing that extra skillset (Kat

Various elements supporting learning through pcaciind discovery were reported
in many cases; however, in most cases this watelinto specific subject areas and

not across the board.

Learning through discussion

Comparing TEL usage to support experiential oradjal/discursive learning,
Malcolm’s perception was that in his current ingtdn TEL was used more widely

in a discursive/dialogic way exploring knowledgel draving a conversation around
it. Malcolm stated that one of their aims is told@edecturers to use the internet in an
interactive way, having conversations with theurdgints using social media; he
added that a postgraduate online course usedwgiedabnline discussions around
topics resulting in high levels of interaction amflection from students. Christina
also mentioned that TEL is used a lot in the di@lgscursive way in her institution.
Ben stated that following acquisition, TEL had besed to support learning through
dialogue: ‘I have seen people doing some very ssfakthings with role playing
online through discussion boards’, adding thabime programmes learning is ‘very
dialogic, very constructivist in terms of the graunging their own experiences to
the situation’. However, it was still a challenge get people who see themselves as
content creators to change that practice so tlegthklp and facilitate a bit more’,

according to Ben.
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Carl reported that they are moving more and motadaliscursive approach and
that they are building systems that actually enahldents to tag the materials and
post questions on the materials so they can stanake it less about pure delivery of
content and build more interaction-discussion. &irtyi to Ben, Carl also pointed out
that ‘a good learning experience is not just alboutent but needs to be more
interactive so that the students are supporteddeRanentioned that due to the
nature of his institution, the main focus is veryah on theoretical, dialogical,
collaborative modes of learning as well as indiaildskills-based work. An example
of a course which was based around a social catisisi model was mentioned,
where the students are given a discursive actikityugh a discussion board where
they are assigned roles and are there to appiyhéweetical knowledge. Ken'’s view
was that support for dialogic/discursive learnimjree was starting to become more

common:

There are a lot of people using the VLE but seavéihge in the discussion
forums rather than (see it as) a resource dump;amsbaff are now picking up
on the potential of web conferencing or the e-pdidfto create discursive

experiences

Derek stated that their online or mostly onlineggeanmes are designed more in the
social constructivist model and that learning tigtodialogue is supported primarily
in some subject areas: ‘When you look at historjgusiness studies, health and
care, then that’'s very much dialogic, very muclotikécal, discursive’. Carina
mentioned that TEL has been used to support legthiough dialogue in her
institution; however, the vast majority of stafiedsthe VLE as a document

repository.

Another example of technology used to support iegrthrough discussion in a

certain area was mentioned by Diane:

We have staff members using either wikis or disongsards for discussion
based activities; quite often that is really usdtulprofessional people on
CPD courses, also some undergrads use that, allsibi of thing is used but |
couldn’t say it's used consistently across all pgagmes. It's simply used

where a member of staff feels comfortable to ugedtthey feel the benefit.
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Learning through discussion was used to supponideie learning in some
departments according to Alan. For instance, irsingy health and midwifery
courses, students attended one week on campubafmlowing week they had to
undertake online activities. These activities ideld reading articles, watching
videos and discussion board activities accordirtpéanterviewee who stated that
this worked well in those particular courses as piaaticular group of learners has to
be off-campus every other week as they were spgradiat of time in work

placements.

In terms of learning through discussion and coltabon, Sam mentioned an
interesting example that linked the physical aredvintual learning environment; as
part of their learning spaces project they hadgupd some classrooms with round
tables to enable discussion and collaboration. Woiked very well when an
element of technology was introduced accordingnéointerviewee who clearly saw

the potential for TEL to enhance teaching in tlesstoom:

So they might be working as a group but they nbgHhboking at resources on
an iPad, or watching a movie from BOB or whate®# .| think that's a neat
way of bringing the physical and the virtual togathbut you have to think
about your virtual space to be designed in a way that can happen. | think
on the horizon there are some really interestingdh, with wireless
connectivity to the projector. So I'm hoping thabs when you walk into a
room, that the teacher will be able to drive thessroom from an iPad.
Everybody will be sat there with their own versajdrihe presentation, so they

can notate and things like that on top of it (Sam).

Supporting learning through discussion using tetdgyowas reported to take place
in some areas by most HeLs who were all very embtis about the potential of

technology to support discursive online activities.

Learning through inquiry
For learning through inquiry, the learner investégaa range of concepts and
information, collects and analyses data and sear@he evaluates information and

ideas (Laurillard, 2012). An example of learningotigh inquiry was offered by Ben
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who reported that physiotherapy courses follow-pomtfolio, reflective type model
which is very much about collecting evidence, refleg on one’s practice
throughout the modules. Carl also mentioned thet thave courses delivered solely

using the e-portfolio tool:

You have got materials put up in Pebblepad and amignthey are about
learning activities and then students — eitherwindlials or groups of students
— are evidencing their learning and sharing eitkath peers or with teaching
staff

Robert stated that they have a masters’ coursestipgiorts learning through inquiry:

We have got another masters course which is a bbkrdrsion of problem
based learning where students do all the brainstognof learning outcomes
face-to-face and then use the VLE in order to centhe individual research
and then reach common solutions in unguided re$eanrk, so that is a

problem based approach.

Derek declared that as an institution they prontm¢enquiry based learning — social
constructivist type model as their primary learnamgl teaching model. That is the
fundamental principle for all of their online anastly online programmes, which
has been modelled in the staff development modbksare offering on effective

online learning and teaching.

The example where a member of staff asks studemesearch something online
was mentioned by Diane in a way that supports iegroy inquiry. Lisa reported
thatinquiry based learning with technology was takptace in one of the law
programmes where students in teams were providédarscenario and a
collaborative wiki where they were asked to takéedent roles and contribute to the

various aspects of that problem-based learningasien

Alan mentioned an example that had to do with stkdls for first year students
where students need to learn about spreadsheetisig-iccess to resources, students
then needed to complete a task which was set éon th order to learn the use of

MS Excel software, data manipulation and descrgsitatistics. Following that, the
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students were required to electronically submiassignment which was checked by
the study skills team and students who passedddide®ed to attend the workshop.
Regarding learning by inquiry, Kate mentioned ih&t also easily done online

providing access to resources plus appropriatéaddadfg.

According to HeLs, learning by inquiry with the usietechnology was taking place

in specific areas of some of the participatingiiogbns.

Learning through collaboration

Learning through collaboration incorporates leagrtimough discussion and
practice, as learners exchange outputs from thaatige with an aim to produce a
joint product. According to Laurillard, ‘technoleg and methods supporting this
type of learning include group projects, wikis atder online knowledge-building
environments’ (2012, p99). Christina offered anmegke of such an approach by
saying that those involved in online programmestigtiag to use a more
collaborative approach, more active approach dingetasks and getting students to
do things and apply their knowledge and understandtarl reported that
approximately 30% of their modules are using adtleae of ‘the more
pedagogically interesting features’ of the VLE sashwikis, blogs, self- and peer-

assessment tools.

Technology was used extensively to support learthngugh discussion and
collaboration as well according to Lisa. One exanwphs the use of blogs and wikis
in journalism where activities have been built axdiblogging and the use of
collaborative wikis as part of the students’ asseésoursework. Other examples of
discussion and collaboration included the use ofedonedia; Twitter, for instance,
was used for feedback on lectures and encouragidgrsts to create hashtags and
Twitter feeds around particular topic areas whieytcould then be showcased by
creating a Storify account. Alan offered a furtbgample of learning through
collaboration from the psychology and the applieda sciences department where
wikis were used to support students’ collaborayiadsessed work.

Regarding the use of technology to support collatan, Kate mentioned an
example where students were working collaboratit@lgreate an online resource

that can be used by other students. The use o$ wokenable group work was
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widespread according to Kate, who also mentionat Tiitter was used by their
sports management course for questions to expadsmere giving live online

lectures.

Robert claimed that TEL was used in various wags shipported learning through

acquisition, dialogue, collaboration, discovery amnactice:

It has been used in both ways; mainly to supp@otétical (acquisition),
dialogical (discussion), collaborative learning (@boration) due to the
nature of the institution, but also to supportdie@lork (discovery), placements
and reflection on work based practice in certaieas (practice and

discovery).

It is worthwhile noting at this point that while affort was made to distinguish
between different activities that support learrntimgpugh a number of practices as
mentioned above, there is often an overlap betweare of them; for instance
between discussion and collaboration, in particsaen collaboration is considered
as participation, or between practice and inquugthermore, learning by
acquisition is often regarded as the foundatioalldearning that the other types of

learning build upon.

While this section looked at Laurillard’s conversagl framework from a teaching
and learning perspective, the following sectiofomised on the organisational

infrastructure that needs to be established foeffextive implementation of TEL.

5.2.2. Laurillard’s framework — establishing an aggpiate organisational
infrastructure

According to Laurillard’s framework for the succkgsmplementation of learning
technologies in an institution, there is a needafoappropriate organisational
infrastructure and a supportive culture to be acpl As innovation with emerging
learning technologies is under constant developntleair implementation often
requires collaborative effort. Therefore, thera iseed for the knowledge in this area
within an institution to be managed by sharingttkoowledge, by establishing a
programme of staff development in the effective afslearning technologies and by

setting up multi-skilled development teams. Fumh@ne, senior managers’ support
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is needed in order for the systematic use of legrtechnologies to be embedded in
the institution. Development resources and costegg to be agreed alongside
academic staff time commitment; additionally, apgaband promotion procedures
need to make sure that teaching excellence is dadail his section looks at these
areas of Laurillard’s framework and considers tkiemt to which they are met by
the institutions participating in this researchsdxhon evidence gathered from the
HeLs who participated.

Sharing tacit knowledge

Organisational knowledge management underlinesripertance of sharing
knowledge and expertise within an organisationsT$pertinent to the
implementation of TEL as emerging technologiesaal@pted by staff at different
stages. Therefore, the importance of sharing tleevledge of the innovators and
early adopters with the wider staff body in anitasibn becomes paramount. It is
apparent that all participating institutions hattempted to share tacit knowledge,
with varied levels of success, by offering trainsession, workshops, seminars and
other institutional events, as shown in the quesiire findings section. This was
also apparent in the interviews (this set of qoestiwas explicitly asked in the
second round of the last five interviews).

Diane, for instance, replied that their focus isdtate that sort of knowledge and
share it in a variety of ways such as case stumidsow to use a certain technology
or approach within TEL, acknowledging the impor&ié knowledge sharing.
According to Lisa, this was one of the challengesvery institution as ‘it depends
on some enthusiasts to take it forward and oftemmgates of good practice do not get
shared'. Lisa added that the blended learning amedehampions in their institution

are expected to facilitate that at a school level.

Alan responded that there are informal spacesdr both physical and online, and

that this is done to some extent:

There are opportunities for them to share, | dmiow culturally if they do, or
if they have been, the extent to which they shfyeu looked at it, yes, we've
got meeting structures in place, committee striegun place, we’'ve got

spaces in place, we’ve got informal workshop opptttes that they'’re
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encouraged to do and we've got events in placetid as well. So the barriers
to knowledge sharing have been — are being reduedalso have online
knowledge sharing opportunities. So we have sorieeospaces to do that,
but they’re not widely engaged with, so it's n&elive’'ve got a more joined up

online knowledge sharing.

Kate replied that academics do share their knovdedgarding their use of

technology in designing online activities. This veasdenced by a survey which was

completed by more than a hundred academics imbgtution according to which

academics tended to try and find out things fontbelves first and, following that,

their immediate next place for support was thelleegues in the same

subject/discipline:

It was interesting; what they do is they tend tal fout things for themselves to
begin with, but their immediate next place for suppvas their colleagues in
the same subject/discipline. It was not a centrat, ut was not the local e-
learning person, it was their colleagues that teahilar subjects to them; so,

there is something there about the culture of hestmology is used and also

some of the technologies are discipline specific.

Sam replied that best practice was shared in a auoflways in his institution

including an internal online site and informallydhgh conversations in the staff
room and elsewhere; the interviewee also mentitmetdnembers of his team were

sharing and replicating good TEL practice when tteye across it and that sharing

best practice was a common thread in their corpgyian and the learning and

teaching strategy.

Sharing tacit knowledge around TEL is importantibaeeds to be coupled with
wider staff development opportunities. These asewdised in the following sub-

section.

Establish a programme of staff development
Sharing tacit knowledge is important but not suint in itself to lead to fully
successful implementation of TEL across an institytaccording to Laurillard’s

framework. In order for innovation to spread, agpeanme of staff development
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needs to be established. This need, with regafdtg has been addressed by the
inclusion of TEL in PGCLT/PGCAP courses in teachamgl learning in HE either as
a separate module or by embedding TEL through@utthirse. Furthermore,
interviewees acknowledged the fact that TEL needsetpart of the CPD framework
for all staff in order to provide ample opportuetito staff that have been teaching

for some years and are beyond the PGCLT/PGCAP eours

Diane, for instance, responded that their teanpbasogether a staff development
programme offering a range of workshops but alswiges bespoke support for
individuals or teams who want something differeéailpred to their specific needs.
Lisa replied that although their team has stoppeding workshops on how to use
the different tools, they are working with programteams from the stage in which
they are either developing or redesigning modutespgmogrammes as that has
proved more effective. On top of that, school-bdsading technologists provide

more hands-on support on how to use various tools.

Alan responded that they do that, but they onlyijol® generic workshops once a
semester with an intensive week of sessions; tveskeshops are not offered
throughout the year as staff do not tend to atteredead, their staff development
programme, which is linked with library and acadestills, is trying to take an
individual path for people, which works well duritige course validation and

approval process:

We weave it (the staff development programme) arewve think we can have
the most impact, and the most impact seems to be thiey’re most open to
ideas is as they’re working their validation docunseup. So they’'ve got to go
into this considering student support, staff depeient support, use of
technology enhanced learning, examples of, evién jlist a straight,
traditional face to face. So that's when they’restnapened up, and that’s

when we get the course team together.

Alan mentioned that they also offer an online paogme where staff are using the
same space as they would be using with the studéatging them to practice what

they would use when they are developing their agirs
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Kate replied that they are currently in a transiéilopphase so they have stopped many
of their generic training workshops as they werigequigid and staff would not use
even half of what they would learn from those geneorkshops. At the moment
they are offering either bespoke training workinighveertain departments or one-to-

one training, until they design a coherent staffed@ment programme.

Sam responded that his team contributes variossosssin the PGCLT and they
help staff who try to gain their Fellowship of tHegher Education Academy
accreditation, but they also contribute to theaffsievelopment programme in
academic practice with a series of events duric) samester. These sessions
include online submission and marking, audio amigeifeedback, creating quizzes
for formative feedback using the VLE, flipping tblassroom, creating accessible
learning resources and using social media in tegcind learning. Moreover, the
interviewee added that his team offers trainingamous course and programme

teams, so there was a variety of approaches used.

The interviewees confirm the fact that staff depebent opportunities in the area of
TEL are provided by all participating institutiorfegwever, this programme is often
varied and tailored to the needs of different ceunsprogramme teams. This
explains the different offerings but also the vaidievels of uptake of staff
development activities around TEL which was evidarthe questionnaire responses

too.

Set up multi-skilled development teams

The need for multi-skilled development teams iical according to Laurillard’s
institutional framework, for the effective implentation of learning technologies.
Again, this need was addressed to some extentrigipating institutions in this
research as TEL academic support was provided aasés via a centralised unit;
this unit was either a standalone team, or paathifyjger team, whose focus was on
educational development, or was part of IT servilesome cases, on top of the
centralised team, support was provided locallyaligwia dedicated school or
faculty-based learning technologists. In one oséoniversities where additional
support was provided locally, learning technolagisere employed only in some
faculties. This fact shows that while all partidipg institutions had centralised TEL

support, in some cases there is additional, mageialssed TEL provision and
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support locally, within the faculties.

Diane mentioned that their multi-skilled team irded staff who focus on research,
staff who focus on pedagogy and multimedia expéutthermore, their team is
closely connected with the educational developrtearh who run the postgraduate
certificate course, and there is also a conneetitinthe computer services
department that provides the technical infrastmectar TEL. Diane was positive
that this range of skills can solve the issuesitianbers of staff may come up

against and support them according to their needs.

Lisa reported that a good mix of expertise in thetal team coupled with the more
technical expertise provided by the school-basanhieg technologists was there to
support lecturers. However, the interviewee meseiibtiat they have moved away
from the idea of developing content for acadenadf sind they are supporting
academic staff to do it themselves or find it fralready available digital sources.

Alan’s team provided advice and support but alsbth&en on the audio-visual
function for lecturers, doing the creation andiadifor them for recorded student
presentations or role-play videos. Furthermorey theilitate summative quiz-type
examinations using an optical mark reader servickimthe future they will be
looking for a classroom technologist with an ainincrease the services offered to

academics.

Kate replied that although they have a multimediaegt on a temporary contract, he
is used primarily for MOOCs and has only been usazhsionally for other
developments when his and the academics’ schetlove. &lowever, the

interviewee stated that her team act primarilyriradvisory capacity and they cannot

turn into a production unit as that would be tostlyofor the university.

Sam argued that his teams were very multi-skillethay included developers,
learning technologists and media experts. Furthexntaken one level up, each
faculty have their own delivery team which includeguality lead, an academic lead,
one of their learning technologists and also aexttbjbrarian. This approach

provides a broad level of support and works wallireentioned by the interviewee.
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This evidence shows that multi-skilled teams warplace in all participating
institutions. However, some teams included multilmexkperts with a focus on
creating media-rich learning content as well, wbileer universities have started to
move away from this idea due to the cost implicgatiof such developments. This
was highlighted by Lisa who commented that Lawdlls framework was developed

a few years ago:

...I think we’'ve moved away from this a little bithink when Diana

Laurillard was talking about this, that was a feaays ago, when we were still
in the phase of ‘what is a learning technologidtaiis our role, is it all about
developing content?’ | think we’ve moved away gsigaificantly from the
idea of developing content for academic staff, @signing programmes for

academic staff.

Agree development resources and costing

Laurillard’s framework highlights the need for ttievelopment of resources and
costing to be agreed (2002, p.228). This is an farefarther investigation as, in
terms of the pure cost of the online courses coetptr their campus-based
equivalents, it seems that there is still a Idv¢dearned; according to research
participants, it is very hard to generalise onrtigst expensive way of delivery as in
most cases participating institutions did not falla specific model due to the fact

that their purely online provision was not very stantial.

Diane, for instance, responded that although theartment would charge another
department for the development of a CPD coursecdsewould not cover the full
expense, adding that the university has not ggtifis with appropriate costing yet.
The university’s involvement with Massive Open @sliCourses (MOOCS) offered
an opportunity for developing further a costing mlpthut according to the
interviewee, even MOOCs are not well costed ancenmark needs to be done on
this. This difficulty in appropriate costing of amé courses was attributed to the fact
that ‘the development of these sort of courses #ugd, it's quite hard to really pin
down exactly what would be needed, particulariyhwitembers of staff who are not
really experienced in creating these things’, adicwy to Diane. This experience was
contrasted with the partner company’s business hwagieh was quite precise in

their costing.
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Lisa replied that there was not any funding avéddbr developing resources for
online courses or any other courses and even ditiieal strategy allows access to
funding in the future that probably would not bedisor developing content. The
biggest issue was namely academic staff time asdwvis something that should be
thought through carefully by the schools who arerk» get more online
programmes in their portfolios, according to Lisa.

Alan also mentioned that there is a costing modebhly for external
developments, as, according to the intervieweestirgg model internally could
deter original conversations but also because afismot known what will be

involved in order to provide any meaningful costing

Kate replied that it is difficult to get internalriding for TEL projects because TEL

is cross-institutional:

That is where we are having issues at the momeaiLise TEL is one of those
areas that falls between the cracks.... So tryingetaresources to resource
something that’s truly cross-institutional is readifficult.

This problem extends to other cross-institutiorrajgrts such as internationalisation
and widening participation according to Kate, whided that sometimes
departments who want to do specific TEL projectaestimes bypass the central unit
and once they secure funding go and do it themseluge complexity of getting
funding for TEL was identified as an issue that haisgone away and gets more

severe, according to Kate.

Sam responded that this depends on the projeanatitht for big projects such as
those around digital literacy and learning spabeyg tan apply internally for funding
via a mechanism of investment bidding. This appilice according to the
interviewee, is very high level, strategic and isggia lot of ground work; however,

it provides opportunities for various developmeantd innovations.

It became evident that costing of TEL projects bBlehded or fully online courses is

an area for further investigation. This has alsenb@iscussed in the question
168



regarding the costs of online learning in the prasisection.

Agree staff time commitment

Laurillard’s framework underlines the need for Stahe commitment to be agreed.
Laurillard acknowledges that ‘academic staff timeuniversities is rarely fully
costed in relation to specific areas of their warkiich often makes ‘the introduction
of new technologies a nightmare of overwork’ foademic staff (2002, p.229). Lack
of time was explicitly mentioned as one of the teasrfor TEL's uptake in some
cases and could be one of the underpinning factathers, as discussed earlier in

this chapter.

Diane replied that if it is one’s job to deliver anline course then that is part of their
normal teaching load, adding that in cases wheifé ate interested to develop an
online course themselves then it depends on tlead lof department whether they

are allocated some time to do that or not.

According to Lisa, this depended on the schooljewdme schools were allowing
time for staff to focus on developing new onlinedules, others did not. Lisa
acknowledged the fact that this takes time and dinge the importance of this to be

recognised as part of the academics’ workload model

In some schools they are allowing time for som# gidocus on designing
and developing new online modules. In other schiislbeing just seen as
part of their academic workload. So we haven'tgoy parity on that across
the institution at the moment, but if we incredsmomentum around the

development of online materials then that mightingjea

Alan mentioned that this depends; if it is a fungeaject or part of a formal
gualification they will get time allowance, othesaiit is part and parcel of their job:
‘So I think | would say that if it's TEL relatedubit’s a qualification or project, they
get time, we ring fence that, if it's just knowlegjgnformal learning, unstructured

learning, no’.

In Kate’s institution the official line was thatstiance learning is part of what

academics do and they would get the same time aloevno matter whether it is
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face-to-face or distance learning, adding thatigdorward, we need to see it as part
of the workload allocation model, because it cafreotione on top of people’s

work’.

Mixed practice was also taking place, accordin§am, who reported that academic
staff members were given some time allocationke fzart in the e-submission
project; however, this is not always the case arsetlvas no time allocation in other
projects. If the development of a member of staHgreed as part of their
Developmental and Performance Review (DPR), theylavthen be given some

hours within their academic workload planning.

This evidence shows that, according to HelLs, wdolmetimes staff get time
allocation for participating in a TEL project, esgdly when this is an externally or
internally funded project, in most cases TEL isnsag part of the job and is often not
part of the workload allocation model.

Ensure that appraisal and promotion procedures nelxtaaching excellence
Laurillard (2002) emphasises the fact that appkaisd promotion procedures need
to reward teaching excellence in order to motivetéurers to utilise learning
technologies in their teaching. This was the casme of the participating
institutions in which online learning was seen as of the key ways to achieve

promotion:

... It (online learning) is seen as beneficial rathi@an second best and the

rising stars are usually people who do get involweith it (Derek).

The lack of recognition in teaching was confirmgdsbme participants. In Diane’s
case, as the university was primarily researchttegte was not much recognition for
teaching excellence in general, apart from a coopj®izes that do not count
towards promotion. This was identified as one ef¢hallenges by Diane in trying to
get technology implemented. She added that a $urallset up for rewarding

teaching excellence would motivate staff further.

However, in Lisa’s institution, learning and teaahivere recognised and were an

integral part of career progression and good tegchand by extension good
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teaching with technology - was reportedly recogmilsg senior management and the
academic community including the students. An awarekcellence in teaching and
learning is allocated every year to a member df atal in the last two years it
happened that the winner of that award was somacinesly using technology in
their teaching, according to the interviewee, wtidea that student-led teaching

awards also have a category for technology enhdeeeding.

Alan replied that while in the past the emphasis mare on research, in the last
couple of years there seemed to be a balance hetesearch and teaching and their
promotional routes now take into account teachixugkence. This will have an
impact on TEL as well, according to the interviewa® TEL is seen as an integral

part of teaching and learning.

Kate stated that their formal promotion criterivaed teaching excellence and that
an academic could get a promotion based on theshteg or they could get a
promotion based on research, adding that altholghdbes not appear explicitly as
part of the teaching excellence, if one used teldyyain a way that would

demonstrate good teaching, that would be recognised

According to Sam, teaching excellence was recodniséhe institution in a number
of ways; first, people can overachieve as parheirtDPR process and get
financially rewarded, although the interviewee nared that this was very difficult.
Furthermore, they have ‘formal excellence awardat thange every year; these
awards are recognising academic practice in gengnalinterviewee underlined the

importance of such awards for their institution.

To sum up, in terms of establishing an appropoaganisational infrastructure that
supports the implementation and integration ofieey technologies to teaching and
learning, participating institutions in some calad reported that they had
accommodated the need for sharing tacit knowleldige established a programme of
staff development and had set up multi-skilled dgw@ent teams; however, it was
evident that further work would be needed towagteeing development resources
and costing, agreeing staff time commitment ansbime cases, ensuring that

appraisal and promotion procedures reward teaaMngllence.
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Following the discussion of the interviews, the teection attempts to integrate and

interpret questionnaire and interview findings ashale.

5.3. Interpretation/integration of questionnaire ard interview data

Most universities represented in the survey offetde variety of staff development
sessions/events for their academic staff that soaeange of skills and pedagogical
considerations of various learning technologiess Shows that participating
institutions are trying to up-skill their staff lagldressing their needs in the area of

TEL in a flexible manner, offering them plenty dfaice.

The duration, frequency and uptake of the traisi@gsions varied widely; some
institutions offered training sessions at regutéelivals to suit the academic
timetable, others 3 to 4 times a year. However,tnmssitutions would deliver
tailored sessions on request for specific departsn@ncourse teams and in some
cases there seemed to be a shift towards smalb graming and one-to-one training

on request.

The offerings for training in the use of variouarn@ng technologies to academic
staff reflected the uptake and usage of those tdobies as discussed in the
interviews. The use of VLESs for content deliveryrevéhe most popular staff
development sessions as training sessions onubeiwere provided by all 27
institutions participating in the survey. Furthemaahe vast majority of institutions
offered organised events on the pedagogically #¥ecse of the VLE and offered

online case studies too.

Following the use of the VLE for content deliveeyassessment seemed to be the
most popular practice involving learning technoloBgth hands-on training sessions
and other events focusing more on the pedagogietiigtive use of e-assessment
came up equally high and were on offer by most Hialsicipating in the survey (22
of 26), while two-thirds also provided online catedies. This was reflected in the
interviews as e-assessment came up high as a comstiational target for
campus-wide TEL implementation among the interviasticipants too. The
deployment of e-assessment was reported to be emoonmstitutional target in the

interviews too.
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Plagiarism detection and prevention via tools Tikenitin was also highly popular in
hands-on training sessions offered (22 of 26) laat | events regarding its
pedagogically effective use (21 of 28hich would probably be in the prevention of
plagiarism. Eleven of the participating institutsomlso provided online case studies
on plagiarism prevention and detection. This wagated as the use of plagiarism
prevention tools is already pervasive in HE (UCIZHA0, 2012, 2014).

These findings regarding staff training and develept offered in various learning
technologies reflect the level of uptake of thesdhhologies as reported by HelLs in
the recent UCISA surveys (UCISA 2010, 2012, 20A¢xording to the TEL UCISA
survey in 2010, 90% of the HEIs that participatethie survey reported having at
least one main VLE in use, while this figure ros®5% of survey respondents in
2014 (UCISA 2014). Furthermore, according to thaesatest survey, centrally
supported use of plagiarism prevention and detecdtware and e-submission
tools remain the most common centrally-supportdétiveoe across the sector. E-
portfolio, blog and e-assessment tools as welkeasgnal response systems (PRS)

were also well established.

The ‘student experience’ seems to be the mostaristated drive for the
implementation of TEL across participating insitat. Other goals and targets
around TEL, such as e-submission and e-assesstaertpping staff competencies
across the board and improving uptake, are a nteaachieve an improved student
experience and to raise levels of student satisfacthis could be the result of the
raised tuition fees and the increased competitinarey the UK HEIs for a shrinking
student body (Ratcliffe 2012, Taylor 2013). Whigésing students’ satisfaction is a
reasonable target, there is a danger that TEL nhighitilised mainly for
administrative tasks that simplify the learning aealching processes, missing out on
its transformative potential to redesign the culien (Palloff and Pratt 2007). The
fact that TEL was used more for its administrateaefits rather than to its potential
to transform learning was explicitly stated by twtbrmants and was implied in the

responses of some of the other informants too.

It seems that most obstacles for TEL implementagi@ninter-related; staff

reluctance and the lack of skills of some academmieften linked with lack of
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time. Issues around communication and disseminatieralso linked with the lack
of strategic buy-in by institutions. These issuasld be addressed with enhanced
strategic buy-in and by offering incentives to ksafch as time allowance in order to
engage with TEL. To sum up, top-down change manageand a significant
investment could address these barriers, butghis ieasy fix and would require a

co-ordinated approach that takes time and effort.

In terms of web 2.0 tools such as blogs and wilis;thirds of participating
institutions offered hands-on training sessionwel as workshops on their
pedagogically effective use and online case studiesse events/case studies would
aim to increase uptake among staff and raise stditjital skills in order to enable
them to support constructivist and social consivisttlearning, utilising online

tools. The basic principles of these learning tlesoare described in the literature

review chapter of this thesis.

Training on personal response systems (PRS), er#dstronic voting systems
(EVS), or clickers, was provided by two-thirds @frficipating institutions, while

half the institutions that took the survey werealffering online case studies on the
use of PRS in order to add interactivity in thesstaom and enable lecturers to ask
students questions in the classroom and get maalfiéedback from students and
check their understanding on various topics. Acowydo Mazur (1996), the use of
PRS can transform a passive lecture to a more edgageractive one that can also
support peer-instruction when students are askdgstoiss in pairs their responses.

E-portfolio sessions were also popular among ppetimg institutions; almost three-
guarters of the questionnaire respondents were@mgféraining sessions (19 of 26),
approximately half of them (14 of 26) were offermgrkshops or other events
focusing on the pedagogically effective use of @fplios and seven were offering
online case studies on their use. E-portfolio systean be used in courses with a
strong reflective element and it was used in ajlgobtherapy courses in one case; it
can also be used for assessment as shown in aigageem which the e-portfolio
was used for two of the assessments in the postgtadertificate in teaching and
learning course, so that lecturers would be ab&ipgport its use as personal tutors
with their students. Indeed, e-portfolio systems sapport flexible learning in

professional, work-based courses in particulatheg offer participants a space to
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gather their evidence about their practice.

Hands-on training sessions on web conferencingvaodt were on offer by more
than half of the institutions participating in thervey (16 of 26), while slightly less
than half offered workshops and other events o geglagogically effective use (12
of 26) and 6ffered online case studies. Web conferencing toatsbe used to bring
together participants that are geographically dspé but as pointed out by one
informant it can be challenging for some acadertatff £ use this technology and
may require extensive training. This is also baakedrom the relevant literature,
according to which synchronous facilitation via wenferencing software can still
be very demanding in terms of staff training (Almzaet al. 2011, Reuschle and
Loch 2008, Vitartas et al. 2008, Wang and Hsu 2008)

Virtual worlds like Second Life were the least plgwun terms of staff training
provided among all aforementioned learning techgieksy only 3 of the 26
institutions that participated in the survey offéteaining sessions in the use of
Second Life, while 4 offered seminars on its pedgcpily effective use and 2
offered online case studies. This is likely toeeflthe fact that the use of Second
Life has not become mainstream in higher educatiahis only used by specialist
departments in some institutions. Experientialieay via Second Life is also
resource heavy and its use seems to be limited gupanticipating institutions due to
the increased and often non-sustainable amoumtsoirces it requires (Gorman
2012). This could be due to the fact that virtuallds require a significant amount
of upfront investment in order to work for educatabpurposes. The challenges for
educational use of Second Life include time, mongyto-date technology and the

amount of training required to become proficienitsnuse (Ash 2011).

Other sessions on learning technologies providegibiycipating institutions were
reported sessions on online media, screencastgagting, lecture capture and
other classroom audio-visual equipment, audio adélovediting, iTunes, Twitter
and office tools. These sessions highlight the dhraage of staff development
sessions provided by some institutions that inclmdétimedia content creation and
sharing — podcasting, screencasting, audio ana\edéing, lecture capture, iTunes
— but also micro-blogging — Twitter — and officel® However, no specific data on

those sessions offered is attempted here, maimyalthe fact that these were not
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offered as one of the options in the questionsnaue added by participants in the
‘other’ field. Their lack of inclusion in the givesptions was due to the fact that the
focus was more on the established learning teclgredsupported institutionally
rather than on applications that could be more [@pn some areas than in others. It
should be noted, however, that lecture capturevadeb streaming solutions have
recently risen to the top five new challenges Hitsfacing, according to the latest
UCISA survey (UCISA 2014).

It became apparent from this research that in #ngggpating institutions TEL is

most widely used to deliver content and facilitedene processes such as coursework
submission and provide electronic feedbdoksome departments, however, TEL has
been used in more interactive and innovative waysipport discursive/dialogic
learning and experiential learning. Discursive/iggt learning is mostly used in

social sciences and humanities while experiergaliing has been utilised more in
vocational subjects or subjects with a work-badethent or for field work,

according to some research participants.

Regarding effective online facilitation and moderat e-moderating skills,
pedagogical rationale and digital literacy werertan recurring themes. The
technical skills required for effective online trtw can be varied depending on the
task; however, basic ICT and digital literacies andunderstanding of the system
and the tools in use are said to be often adedoiatkbe lecturers involved in such
programmes, provided that this is coupled with dagegical understanding of the
tools used, according to the interviewed HeLs.itmsbns are trying to address these
needs with on-going staff development but a wiliegs to experiment with new
tools and practices and adapt one’s practice framdcturer’s side are, reportedly,
also important. The pedagogical and technicalskile often interspersed,; this is
evident from the fact they are addressed jointlgars of the staff training

programmes of some institutions.

In almost half the cases of those who completedjti@stionnaire — 13 out of 27 —
TEL was reported to be the focus of one of the nexiaf the PGCLT/PGCAP
course. Among the interviewees, however, only fmuirof twelve who addressed
this question mentioned that TEL was included ssparate module in that course;

the remaining eight reported that TEL practice esabedded in the course. The
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PGCLT/PGCAP course is critical for new lecturensifiessional development
(Donnelly 2006, Matthews and Jessel 2006, Schoid)1&&d it is important that TEL
practice is embedded in that course so that lesturederstand that TEL is part of
their standard practice. It became evident thatendwreryone agreed that TEL
should be part of the PGCLT/PGCAP course there weoalifferent approaches to
it: integrating TEL in the whole course curriculand the way it is delivered, or
addressing TEL in one of the modules of the couBs¢h practices have their
benefits; embedding TEL to the course provides eepee of TEL whereas when
TEL is taught it offers the opportunity to learrpégitly about it. A combination of
the two, looking at TEL explicitly as part of therdculum and also embedding TEL
practice in the way the course is delivered andssexi may be the golden mean as
this will offer the opportunity to new lecturersstudy and discuss TEL's potential
but also reflect on their own experiences of usirag part of the PGCLT/PGCAP

course.

Most institutions that participated in the survegyded a wide range of CPD
opportunities around TEL. This is crucial for thagleo are already midway through
their career as well as anyone who would need stewelopment in the area of
TEL. The need for all lecturers to be competernhause of TEL is apparent and
highlighted by the UK Professional Standards Fraore\UKPSF 2012) which is
devised by the HEA and sets the professional stdedar teaching and supporting
learning within HE, as discussed in the literatenaew chapter. This is indicative of
the fact that the use of learning technology tqosul facilitate and enhance
students’ learning has now become standard praatides no longer seen as a

separate skill, as discussed more extensivelyaritiérature review chapter.

Although in many cases there were no strict requamgs for staff to undertake
training/development before they got involved iarded learning, training
opportunities were available and staff were strgprgicouraged to participate; a few
of the participants mentioned that for online cesrs particular, staff would be
expected to participate in some TEL-related perstenelopment and also that staff
development needs would have to be addressed duergpurse validation process.
In some cases there were some requirements thatl\fesm a half-day VLE
induction to a whole module, while in other casesf slevelopment on TEL was tied

in the course approval process. There was an stiegedebate on whether there
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should be any prerequisites before teaching owlimet; in order to teach online
successfully, one needs to not only be knowledgeialtheir subject and have some
pedagogical awareness of current teaching anditegtimeories, but needs to have
experience of online learning and follow an expliearning design in the delivery of
their module. The question of prerequisites seenteta double-edged sword; on the
one side, putting prerequisites may slow down awh @rohibit innovation as it
would create an extra level of scrutiny and, ondtieer, without prerequisites there
is a risk that the course may not be up to thedsghktandards. In other words, if
TEL and one’s ability to teach online or in a bledaourse is seen as something
additional to a tutor’s responsibilities, this facight limit the wide adoption of
blended and online courses in some cases. At the 8me, in order for such
courses to be delivered effectively, all participgttutors need to have an
understanding of technology and the way it intesseath their subject matter and
with pedagogy too. It is worth noting, however tttiee three institutions who were
delivering a substantial amount of online learrnggrammes had such
prerequisites in place. This is in accordance wiehTechnological Pedagogical
Content Knowledge (TPCK) concept which emphasisesriteractions, affordances

and limitations among content, pedagogy and tecyyol

‘Quality teaching requires developing a nuancedensthnding of the complex
relationships between technology, content and peghagand using this
understanding to develop appropriate context-spestfategies and
representations’ (Mishra and Koehler 2006).

Although the TPCK model was not discussed or mastidby the research
participants, they underlined the importance bitslelements; according to
research participants, in order to deliver blenaled online courses effectively,
lecturers need to have some pedagogical knowledgepoof their subject matter
expertise, need to be aware of learning desigm®mnhoderation and facilitation and
to have good time management skills, attributesdhaalso congruent with some of
the current literature on the subject (Garrison ¥adghan 2008, MacDonald 2008,
Palloff and Pratt 2007, Salmon 2003, 2011).

Evidence from this research indicates that lectunered to have an explicit

understanding of pedagogy and curriculum desigmlidn&ally literate, have the
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ability to engage students online, have experiefaaline learning and good
subject expertiseAccording to research participants, depending erstibject of the
blended or fully online course, blended and ontioerses are often founded around
constructivism and social constructivism, or profleased learning and portfolio
evidence. However, there are still some coursddaliaw a ‘pragmatic’ approach
without an explicit learning theory or model behtheéir design. This, according to
some research participants, seems to be an isseaciosively related to blended
and online courses as the lack of pedagogical pimdeng could be evident in
campus-based courses too, but as blended/onlimeesoare mostly recorded on the
web, it becomes more apparent in those. Some Hattigipating in the survey are
in favour of online collaborative learning, whilgety perceive that many academic
staff are still following the old instructional @atigm which focuses on content

delivery and when they move to online environmeihisy tend to replicate that.

In terms of whether online learning was still sasrsecond best, there was a
distinction between blended and online learningjeMime use of technology in a
blended way was seen as part and parcel of thersteaperience and as an
extension of their learning rather than second, [pestly online learning was
sometimes seen as second best by academic stafflaxgrto Hels; this, however,
was attributed to a lack of understanding of tHerdances of various technologies
by those who made such claims or due to bad pastiexces and was reportedly
beginning to change as staff are becoming moreeawfaechnology’s potential to

enhance the learning experience.

In terms of online learning being accused of ddlisgithe teaching profession
leading to an ‘automated’ education with the aingubcosts, this was reportedly not
a strong argument any longer; it was only claineeldd shared by senior academic
staff who may feel threatened by the introductibnew technologies and based on
the misconception that technology would replactukétg staff. Most participants in
the research argued that this model of ‘automatddtation would not work in HE,
claiming that online learning is very skilful, tinsensuming and challenging and can

lead to improved quality standards.

In terms of the pure cost of the online coursespamed to their campus-based

equivalents, it seems that there is still a Idv¢dearned; according to research
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participants, it is very hard to generalise onrtiest expensive way of delivery as, in
most cases, institutions do not follow a specifdel due to the fact that their
purely online provision is not very substantial.l¥tme three institutions whose
online provision was substantial had a costing rhimdelace; in two of these cases,
however, costing was done by the external compdnydelivered the online
courses in collaboration with the universities.tRarmore, it appears that there are
so many hidden costs involved in course delivergaih campus-based and online
courses that complicate costs further. The onlg safhclusion regarding this matter
would be that online courses are more front-loaatethe course needs to be fully
developed before it runs for the first time and traine courses, if they are well
designed and delivered in a way that promotes ertiteractions, are in no way a

cheaper version of their face-to-face counterparts.

Examples of innovative use of technology were avidie some areas of all
institutions whose HelLs were interviewed, as tetbgowas used to support
learning not only through acquisition but also tigb all other ways that learning is
understood to occur according to Laurillard (20@2)ch as practice and discovery,
discussion, inquiry, and collaboration. It becarppaaent that online learning
materials in various formats to support learningtigh acquisition were provided in
all participating institutions, many of which wereking provision for audio-visual
content as well. Although elements supporting legythrough practice and
discovery were reported in many cases, in modtadé institutions this was limited
to specific subject areas. Similar was the situetegardindearning by inquiry, as it
was taking place in some areas of some of theggaating institutionsSupporting
learning through discussion and collaboration usaaofinology was reported to take
place in some areas by most HeLs who were all getlyusiastic about the potential
of technology to support discursive online actestand facilitate peer-to-peer

interactions and collaborative work.

In terms of organisational infrastructure, mostitnions aimed to create
opportunities for sharing tacit knowledge around-T®/hile this is important, it
needs to be coupled with wider staff developmepbounities, according to
Laurillard’s framework for an effective organisatal infrastructure supporting TEL.
Questionnaire responses and the interviewees owgdithe fact that staff

development opportunities in the area of TEL arplate by all participating
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institutions, providing a programme which is oftearied and tailored to the needs of
different staff teams. This explains the differefferings but also the varied levels of
uptake of staff development activities around TEhich was evident in the
guestionnaires. While multi-skilled teams were liscp in all participating
institutions, some teams included multimedia expeith a focus on creating media-
rich learning content as well, while other univiees have started to move away
from this idea due to the cost implications of sdelielopments but also due to
different approaches to TEL that aim to enableuiert to engage with various
learning technologies rather than creating learniagerials for them. Regarding
TEL costs, it became evident that costing of TEdjgets and blended or fully online
courses is an area where still a lot needs todredel. In terms of time allowance for
staff who engage with TEL developments, while sames$ staff get time allocation
for participating in a TEL project, especially whigms is an externally or internally
funded, in most cases TEL is seen as part of thafpal is often not part of the
workload allocation model. In terms of the needté&aching excellence to be
rewarded, a mixed practice was reported and whbitgesinstitutions rewarded
teaching excellencehé lack of recognition in teaching was confirmedsbyne

participants.

5.4. Summary

This chapter has provided a discussion and intexfooe of both the questionnaire
and the interview findings; data gathered via wmitars were thematically discussed
and interpreted first, followed by discussion of thata gathered from both phases of
this research. The interviewees’ input on the déife ways technology can be used
to support learning have been discussed and mapgexuurillard’s ideas of how
learning is understood to occur. Furthermore, ttierdg to which participating
universities were making provision for TEL to béeefively deployed institutionally
was mapped against Laurillard’s institutional istracture framework for the
effective deployment of learning technologies. Ategration and interpretations of
both phases of this research was offered towardsr of this chapter. The
following chapter concludes this study by re-coasitg the research questions,
discussing the contributions of this research dbagdts limitations, and providing

ideas for further research.
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6. CONCLUSIONS - SUMMARY

This final chapter summarises the research andsitawnain conclusions, by
considering again the initial research questioh& dontributions of this research as

well as its limitations are also discussed hereasdfor further research are proposed.

This thesis focused on the staff development neethe use of learning
technologies and discussed a range of institutiapptoaches to TEL, providing the
heads of e-learning perspective. It included aildetanalytical review of selected
background literature on blended and online legmrthe context of staff
development needs for blended and online courseedgl which is extended to
include some models and frameworks concerningffieeteve use of learning
technologies as well as approaches to curriculusigddor blended and distance
learning. Existing frameworks, such as Laurillardisversational framework for the
effective use of learning technologies (Laurill2@D2, 2012) and Salmon’s five-
stage model (Salmon 2003, 2011) were exami®#der sources included: the
UCISA recent surveys on TEL (UCISA 2010, 2012, 2014e HEFCE revised
strategy for TEL (HEFCE 2009); the HEA’s UK Professl Standards Framework
for teaching and supporting learning in Higher Eation (HEA UKPSF 2011); and
various TEL-related studies commissioned by JISSGP2010, 2011, 2013, 2015).
The research design followed a mixed methods relsgaradigm. Both approaches,
guantitative and qualitative, were seen as comphamng rather than contradictory.
This research was underpinned by the philosopkthealry of pragmatism; it
attempted to fit together the insights of both ditative and qualitative research into
a workable solution (Burke and Onwuegbuzie, 2084)this research was looking at
both the general picture in the area of TEL in UEIsibut also closely examined the
ways TEL was approached by some individual insting, the mixed method
paradigm was adopted to both paint a big pictutbénarea of staff development in
blended and online learning, utilising a surveyd afso analyse in depth what is
happening in some example individual cases, by wctivt thirteen in-depth
interviews. Quantitative and qualitative data haeen gathered sequentially, in two
phases. A questionnaire was the tool for data gatipduring the first phase of the

research.

During the second part of the research, the arstafffdevelopment in online
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learning was explored in more depth. Followinglatpnterview, eight interviews
with HeLs were conducted on the ways UK HElIs ac&ltag the issue of staff
development in blended and online learning, as astiovering wider institutional
approaches on the implementation of TEL practiEase additional HeLs were
interviewed at a later stage and the total numbartterviews rose to thirteen,
including the pilot. The interviews were semi-stured in order to allow for in-

depth data to be collected.

6.1. Addressing the research questions

This section considers the research questions mwviblps a summary of the findings
that were described in the questionnaire findinggerviews’ outline chapter and
discussed, interpreted and integrated in the désons- integration of findings

chapter.

1) What provision do UK higher education institutiditiEls) make for staff

development in the area of technology enhancedileg{TEL)?

Most universities represented in the survey offer@dde variety of staff
development sessions/events for their academittetdfcovers a range of digital
skills as well as pedagogical considerations oifousr learning technologies; this
includes hands-on training sessions, seminarsepdbdagogically effective use of
various learning technologies, online case stughesr support via internal
workshops/ conferences and, in some cases otheraCRlities in the area of TEL
such as e-moderating online short courses, Staft&itbnal Development
Association (SEDA) certified e-facilitation coursasd postgraduate modules.
Training sessions on how to use the VLE, e-assagsio@s, plagiarism prevention
and detection tools as well as e-portfolios weeerttost popular sessions offered.
Web 2.0 tools, personal response systems and weéreacing systems were also
very popular among participating institutions. Tdrdy one option offered that
proved to be less popular among training sessi@ssSecond Life; however, virtual
worlds were mentioned as examples of innovativeofisechnology in certain

subjects by some universities, as evidenced imtieeviews.

Staff development opportunities around variousrieay technologies in UK HEIs
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may well be pervasive across the sector if the gaattern as indicated by this study
occurs in all other universities; the perceivedepttl of technology to enhance the
students’ experience in general and students’ ilegiin particular has led to the
adoption of a wide range of approaches to stafélbgment in this particular area.
What is more, TEL is seemingly recognised as sq@&uthgogic practice as it is
embedded in the PGCLT/PGCAP course either as almodistudy or as an integral
part of the course.

2) What do HelLs think lecturers need to know in ottdedeliver blended and online

courses effectively? Are these needs addresseddngae of UK HEIS?

Regarding lecturers’ knowledge and attributes néddeeffective online
moderation and facilitation, recurring thenmesluded e-moderating skills,
pedagogical rationale and digital literacies. i of technical skills needed,
recurring themes included understanding of theesysir tool in use, basic ICT and
digital literacy and joined up pedagogical and tecal skills. The recurring themes
in the question to sum up lecturers’ needs fordeenand distance learning delivery
were the following: pedagogy, curriculum design &atning outcomes, digital
literacies, online engagement, experience of onéaeing and subject expertise.

The need for a pedagogical rationale and knowledgenstructivist pedagogical
theories was emphasised by some Hghe added that most academics are still
holding onto an instructional pedagogy of conteslivéry and tend to replicate that
online. The need to get academics away from thqkat online teaching is purely
about content and their need to focus on studeiuiction, support and student

collaboration was reported too.

The digital literacies of academic staff was anotkeurring theme in terms of

HeLs’ perceptions about staff needs for effectiakn® moderation and facilitation.
These needs, according to the Hels, included canpase of technology to
support specific learning goals, the use of saodlia and understanding online
identities. It is worth noting that ‘digital litecg’ intersects with the pedagogy and e-

moderating skills

Regarding the tools used, a certain level of coemuet and confidence with the
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technology is needed as is a conceptual undersiguodithe tools they might use; as
pointed out by some HelLs, although knowing howde the VLE and basic ICT
literacy are important, there is an overlap betwibernpedagogical knowledge and

digital skills required for using TEL effectively.

It became evident from this research that HeL & stait effective online moderation
and facilitation requires an explicit pedagogicatlerstanding and the ability to
structure online activities with clear objectiveslapecified assessment criteria. The
tutors’ online presence is very important so thatisnts are guided through the
online environment; furthermore, students neecetsupported online from
induction to completion and their progress sho@adrmnitored. Therefore, teaching
staff need to dedicate appropriate time to thenendéinvironment. The facilitation of
discursive/dialogic learning requires a pedagogicalerstanding of constructivism
and social constructivism and the lecturers invélskould ideally have some
experience of online moderation and facilitatiororder to be able to support their
students effectively online. On the other hand eetgmtial learning with technology
can be resource heavy and specialist supportas&fiften needed to create the
bespoke environment and the resources. Blendetufipdnline courses require
more systematic use of TEL by their very nature amexplicit curriculum design.

The academic staff development needs in the arbeenfled and online learning are
addressed by offering ample staff development dppdres as summed up in the
previous question. While the aim by many partiagigatHEls is to upskill all staff in
the area of TEL so that they are capable of beiaglved in blended course
delivery, those members of staff involved in disglearning in particular often

have to go through a specific development programme

3) According to HelLs, what institutional approaches r@quired for TEL to be

effectively embedded in the curriculum?

It became apparent that TEL's successful implentiemtdy HEIs requires a
coordinated institutional approach and a long-tewestment; while there is
evidence that TEL becomes part and parcel of thehiag and learning practice, it
still takes time and effort and this conflicts widther aspects of university practice

such as research, face-to-face teaching and stadpport as well as other
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administrative tasks that often overload the lemgirschedules. A coordinated
institutional approach would require strategic buyrom senior management and a
vision around TEL, opportunities for staff develoggmhand incentives to teaching
staff to develop themselves in this area and atiliEL more in their teaching. These
incentives may include some time allocation, ak t#fdime is one of the most

common reasons behind staff's reluctance towards TE

4) How do HelLs’ perspectives compare to Laurileainversational framework for

the effective use of learning technologies?

Examples of innovative use of technology were avidie some areas of all
institutions whose HelLs were interviewed, as tettgyowas used to support
learning not only through acquisition but also,admng to Laurillard (2002),
through all other ways that learning is understtwodccur, such as practice and
discovery, discussion, inquiry and collaboratidrbdcame apparent that online
learning materials in various formats to suppaatiéng through acquisition were
provided in all participating institutions, manywhich were making provision for
audio-visual content as well. Although elementspsupng learning through practice
and discovery were reported in many cases, in ofdbibse institutions this was
limited to specific subject areas. Similar was $heation regardin¢garning by
inquiry as it was taking place in some areas ofesofithe participating institutions.
Supporting learning through discussion and collation using technology was
reported to take place in some areas by most Héloswere all very enthusiastic
about the potential of technology to support disiugr online activities and facilitate

peer-to-peer interactions and collaborative work.

Most institutions aimed to create opportunitiesdbaring tacit knowledge around
TEL. While this is important, it needs to be cowp¥ath wider staff development
opportunities, according to Laurillard’s framewdick an effective organisational
infrastructure supporting TEL. Questionnaire regasnand the interviewees
confirmed the fact that staff development oppotiasiin the area of TEL are in
place by all participating institutions providingpeogramme which is often varied
and tailored to the needs of different staff teaftss explains the different offerings
but also the varied levels of uptake of staff depelent activities around TEL which

was evident in the questionnaires. While multilskilteams were in place in all
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participating institutions, some teams includedtimédia experts with a focus on
creating media-rich learning content as well, wbileer universities have started to
move away from this idea due to the cost impligagiof such developments but also
due to different approaches to TEL that aim to énbdzturers to engage with
various learning technologies rather than credgagning materials for them.
Regarding TEL costs, it became evident that cosifigEL projects and blended or
fully online courses is an area where still a le¢ds to be learned. In terms of time
allowance for staff who engage with TEL developrsenthile sometimes staff get
time allocation for participating in a TEL projeespecially when this is an
externally or internally funded, in most cases TiEkeen as part of the job and is
often not part of the workload allocation modelténms of the need for teaching
excellence to be rewarded, a mixed practice wasrtegh and while some institutions
rewarded teaching excellenckeetlack of recognition in teaching was confirmed by

some participants.

6.2. Contributions of this research

This research contributes to the existing bodyeséarch literature, discussed in
Chapter 2, by providing further understanding i& éinea of TEL support, including
lecturers’ staff development needs and the ingtital infrastructure needed for
TEL'’s widespread implementation, as reported by $jdlhe findings from HelLs
from various UK HElIs contribute a better understagdround various TEL aspects
including current institutional approaches in TEkigoport implementation, staff

development needs and the ways these can be agftlress

This research takes forward the UCISA survey on TECISA 2010, 2012, 2014)
which offers a representative picture on institadilodevelopments in this area in a
wider context, including provision of IT system&fing issues and prospective
developments. This study does so by shedding ngiredn the staff development
activities currently on offer by UK HEIs — basedldaLs’ input, who are also the
informants in the UCISA survey - in order to ersapte information on both
pedagogical and skills training in the area of TE& well as uses of examples of
practice in the form of online case studies and @Pivities - varying from hands-
on training sessions and seminars/workshops, @ sbhorses and whole modules -

offered to academic staff in this area. Findingsrfithis research regarding staff
187



training and development offered in various leagrtgchnologies reflect the level of
uptake of these technologies as reported by Hetlseimecent UCISA surveys
(2010, 2012, 2014) as according to the latest JUNEISA 2014) 95% of survey
respondents reported having at least one VLE irangehad a centrally supported
software tool for plagiarism prevention; furthermpaccording to the same survey,
e-submission tools, e-portfolios, blogs and e-asrest tools as well as PRS were
well established. Regarding the main barriers ¢éodi#velopment of TEL, this study
concurs with the latest UCISA surveys (2010, 2@11,4) according to which lack
of time, lack of money, lack of academic staff kiage and institutional or
departmental culture are the top barrigéfss study also takes forward the UCISA
survey by discussing the HelLs’ views on TEL-suppoglementation and TEL’s
role in the PGCLT/PCAP course as well as the CRinéwork for all staff.

This study has offered further empirical detail atotoitor training and other CPD
activities for academic staff employed to develod deliver online programmes
which is, according to a UK online study report (Wret al. 2010), one of the areas
around online distance learning (ODL) that showddekplored further.

This research concurs with ongoing research iratba of staff development around
TEL (Garrison and Vaughan 2008, HEA UKPSF 2011, BER009, JISC 2013,
Laurillard 2002, MacDonald 2008, Salmon 2003, 20Eljdence from this research
indicates that lecturers, in order to engage sstalgwith TEL, need to have an
explicit understanding of pedagogy and curriculuesign, be digitally literate, have
the ability to engage students online, have expee®f online learning and good
subject expertise, according to Hels.

This study has examined Laurillard’s conversatidreahework for the effective use
of learning technologies and has provided currgatmples of innovative use of
technology by UK HEIs that support Laurillard’s ‘ygof knowing’, such as
learning through acquisition, practice and discgydiscussion, inquiry and
collaboration. Furthermore, the research has coadpaaurillard’s recommended
infrastructure for the successful institutionallyae deployment of learning
technologies against current practices at particiganstitutions and has found that
while some areas of Laurillard’s framework are dgembedded in participating

institutions, others are still happening in an ad-bhasis. This study showed that, in
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terms of establishing an appropriate organisatioriedstructure that supports the
implementation and integration of learning techgas to teaching and learning,
participating institutions in some cases had regubtthat they had accommodated the
need for sharing tacit knowledge, had establishggramme of staff development
and had set up multi-skilled development teams;dvan; it was evident that further
work would be needed towards agreeing developnasaiurces and costing,
agreeing staff time commitment and in some casesyrang that appraisal and
promotion procedures reward teaching excellences. rfBisearch shows that
Laurillard’s organisational framework for the effiee deployment of learning
technologies can be applied appropriately at thgtutional level, but it requires a
coordinated, fully considered in advance, apprdachEL implementation.

This study and its findings relate to the needsdafcational developers, learning
technologists, researchers, academics, HelLs amar seanagers in the UK and
globally. In the UK it provides an in-depth undarsding of the current situation in
the area of TEL; furthermore, it could be usedhasUK element for a comparative
study for researchers who are looking to map tmeentisituation around TEL

implementation and staff development in anothenagu

6.3. Research limitations

The main limitation of this research is that itsdiings are indicative rather than
generalisable; the questionnaire response rat@Wasit of 118 which renders its
findings as indicative, while due to the smallemtngr of the in-depth interviews,
findings from those are illustrative. Further metblmgical limitations concern the
reliability and validity of the research; howevas, this is a mixed methods study,
validity is strengthened through the ability towdnaeaningful and accurate
conclusions from all the data in the study. Thuglitg in this research denotes the
‘inference quality’, the accuracy with which thesearcher draws inductive and
deductive conclusions (Tashakkori and Teddle 20D38. author has strived to
achieve this by providing an extensive descriptanglysis, discussion and
integration of the research data systematicallygia methodology which followed

his research design.

Still, as the results are analysed and interpreyed single researcher, the analysis
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could be accused of being subjective. However,mpeagm — which is the
philosophical underpinning of this research — defesthe contentious issues of truth
and reality; it accepts philosophically that thare both singular
(positivism/postpositivism) and multiple (intergkesm/constructivism) realities out
there that are open to empirical inquiry and fosus® solving practical problems in
the real world (Feilzer 2010, Rorty 1999). Thesgatktions have been considered
further in the research design chapter of thisishes

Another limitation of this research is that it cmtes's lecturers’ educational needs
based on the input from HeLs, some not academitsyith a learning technology

or ICT background (Anagnostopoulou 2010) which nsghat some may lack
teaching experience and their pedagogical expertiskl possibly be questioned.
Furthermore, this research has not included arg/ fdain lecturers themselves on the
ways they approach TEL and there was no other méahan identifying the

guality of the support that individual institutioofer, other than the HeLs’ input.
However, due to the HelLs’ senior role in the impéenation of TEL in their

institutions, their input is highly valuable.

6.4. Suggestions for further research

Further research in the area of TEL support is egeespecially as this is a
constantly growing and evolving area; technolofiedearning are widespread in
most campuses and, according to this study andutiment TEL literature, if used to
their potential, can enhance the learning expeeeRarthermore, the uptake of
blended and online courses is constantly on tleeassit allows institutions to target a
global market. The rise of Open Educational RessI(OERS), and more recently
of the Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCSs), maly shither the focus from
content creation to online facilitation and moderain the online environment. As
there are ranges of free content now availableasiows repositories, building
tutors’ capacity and capability to moderate onlmerucially important. A
supportive institutional strategy on TEL thus beesmaramount.

Further studies could include input from lectunagarding their attitudes to
technology and the ways they integrate technologheir teaching depending on

their subject matter expertise.
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6.5. Summary

This study aimed to shed more light on the stafietigment activities currently on
offer by HEIs in the UK in order to encapsulateommfhation on both technical and
pedagogical training in the area of TEL, as wellisss of examples of practice in the
form of case studies and CPD activities offereddademic staff in this area,
providing the HelLs’ perspective. Furthermore, thuielg aimed to discuss the HelLs’
perspective of academic staff needs in the ard&bf discuss the institutional
approaches required for TEL to be effectively dgptbby HEIs and compare the
HeLs’ perspectives to Laurillard’s conversatiomahfiework for the effective use of

learning technologies.

This chapter has summarised the aims and the bagokdyiof this study as well as the
methodology utilised as part of this researchuthsarises the findings of this
study’s research questions by reconsidering thearel questions and how they
have been addressed, mentions its contributiondwledge, policy and practice as

well as its limitations and concludes by provididgas for further research.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A — Interview example presented as descripve narrative

Interview 7 — Background (Derek)

Interview 7 took place with the head of e-learnifig. post-1992 university that has
heavily invested in blended learning programmesekenentioned that the
university he worked at, as most former polytecbnig more on the teaching-
intensive side; employability, business engageraadtteaching are their main areas
of focus. It was mentioned that they did have aaesh profile too which was in four
or five specialised areas. The university’s invaheait with blended and online
learning goes back to 2000 when a large amountuodean funding -
approximately £6 million - was received by the Uity in order to design,
develop and deliver online learning provision. 003 when that funded programme
came to an end, the university decided to refasusiernal strategy regarding
distance learning and on top of its distance legrprrovision moved on to the design
of blended courses on campus as well; that resinitedving a mixture of blended
and distance learning courses across the wholérapeof online delivery. Derek
estimated that 10% of all courses delivered byutigersity are fully online and a
further 10-15% are mostly online with minimum carsgarticipation. The vast
majority of the remaining courses are blended angss, using technology in their
delivery. Only a small number of courses, estimabeloe as low as 5% of the whole

portfolio make no use of TEL as yet.

1) Could you please talk a bit about the support tat your team, as an e-learning
team, provides in the area of TEL and is it a cenal team or do you have people

in the Faculties as well?

Derek mentioned that the TEL team sits within tleatte for Excellence in Learning
and Teaching and is one of its five strands — thers are staff development,
assessment, educational development and accredit@n top of that there is a
Blended Learning Services team within the Corposerices Department with two
learning technologists whose focus is mostly tecdiniwhereas the TEL team within
CELT comprises academic staff with expertise indakvery of TEL. All five

faculties have also an academic champion thaweng20% of their time in order to
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facilitate this role and in addition to that twatdties have employed their own
instructional designers and one of these two hgday@d a multimedia person as
well to work specifically on their programmes indétn to the support offered by

the centralised teams.

2) What are the main goals/targets in your institubn regarding the institution-
wide implementation of TEL?

Derek responded that one of their three strateggsions as a university is to
provide the best TEL experience to their studentkthis is explicitly stated in their
institutional strategy. Below that, their teachangd learning strategy states that
technology will be used in all means of coursewdsli — on-campus, blended and
online — in order to support more flexibility inatehing and learning. Specific targets
in the area of TEL include increasing the amourdrdine distance delivery
particularly at postgraduate level by 15% and aisceasing the use of technology in

all other courses too.

3) What are the main issues and obstacles in thesiitution-wide
implementation of TEL?

Academic staff time was reported to be the bighastier, as academic staff are very
busy with research and teaching-related actividesdemic staff often ask whether
they need to do that on top of everything else #reydoing, as they see it as
something extra. This was addressed by the untyevghich resulted in a big

cultural change according to Derek, when the Vitew@ellor made TEL one of the
institutional areas of distinctiveness, approxiatiee years prior to the interview.
This also resulted in staff not seeing the usedfmology as something separate any

longer; in Derek’s own words:

‘... the nature of dialogue at the institution hasved from ‘oh there is that
technology that | have to use’ to ‘ok, how can piove my course’ and has
moved exactly from what would be called e-learnofpcusing on how we

can make learning better ...’

209



4) In your experience, do you find TEL is used more athe dialogic/discursive
level where the focus is on theory, or the experié@al level where the focus is on
practice?

Derek’s response was that it depends on the diseiphd he mentioned geography
as an example where TEL had been used mostly fmstugxperiential learning in
field trips; furthermore, in creative industriescBuas drama, media production and
television production, technology was used in g yeactical sense as it was in the
design subjects such as architecture. But on tier dtand, more theoretical subjects
such as history and business studies as well dth fzea care are making mostly
dialogic/discursive use of technology, discussopds or using a wiki to create a
glossary of terms. As science, technology, engingend mathematics (STEM)
subjects are bigger than other subjects it coulthdetechnology was used
marginally more on the practical side, accordin®&vek, but that was rather
coincidental and subject-related.

5) Do you think both levels can be facilitated equly well in an online

environment?

Derekstated that the experiential is harder to achienkeraquires innovative

approaches as it ‘does not come out of the bog' tlile case of dialogic engagement:

‘| think certainly the VLE in its initial years wasuch more about content but
also discursive and dialogic; then gradually weked at other approaches
which would bring in images as with the geograpkgmaple or the theatre
design example, or the drama and music examplesst@hthose aren’t using
a VLE environment; we link out to other environnsdndm our VLE so we
would tend to use software like flickr, like facekplike tools which would be
relevant; in music there are a lot of mobile amgsch are particularly useful
for capturing, sharing, distributing and so we weo@en to using those and in
a sense of managerial perspective, it is easiemterstand and control the
more dialogic elements which are more theoretibahtthe practical and we

have to work hard at the implementation of the pcat ...’
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6) As far as you are aware, are your online programes following a specific

online learning theory or model?

Derek mentioned that fully online courses — andg¢hmostly online - are designed in
the social constructivist model; these courseslasggned in a different way from the
campus-based ones and social constructivism is lledde their staff development
and the modules on effective online learning aagheng. The whole institution
supports an ‘inquiry based learning — social carcsivist’ type model as their primary
learning and teaching model and this, accordirigdrek, is easier to achieve in the

online environment because the infrastructureasiged in the background.

7) In your opinion, what do lecturers need to known terms of online

moderation/facilitation?

Derek shared his experiences of growing up withdiéaelopment of Salmon’s five-
stage model (2003) since it was still work in pesg. Salmon’s five-stage model -
and subsequently an adapted version of it - wad weserain staff that would deliver
online courses and, as part of their validatiorcess, all staff teaching on an online or
mainly online course have to complete a moduleiptesly called ‘e-moderating’ and
now called ‘using online communities to developeahanced learning’ which is
aimed to develop academic staff so that they catenade and facilitate students’

learning in an online environment effectively.

8) What are the key technical skills that are needkby academics who teach

online?

Derek replied that their aim is to make the techgygltransparent and that they do not
provide technical training to staff but the basiashow to use the technology are

embedded in their staff development:

‘So our training for staff is not technical trairgnit’s try it out for the first
time and then go. It's not technical in a sense ffoar don’t need to be an
information systems or a computer specialist tatdiv's training like the one
you get when you first get a computer, how dor tuon and which buttons

do | press to make it work, it's that level'.
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9) Should TEL be a compulsory module in the Postgduate Certificate in
Learning and Teaching in HE course?

Derek answered that it should be and that it thénuniversity he is working at.
Their postgraduate certificate includes both timeaslerating module but also the

reflection on pedagogical approaches to learnirtteaching online module.

10) Should TEL be part of the CPD framework for ALL academic staff?

Derek mentioned that their CPD Framework is mappdbe UK Professional
Standards Framework (UK PSF) and that TEL shoulddseof any CPD
Framework, as TEL is part of the UK PSF.

11) Should there be any formal requirements beforacademic staff get involved

in online or heavily blended courses?

Derek mentioned that it is important for all staffevidence that they have
undertaken staff development in advance of delngeanline teaching and that, at
the university he is working for, staff need to bawndertaken at least a ten-credit e-
moderating module or equivalent. In Derek’s vieactaing online is quite different
from traditional delivery as ‘you are putting peejoh a relationship with learners
that is not an instinctive, natural and assumelll .skihe nature of the interaction is
so radically different that we believe it is a peguisite not a co-requisite for this

delivery'.

12) To sum up, what do lecturers need to know inrder to deliver blended and

online courses effectively?

Derek responded that, in simple terms, lectureesi ne be aware of the pedagogic
approaches being asked of them, they need to bodafe in their own discipline,
they should not find challenge and critique threetg or inappropriate and they
need to treat the online environment as serioustha face-to-face one and dedicate

appropriate time to supporting their online student
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13) In your experience, is online learning seen &econd best’ by academic
staff?

Derek replied that this was not the case in thgarsity he worked at. On the
contrary, he added, it is often seen as one dfelgavays to achieve a promotion; as
there has been high-level managerial support fon@iearning, it is seen as
beneficial rather than second best and the riderg sre usually people who do get

involved with it.

14) According to Feenberg, online learning can enddnew forms of dialogic
interactions. However, as he points out, there is @anger for technology, if used
incorrectly, to lead to a de-skilling of the teachg profession, leading to an
‘automated’ education with the aim to cut costs. Wht is your own experience

regarding online learning been accused of de-skifig the teaching profession?

Derek’s response was that in his experience thidetndoes not work in HE, adding
that he is aware of the old computer-aided learnongept, which is step by step and
students work through a training package on th&m,ondependent of teaching
interaction. However, in HE it is not used in thes-skilling fashion and it is mostly
used around a wider dialogic engagement. If itddnd done in an automated way,

then it would not be at HE level, according to Dere

15) From your experience, do you think that an omhe course is cheaper, the

same as, or more expensive compared to an equivatiéace-to-face course?

Derek replied that they are working on a ‘breakrefiee year delivery pattern’
which means that the upfront cost of the onlinersegets even over five years. So,
for most of their courses the online version ctis¢éssame as a face-to-face course
but is more front-loaded because in ‘online leagryou cannot just walk-in; you
have to do the scaffolding around the learning mttse it will fail’, according to
Derek.
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APPENDIX B

OPEN CODING — THEMATIC ANALYSIS EXAMPLE

TEL targets

Participant

TEL Aims and Targets

Codes

Malcolm

Our goal at the moment is to develop competenctsi

Develop materials, we are a team that developsduglity
online learning materials for undergraduate courses

We are looking very much at interactions, the stade
experience

The strategic goals are to make technology integral

teaching, learning, assessment and curriculum desig

Create culture sharing and using quality contedttae
infrastructure to enable it;

Promoting innovation and creativity in the use &LT

Streamlined, improved assessments online

Identifying and developing innovative technologiteg,to
be ahead of the game in exploring technology

Developing digital literate graduates making st pur
graduates are employable

Enhancement through technology enhanced learnismcesp

Develop quality assured blended learning programmes

Staff competence

Develop materials

Student
experience

Integrate
technology in the
curriculum

Create culture of
sharing content
Create
infrastructure for
sharing content

Promote
innovation and
creativity in the
use of TEL

Improved online
assessments

Identify and
develop
innovative
technologies

Develop digitally
literate,
employable
graduates

Technology
enhanced learnin
spaces

Quiality assured
blended learning
programmes
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Christina | I think from senior management’s point of view islpably | Consistency of
the consistency of the student experience becaube i student
students’ surveys the students’ perceptions avendgyi experience
everything.

There is more interest now in e-assessment through e-assessment wit
something like QuestionMark Perception and theee is | quizzes
requirement for all tutor-marked assignments ifythee

text-based to be submitted electronically. online submissior

Ben Improving the educational experience of the stuslent Improving the
looking at some of the administrative benefits thaly be | student
gained as well as a kind of flexibility that youncangage | experience
when you want to, where you want to.

In terms of the educational benefit, specificaliyngs we Develop real
highlight are like the opportunity to develop readrk skills | world skills in
in technology...the ability to do more real-world technology
assessments or authentic tasks, new collaborative Real world
opportunities potentially with people outside th@ssroom | assessments
but also with peers and tutors outside the classroo

Carl We have been looking at minimum standards in tleeofis | VLE minimum
the VLE for a number of years — but now the minimum | standards
standard is all learning materials should be posted
advance of the formal teaching session, that'ssscite
board.

We are moving towards a complete e-submission of E-submission
assessed work for 2013, we are doing a lot of wotkat
area.

Robert What we do ask is that each department on an alvaged | Support the
develops a strategy which outlines their approach t student learning
learning technology and how it will be used to supphe | experience
student learning experience.

Ken To improve uptake, generally; with a view, primgtib Improve uptake
enhance the student experience. of TEL

Enhance the
student
experience

Derek To provide the best quality TEL experience for the Provide the best

Institution’s students.

Technology will be used in all means of deliveryl avill
support more flexible forms of learning and teaghin
Deliver staff development and skillset

We have a target of increasing the amount of digtan
online delivery particularly postgraduate distanoéne

delivery by 15% more than we are currently delingri

We have a target around TEL that all modules and

TEL experience
to students

Support flexible
learning

Staff
development
Increase uptake
of distance
learning

Improve uptake
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programmes will be delivered using technology drusé
who are currently beginning to engage in the use of
technology will increase the way they use it.

Karina There are all sorts of plans at the moment to ulptkle Up-skilling staff
staff body as a whole. Patrticularly, there is ahpasvards a
kind of a digital driving license, like the Euromedriving
license, so that academic staff at least havedbieb
technical capacity to be able to use things like\VhE and
the streaming server and so forth.

Diane Try to make sure that we have a baseline level of Minimum content
information available for students within our V0L&hich is
Blackboard, so to put that baseline in has beete qun
undertaking as it is a new thing for us and is plbythe
closest we have to a target.
TEL implementation and use should increase, whatina | Increase TEL
means. implementation

and use

Lisa The expectation is that by 2020 every module ardyev | Make all modules
programme in the university will be fully blended. blended
We’'ve also got targets for online learning. Theemtption | Increase number
then is that over the next few years we’ll increase of online courses
capacity in online learning, and by 2020 we’ll have
minimum about 20 completely online postgraduate
programmes.
So we’ve also got targets in relation to e-assessared Move towards e-
online submission, that kind of thing too. Theyerhaps | assessment and
not quite as prescriptive. There’s an expectatian we will | online submissior
move much more towards e-submission, e-assessameht,
e-feedback and we’re in the process of writing spaiey
and guidelines around that just now.

Alan It starts of — it’s in our strategic learning aedc¢hing Innovate with

strategy that we, or course teams and individshlsuld be
taking best advantage of innovative teaching tephes and
assessment modules which include technology enbance
learning.

So the expectations would be that when course teams
validate or re-design, there should be a compooient
technology enhanced learning.

We’ve got a joined up now, central model for elentc
management of assessments, from e-submission, leaga
e-grading and e-feedback, so that’s the other ¢apen.
That model has now been deployed, we’ve been dbfog
a number of years through the technologies we hadehe
teams to support that. So the expectation is ket would
do that.

TEL

Use TEL in a
blended context

Electronic
I management of
assessments
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Kate It's interesting you ask that because we are varghmat Enhance the
that decision stage; as part of the educationegjyahere is | experience using
a significant component there that talks aboutiairspaces) virtual spaces
virtual learning; as you can imagine at the striateayel it
is quite vague ‘we will enhance the experience gisims
type of thing.
Sam at the moment are things like the introduction Ed&board| VLE analytics
Analytics
The introduction of a content management system to Content
improve the sharing and storage management
system
Creation of materials. Creation of
materials

We have a programme running around digital literacy

I've got a programme running that is purely around
developing learning spaces, so that our learniagepare
technology enabled as well.

Digital literacies

Technology
enabled learning
spaces

Categories/Themes around TEL institutional targets
Student experience (Theme)

code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:

Student experience

Consistency of student experience

Improving the student experience

Support the student learning experience
Enhance the student experience

Provide the best TEL experience to students
Enhance the experience using virtual spaces

Improved uptake of TEL (Theme)

code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:

Improve uptake

Increase uptake of distance learning

Improve uptake

Increase TEL implementation and use

Make all modules blended

Increase number of online courses

Use TEL in a blended context

Integrate technology in the curriculum

Develop quality assured blended learniogmammes
Support flexible learning

E-submission and e-assessment (Theme)

code:
code:
code:
code:
code:
code:

Improved online assessments

E-assessment with quizzes & Online subomissi
E-submission

Real world assessments

Electronic management of assessments

Move towards e-assessment and online ssimmis
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Staff competence (Theme)
code: Staff competence
code: Staff development
code: Up-skilling staff

Student competence (Theme)

code: Develop real world skills in technology
code: Develop digitally literate, employable grates
code: Digital literacies

Innovation (Theme)

code: Promote innovation and creativity in the aSTEL
code: Innovate with TEL

code: Identify and develop innovative technolsgie

Content creation (Theme)
code: Develop materials
code: Creation of materials

Repository creation (Theme)
code: Content management system
code: Create infrastructure for sharing content

Learning spaces (Theme)
code: Technology enhanced learning spaces
code: Technology enabled learning spaces

VLE minimum standards (Theme)
code: VLE minimum standards
code: Minimum content

Uncategorised codes
code: Create culture of sharing content
code: VLE analytics
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