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Abstract

The paper argues that a significant body of staff within the academy remain
resistant to using new technologies within their teaching. It is suggested that
the current paradigm targeting increased staff uptake within the in-house
Learning Management Systems (LMS) has failed due to an over reliance on
policy, fundamental flaws in translating and disseminating the work of early-
adaptors, and an over reliance on tool-based professional development. The
paper highlights the importance of providing clusters of staff with radically
different mechanisms through which a pedagogical understanding of their
teaching can be applied to a contextualized online environment. Here the
Innovation, Technology and Pedagogy project (ITP) is presented as an
alternative means of engaging with the LMS and also as an alternative
means of generating new communities of learning centred on authentic
online pedagogical engagement. The paper argues that the academy must
continue to explore alternative models that allow for the full spectrum of staff
to be included in a process of documenting, storing and disseminating
techniques of learning and teaching with technol ogy.
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Introduction

Historically the number of pedagogical models ia wudthin the Australian higher education

sector has been extremely limited. Over the lasade however, the introduction of new
technologies have increasingly been promoted &nhancement to established pedagogical
practices and even more recently, as a substdiggisting paradigms of teaching and learning
(Burbules & Callister 2000). This concerted thrastards engaging with teaching and learning
online is clearly one of the more fluid discoursesave impacted upon the mediated student-
teacher exchange within Australian universitiega@ly there is little respite ahead for anyone
wishing to return to the pre-digital landscapetfar radical move online has fundamentally altered
the manner in which contemporary academic lifeoihliormally described and actually practiced.

Radical transformations of any workplace are seldeamless events. In the case of the
academy’s move online, and in particular in relatio online teaching and learning, we see the
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cracks, or signs of resistance produced within tarutiscourses that echo powerful and culturally
entrenched understandings of how content shoutdumght and how students should learn. It is

the position of this paper that such collectivelgrained abstractions of how we teach, and how
students learn, are discourses that have neverdassjuately addressed in the frenetic push by the
academy to move online. This paper suggests thassisuch resistant counter discourses are
more effectively integrated into our overall undensling of the online teaching and learning
framework, then a significant body of the acadenilaentinue to remain isolated, alienated and
disillusioned with the online teaching and learnimgdium.

The paper begins from the basic position that @asistoices to online teaching and learning
constitute much more than a marginal assemblatgaching academics and that despite rhetoric
touting the academy as ‘wired’ to teach and stuglesteager to learn online, there remain
considerable obstacles preventing ‘resistant contieahfrom achieving an authentic
engagement with the online environment. In shbis, paper argues that despite a common
interpretation of online teaching and learning asmpliance driven addition to workload, the
fundamental impediments to getting resistant gtaffaged with technology are not load driven.
Rather, such issues predominately revolve aroutigidual staff unease with many of the ICT-
based technologies that are compounded by a conpaumabby association collaborative,
reaction to the manner in which the move onlineldeen ‘sold’ to teaching staff.

One of the main aims of this paper is to explom gromote new mechanisms of connecting
resistant communities with the University in-holesgrning management system (LMS). The
paper begins by looking at the current paradigmeneburaging and supporting the move from
face-to-face teaching to the adoption of onlindat@togies. This is followed by a description of a
specific professional development mechanism — tdrthe Innovation, Technology and
Pedagogy project or ITP that has targeted staffabéngaged in the online environment as
indicated by the individual unit adoption ratedtw# in-house LMS, called Online Learning and
Teaching (OLT). In it most simplistic form, ITP hagaeted the customary promotion of online
technologies through the selling of its techno-wdrg and the specialized tools it contains. In
contrast, ITP has endorsed the position that resistasceptical staff are much more inclined to
engage with online teaching and learning via ahentic connection to pedagogy. ITP has
achieved this by developing an alternative instmintieat allows a less threatening and more
productive transition from face-to-face teachin@tthentic online engagement.

The paper also explores the nature of communitegsettimerge within, around and against online
teaching and learning. Of particular interest iis tegard is how resistant communities constitute
a potentially productive alternative source of infmuthe overall technology debate. It is also
suggested, that in addition to providing less-teckavvy staff with a bridge to technology,
instruments such as ITP provide avenues for mgper@&nced users of the online environment to
rearticulate their achievements. This is achietedugh the capacity of ITP to generate non-
technical pedagogically driven narratives that lsarstored and accessed via its purpose designed
website. The paper concludes by suggesting thatdhgemy must move away from its traditional
skills-driven online teaching and learning professil development programs towards new
conduits where focused and shared communal dissoesslilts in a repository of accumulated
knowledge accessible by all staff, regardless e flevel of technological literacy.

Promoting Online Engagement: Learning from Past Experiences

Despite the fact that university administratorsehased a multi-pronged approach in encouraging
staff to move their teaching online, there are sgh@nsistent themes that emerge from any
analysis (Oliver 2001). Of particular interesthéstpaper has been the persuasive ‘hype’ or ‘hard-
sell’ related to online education and especialbpgmition of an increasingly diverse student
cohort that demand greater flexibility across ayeaaf online teaching and learning activities. The
extent to which this influential discourse has ictpd on the decision making process within the
academy is not surprising, for it is both markétein, while at the same time indicative of broader
peripheral pressures from government and industryhie academy to embrace a more business-
oriented model of operation (Gallagher, 2000; Dawsbal. 2005). Complementing the
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positioning of online teaching and learning asr@vitable response to the realities of a changing
market, the academy has also proceeded along alksed policy driven agenda that seeks to
‘encourage’ the staged engagement with OLT acrdsmis and courses within the university.
Furthermore, universities have invested heavilipiarmation technologies targeting online
teaching and learning (Dawsat al. 2004), with resource allocation in this regartit fetween

the physical domain (computer labs or media enlthlemure theatres) and the virtual domain
(proprietary learning management systems)(Mcinretsd, 2000; Bell,et al. 2002).

The authors of this paper argue that the currentifiexcgted approach to promoting online
engagement has struggled to translate to all tagataff, the success of ‘early-adopters’ who
were quick to employ new technologies in their bdiag. Given the degree to which established
teaching practices such as face-to-face tutorraddectures are entrenched within the cultural
fabric of life within the academy, it is not suigirig that rather than promoting the desired uptake
online, the experiences of early-adopters haviengtstbeen interpreted with scepticism and
hesitation by less ‘techno-savvy’ staff. In panisthas been caused by the manner in which early-
adopters have documented their experiences withiilgged and inaccessible discussions tied to
technological tools and functions (Waldrehal. 2005). Unfortunately, this has resulted in an
ever widening gap between the early-adopters wh@amnstantly trialling the latest tools and first-
time users struggling to come to terms with thétungonal endorsed LMS, a range of new
techno-literacies and a barrage of unfamiliar taotdgy (Wilson & Stacey 2004).

Tradition and resistance to change however, onliypexplain why the advances of ‘early
adopters’ have not been replicated amongst staffidick the equivalent levels of technological
skill. Jacobsen (2000) for example suggests addititactors such as early-adopters failing to
recognise the connection between new technologiésheeir own extensive skills in manipulating
these tools. Yet another reason for the slow upddlomline technologies amongst certain groups
of staff may be connected of the typical skill-lthpeofessional development programs that target
the functional skills of constructing online edueatsites or the manipulation of technological
tools found within such sites (Goodyeearal. 2001). Although it would appear there is no single
explanation for the slow uptake of online techn@dsgthis paper suggests that the main causes
can be attributed to the current mix of promotim§jree teaching and learning via policy edicts,
inappropriate methods of disseminating the workarfy-adopters, and the skills-based focus of
prevailing professional development programs (QIR@01). It is unfortunate that when this
combination of factors merges with the ubiquitoulstext of ‘get onboard or get left behind’, it is
not to be unexpected that a crude dichotomy ofwipth and fear in regard to integration of online
technology prevails.

Alternative Pathways of Engaging with Online Technologies

In August 2004, the Faculty of Education at Queettslaniversity of Technology (QUT) funded
an explicit project targeting new pathways througdtich to engage groups currently marginalised
or excluded from the online teaching and learniisgalirse. The Innovation, Technology and
Pedagogy, or ITP project, was conceived partly asstrument to aid in generating new
conversations regarding online teaching and legrpgdagogy, and partly as an experiment in
uniting the disparate interpretations of integrgtimline technologies around a common focus. It
was envisaged that the ITP site, and any conse@lientnmunities of learning generated through
ITP, would serve as an alternative conduit for geaof staff to connect their teaching with the
university endorsed LMS - OLT. It was anticipated tiyaencouraging new conversations about
familiar pedagogical themes, grounding these dsous in a traditional framework of established
pedagogy and designing and building a repositorgre/isuch conversations could be shared and
accessed, the ITP project would provide the scaffglébr late-adopters, while also allowing
more techno-savvy staff to reflect upon their cori@nline teaching practice. The context of
fostering an environment conducive to developirafiy peer support networks can be seen to be
analogous with the concept of a community of legrne
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Why a Learning Community?

The term ‘learning community’ is often employed vintlthe literature in a similar fashion to
notions of community in general, learning circllesrning organisations and communities of
practice. The concept of communities of learnershiees likened by Norrigt al. (2002) to a
conglomerate of discrete individuals who for anyber of reasons cement their attachment
around a shared purpose related to some aspesarofig. There is a prolific body of
contemporary literature that seeks to link the irtgomce of such communities within educational
environments and tie the roles of communities éoties of learning and pedagogy (Gabelnétk,
al. 1990; Shapiro & Levine 1999; Smitét,al. 2004). Representative examples from the field of
communities in education include those of Lave &ier (1991) in assisting the transition from
apprentice to master, by Staasen (2003) in dimimgsattrition rates of students and Moore &
Brooks (2000) in improving overall learning and tleéention of knowledge.

An important common thread in all definitions amohtexts surrounding the notion of
communities in education is the perception thaiubh increased socialisation and peer support
the learning process is enhanced. Essentially, girincreased discussion and interaction
individuals have opportunity to engage with pearsrder to co-construct understanding of online
teaching and learning in the QUT context, and eistalsupport networks for future collaboration.
The establishment of a support network internah&Raculty was integral to the success of ITP.
While QUT’s Teaching and Learning Support Servicesl($8) provides invaluable support
regarding online teaching and learning, the nunobstaff development activities and degree of
individual support has a limited capacity due ttnietions with staffing, timing and finances.
Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 1, TALSS hasiécessity attempted to offer services and
support to all teaching staff regardless of thevel of expertise and experience. This paper
suggests that by fostering a community of learméttsin the faculty, TALSS has an increased
opportunity to personalise and target staff develept programs towards specific online teaching
and learning concerns and experience levels. Figjilhastrates the affordances ITP has provided
for TALSS to develop targeted staff development prots for the faculty. This has been achieved
through fostering a cyclic evolution of communiogtistaff experiences and sharing resources via
ITP, which has acted as a central hub of learnisguees and experiences, or in essence, a store
of social capital.

Diversity of staff experience and skills
relating to the online environment

. Early Adopters
Late majonty o P> and mnovators

Range of implemented staff
development activities

Figure 1: Prior to I TP, staff development programs attempted to cater to all staff experiences and
skill levels with respect to online teaching and learning
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& Early Adopters
I Barbma pry P and innovators |
| /
Targeted TALSS Targeted TALSS
Support Support

Figure 2: Introduction of I TP enabled a targeted staff development program from the central
teaching and learning support services (TALSS)

ITP Project

The ITP project proposal was written and submittethéoDean of the Faculty of Education at
QUT in July 2004. The proposal clearly distancsdlitfrom the current technological tool-based
paradigm of reporting and promoting online toolstsasdiscussion forums, chat rooms or quiz

and the affordances they make possible. The prbpoggested exploring the benefits of
redirecting the attention of staff away from the Gthdsed ICT tools and back toward the key
themes of sound pedagogy. It was suggested thditiyive provided for a small group of staff to
design and construct a virtual space where comiesrof staff could share their experiences of
OLT through pedagogically driven narratives. Certtsghe proposal was the suggestion that the
creation of a pedagogically driven space or reffeatommunity of OLT learning would allow for
all staff to better scaffold their engagement wiitd online teaching and learning environment.
The proposal was approved in August 2004 and atithesthe Dean distributed an email across
the Faculty seeking expressions of interest fraff stho wished to participate.

Getting ITP Off the Ground

Although the Faculty of Education funded the prqj€it/T's TALSS contributed significantly
through the provision of their Faculty Learning arehching Consultant (LTC). Both the Faculty-
based coordinator and the LTC devoted considerattlalitime and discussion regarding the
proposed composition of the ITP working group. Altgb there were clearly a number of staff
within the Faculty who could be identified as eaatjopters, it was determined to be critical to
have representatives with a range of online tegchim learning expertise. The desire to bring
together a diversity of experiences and expertse W ensure a range of perceptions and concerns
were reflected throughout the project cycle. Stafihinations to the ITP working group were also
based on the individual’s desire to construct a readmap that would assist the Faculty in the re-
conceptualisation of online teaching and learniiithiw the more familiar framework of

pedagogy. In conjunction with the email sent byBean requesting expressions of interest, both
ITP coordinators proactively sought out, spoke t @mcouraged staff to join across a range of
disciplines such as film and media education, ICcation and pedagogical theory. The final
working group constituted eleven Faculty-based,sta¢ LTC and a Faculty Library liaison staff
member.

Initial meetings of the working group centred osatissing the aims and outcomes of ITP and
examining the range of mechanisms through whicldélieerables could be achieved. The group
initially acknowledged the primary inhibitors to OlaHoption within the Faculty— workload,
technical literacy, and relating online tools tegific online activities. In order to address these
issues the working group conceptualised the spad#fiiverables and outcomes for the ITP
project. The common themes to emerge from theseiskgons were that the final product had to
be structured around the key components of souddgugyy, be presented in a non-technical
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fashion, be easily navigated, provide useful resmsisuch as templates that could be inserted
directly into OLT sites, and ultimately be the fipstint of call for staff to use in a ‘just-in-time’
manner as issues arose on their OLT sites. All ITRIbees had access to the project website in
order to facilitate communication amongst the grangd to monitor the ongoing development and
progression of the various components and taskeiassd with the project.

The initial unstructured discussions of ITP weredakd by a series of fortnightly meetings that
attempted to distil the key pedagogical themesttiemgroup believed were common in effective
teaching and learning situations (both face-to-faue online). At the same time the group
discussed how it may be possible to transfer, ogpoesent these within the context of OLT.
These conversations were far from straightforwardafthough the group quickly produced what
they understood to be the key components of effegtedagogy, there was little agreement on
how these common threads could be representechiithionline environment. The team
eventually agreed on a hierarchical structure¢haburaged user exploration of the resource. This
consisted of five main headings diagrammaticalgresented, under which there would be a
series of sub-themes as presented in Table 1. Egoh seation was then further linked to aspects
of OLT that would facilitate a facet of the teachamtd learning cycle. The highest priority was
given to designing sub-headings that could be wtded in lay terms, resulting in a final
inventory where technical descriptions of toolduorctions were ignored.

Innovation Technology Pedagogy Home

Getting started | Enhancing Managing Improving Encouraging

and policies/ communication materials and student reflection | students to work

procedures content together

How will OLT Structuring Sharing resources, | Facilitating Establishing and

support my individual/ group ideas and content | engagement managing group

teaching? reflections work

Accessing help | Real time chat Video to Unstructured Peer

and support complement lecture| student initiated communication
content discussion

SET/SEU Group work Providing lecture | Structured student| Assessing group

feedback loops notes and slides initiated discussion| work

Email and Community Managing Collaborative Promoting shared

voicemail development assessment activities resources

guidelines

Online learning | Engagement and Checking for Evaluating Facilitating group

and teaching discussion understanding performance cohesion

policy

Business

continuity plan

Table 1: Major and sub-themes represented within the I TP project

The team having reached agreement on the variougarants, then set about designing and
constructing a series of templates and explanatibttse functions/tools that would be located
within a distinct navigational structure. It wagetenined that the team would work in smaller
groups, each focusing on a major theme. Importaatlynembers appreciated the need to
emphasise the designed learning episodes in tefrteaching and learning practices in contrast to
technical jargon that would result in an overadlesigagement by staff with minimal technical
literacy and experience. Additionally, there wesgesal meetings that focused solely on
generating a consistent ‘feel’ across all the exgiians and ensuring that the register was
professionally focused on pedagogy, while at threeséme retaining a peer-to-peer sensitivity. By
far the major problem encountered by the groupsavagling an over-reliance on technical
description. In some cases, particularly thosedimguon video streaming, this was particularly
problematic. However, by keeping the technology @estription of the related tools as much as
possible in the background, all the groups manag@doduce a consistent and coherent series of
non-technical narratives. The final task each ofgiteeips performed was to write and record on
video short explanatory segments linked to theimesthey had written. It was envisaged that
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staff who were previously unresponsive to techracalounts or explanations, would more readily
accept personalised conversations regarding theriyimty pedagogy, written and recorded by
peers within the Faculty. Furthermore, the prommotbFaculty staff within the ITP site
emphasises the community based approach that waseald Teaching staff considering the
integration of particular ITP promoted learning epliss are encouraged to liaise directly with a
faculty colleague regarding implementation process®l evaluations. This ‘just-in-time’ model
of professional development de-emphasises the lbyveliance on teaching support services and
emphasises the existing expertise located witherFdculty.

In conjunction with the production of explanatoarratives, was also the issue of how this
material should be represented online. As mentiahbeye, the project sort to structure the
material in such a way that the actual technoldgazs would be hidden as much as practical.
Three criteria were developed for the graphicalesgntation of the ITP narratives. First, the site
needed to be easily navigated and promote furtt@omatory behaviour. Secondly, it needed to
retain its overall focus on pedagogy, and findtlpeeded to be functional in that it provided uses
with pre-developed templates for immediate incoagion into an OLT site. The final design used
a series of expanding wheels to represent therfitial starting points as represented in figure 3
below.

Using
TP Overview
ol ITP Sitemap
Encouraging =
students to Getting
~ work started and
f nolicies/

e

How will DLT
support my

Managing
materials

T

Figure 3: representation of the ITP site design

From each of these main headings users could rtavigghe next level of the site where for
example ‘Enhancing communication’ contained ano¢ix@anding wheel of sub-categories that
included; Structuring individual/ group reflectioi®eal time chat, Group work, Community
development and Engagement and discussion. Atrdraiar level the site contained current
exemplars detailing the pedagogical rationalerfgglémentation and links to specific designed
templates mimicking the stated examples. Durinddbkesix months of the project a learning
designer was employed by the Faculty to work oeriirtgy the video and draw to a close the final
aspects such as testing the multiple links andgaljee Learning Designer also conducted
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workshops regarding ITP in each of the schoolsiwittie faculty. These workshops were seen to
be a critical component of the overall projectriot only did they facilitate acceptance of ITP as a
resource for mainstream adoption, they also pravajgportunity for the initiation of the ongoing
social interactions and discourse necessary foddlrelopment of peer support networks.

Preliminary Analysis

While a formal evaluation of the project is stilllhe finalised, an initial analysis of ITP has
indicated that the stated aims and outcomes emagniatim the project have been achieved. A
primary goal of the project was to redirect conadons towards an online pedagogy divorced of
technical specificities. Discussions and feedbaginffaculty indicate that the project has been
successful in fostering a pedagogical dialogue eorexd more with the development of learning
activities than the specific integration of onlioels.

At the time of writing over 194 individual/distinstaff users had accessed the site in the previous
5 months. This data indicates that large numbessadf within the Faculty are accessing the sites
and using it as an alternative to the OLT Suppoet libata linked to the number of calls to OLT
Support shows a dramatic drop from 113 Faculty-dbasdls in March 2004, to 41 in March 2005.
This data, combined with anecdotal feedback fronoskhased Online Teaching Advisors
indicates that staff from both ends of the techgiglal skill spectrum have found the site
invaluable in the preparation of the online teaghdnd learning sites. Evaluation of the degree of
adoption of OLT tools indicates that the faculty gaeserally increased the implementation of
online engagement resources such as group worg, aisaussion forums and student reflective
notepads. Table 2 illustrates the percentage inerfeas the close of semester 2, 2004 to April of
semester 1, 2005.

OLT Resource Per centage increase
Chat room -7%

Group work 51%

Notepad 256%

Discussion topics 124%

Dynamic Table 151%

IMET 132%

Media file -2%

Table 2: Reported faculty increase in uptake of specific OLT resources

Whilst the data indicates greater adoption ratesngnthe education faculty, ongoing monitoring
of the overall pedagogical quality of the designatine learning episodes and types of resources
integrated into the unit curricula will provide am holistic interpretation of the overall success
of the ITP project.

Conclusion

Despite a clear commitment at the university anclfga level seeking to encourage staff to
engage with OLT, this paper has suggested a coredfdtig teaching staff remain resistant to
adopting or integrating online technologies witlit warricula. The paper has argued that a
primary causality for the slow or resistant uptak®LT in the QUT context, can be attributed to
an over reliance on policy, fundamental flaws i@ thanner in which advances made by early-
adaptors have been disseminated and promoted amceareliance on skill or tool-based
professional development. This paper representyen challenge to the current paradigm that
positions the adoption of ICT-enhanced teachingleadhing cycles as a series of practical
engagements with technological tools and the apjatign of such tools within online learning
management systems. By naively promoting new tdolgies and tools within online teaching
and learning as the primary motivation to engatgeas been suggested that the dynamics of
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current practice unwittingly reproduce existinghtealogical skill divisions in increasingly
inequitable terms.

This paper has highlighted the importance of allgnglusters of staff to be given new
mechanisms through which a pedagogical understgraditheir teaching can be applied to a
contextualized online environment. Furthermore,ardy can clusters of late-adopters be
encouraged to engage with online technologiesaiagits such as ITP, but also such
mechanisms allow for the generation of new comnesitf learning containing the full spectrum
of technical engagement. Although the completedH@®only been running for a single semester,
evidence suggests that much can be gained frortiex aderstanding of how communities of
learning emerge within professional developmerdtions and the importance of embracing both
aligned and resistant groups in the process. Thergamcludes with the recommendation that the
academy must support the continued exploratiortefreative models where distinctive cultures
and communities of learning involve the full spaatrof staff in a process of enhancing the pool
of collective online learning and teaching knowledg
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