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What was done? 

This project aimed to establish the amount of variation in approach to Technology-Enhanced Learning (TEL) within training courses for University teachers throughout the UK, and in Wales in particular. It was hoped that outcomes of the study would help inform future programme planning, to the benefit of trainee teachers and their students.
How was it done? 

As a first step, interviews with three leaders of training programmes for HE teachers took place during May-June 2012 to find out more about the range of programme structures and technology approaches, and to help the structuring of questions for a subsequent survey. All three interviews were carried out at Welsh HEIs because it had originally been intended to focus the research within this region. 

A survey was set up using ‘Google forms’ (http://bit.ly/SReakA ) with a range of questions exploring how technology was utilised within training programmes for university teachers. Respondents could opt to be anonymous, but were asked to indicate if they were not based within Welsh institutions. Certain questions were compulsory so that baselines of course structure and extent of technology usage could be established, and these made reference to course name, structure, lead department, and lead area for technology provision. Further questions on the nature of technology provision were presented only to respondents who indicated that technology was a key part of their programmes – these covered time spent on TEL, the technologies covered, who led the training sessions on TEL, how technologies related to subject teaching, whether there was assessment on the use of TEL. Question styles were varied to maintain the responder engagement, and the overall survey length was kept as short as possible for the same reason. Some questions were related to allow corroboration – for example, the question on the time of TEL coverage linked to the question on how trainees find out about TEL.

The survey was initially sent out to all leaders of training programmes for university teachers in Wales (July, 2012), but also subsequently sent out on the SEDA e-mail list (September, 2012). The latter proved far more successful in terms of responses which came from HEIs from all over the British Isles.

Throughout the survey the term ‘lead department’ was used to designate the department or school which led the programme of training, and the term  ‘trainee’ was used to designate individuals undertaking training, to avoid confusion with the lecturers and other academics who direct training
Why was it done? 

Most HEIs in the UK run Post-Graduate Certificate (PGC) programmes or equivalent which provide a highly valued route for developing HE teachers (Gibbs and Coffey, 2004). These programmes commonly link to the HEA’s UK Professional Standards Framework (UKPSF), and have QAA approval. However, as commented by Craig Mahoney, CEO of the HEA, in a recent article (Mahoney, 2011), methods of course implementation may vary considerably between institutions, affecting the consistency of standards and perceptions of usefulness.

Elements in PGC HE provision that may show variation include the coverage of technology to enhance learning, teaching and assessment (or ‘TEL’, ie. ‘Technology Enhanced Learning’). This is an important aspect of the enrichment of ‘traditional’ university teaching (Laurillard, 2002), and vital for effective online teaching and learning (Salmon, 2002). It also relates to the development of students’ digital literacy skills (JISC, 2010). There is an awareness that academic staff need support in their use of educational technology for teaching activities (Davies, 2011), and HEIs have recently benefitted from enhancement activities targeting this deficit - for example, the Gwella Project in Wales (HEA, 2011) as well as a recently refreshed Higher Education Funding Council for Wales (HEFCW) strategy for enhanced learning and teaching through technology (ELTT) (HEFCW, 2011). However, it is unclear whether these initiatives have had a significant effect at the level of university teacher training courses. 

Research into the integration of technology into teacher training courses in the compulsory sector in the US indicates that “technology is not in the forefront of teacher education program thinking and planning” (Stobargh & Tassell, 2011), and the technology component of courses may show little connection to subject teaching (Polly et al, 2009). Furthermore teacher-educators may have rather different perceptions of TEL compared to their trainees (Ottenbreit-Leftwich et al, 2012). There is less evidence available on the integration of technology into the training of University teachers, but it is clear that their experience and perceptions of technology can influence the way their students’ use technology for their learning (Ellis et al, 2009; JISC, 2009).

What effect did it have? 

This study did not include interventions or action research, but it is hoped that its outcomes will have some effect in the future by informing future guidance and influencing the ways in which PGC HE programme leaders approach TEL within their courses
How are people hearing about it? 

The results of the study were reported at the SEDA Conference at Aston University on 15th November, 2012( http://www.seda.ac.uk/resources/files/9_DaviesChristine.pdf ). The presentation used in the conference has also been put on Slideshare (http://www.slideshare.net/cpdavies1 ), and messages about this have been added to Twitter (@christinepd). Further dissemination is anticipated via the SEDA website and in ‘Educational Developments’.
What has been learnt? 

A total of 26 responses were received, of which 25 were from the UK. 15 were identified as originating from HEIs in England or Scotland, and 7 were identified as originating from Wales, with 3 anonymous responses also assumed to have come from Wales.  In most cases, individual responses represented different HEIs.

 All respondents indicated that their programmes conformed to the updated HEA UKPSF; in Wales, a minority also conformed to the HEFCW ELTT strategy. Only one respondent indicated that technology was not an integral part of their course. A great deal of variation was evident in the range of course titles reported, and also the lead department for the training programme, though in England and Scotland this was most commonly a Centre for Learning and Teaching or equivalent. 

Responses relating to technology provision are indicated in the charts below which show separate data for Wales and the Rest of the UK.
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Figure 1: area with responsibility for TEL coverage

 Responsibility for the coverage of TEL within programmes was held by a variety of different HEI departments/areas. In 20% of cases it was held by the lead department/area for the programme, and in 28% of cases it rested within trainees’ subject areas (Figure 1)
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Figure 2: How trainees find out about TEL

Trainees found about TEL via a mix of induction course, optional and mandatory modules or training sessions, but 40% of responses indicated that some coverage of TEL was the responsibility of trainees ( Figure 2). Training in TEL was delivered by learning technologists within the institution in 80% of cases.
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Figure 3: Extent to which technology coverage is linked to teaching subject

In 72% of programmes, that there was no particular link between the TEL coverage within the programme and trainees’ teaching subject, or any such link was the responsibility of trainees (Figure 3)
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Figure 4:  Time spent specifically on technology

The amount of time spent specifically on technology coverage varied considerably, and in 24% of cases there was no specific time allowance for TEL within the training programme (Figure 4)
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Figure 5: technologies covered within programmes

VLEs and online submission and marking of assignments are technologies commonly encountered on training courses, with 100% of respondents listing VLEs. Running online or blended courses also figured highly, and in the ‘Rest of UK’, blogs, wikis, and pod/screen-casting also appear to be popular. Use of social media such as Facebook, and OER and other online resources, seems more limited (Figure 5).
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Figure 6: extent to which trainees’ TEL usage is assessed

TEL usage was assessed in many institutions, and was considered to be an essential component of assessment in 36% of cases (Figure 6)
Where might it lead? 

This study produced a ‘snapshot’ of the coverage of TEL within programmes of training for University teachers in the UK.  The picture revealed is that of a provision with high variability, where at one extreme TEL is covered by mandatory modules with a time commitment in excess of 3 days with associated assessment, and at the other extreme, there is no TEL coverage and trainees have to take responsibility for finding out about it.  Whilst certain technologies, such as VLEs and online submission of assessments, clearly have significant coverage, it is not so obvious whether other technologies receive as much attention, and the unexpectedly high figure for ‘running online/blended courses’ suggests that to some extent responses to this question may have been aspirational. 

As noted by Polly et al (2009) with respect to schools in the US, TEL coverage within programmes appears to be mainly generic in nature, and rarely links to subject teaching. This may be a particular weakness, because different subject areas often need tailored approaches to basic technologies (eg. Schreyer-Bennethum and Albright, 2011), as well as different technologies. Trainees are also more likely to engage with TEL in the context of their own subject teaching. In many institutions, the responsibility for covering at least some TEL rests with trainees and/or with their subject areas, but it is unclear to what extent lead departments liaise with subject areas, or with the learning technologists who generally deliver any TEL training.  It is also unclear whether programmes monitor individual trainees’ experience and understanding of TEL. Though all respondents indicated that their courses conformed to new HEA UKPSF (HEA, 2011), it does not appear that item K4 on the use and value of appropriate learning technologies is addressed in a consistent way. This echoes the findings of Stobargh & Tassell (2011) in the US.
Hopefully this picture of TEL practices in the training of University teachers will be useful to teacher educators and others involved in the planning and implementation of training programmes. The results of the study suggest that more consistency is needed across HEIs, and the forthcoming JISC-funded guide to Implementing the UKPSF in the Digital University (see http://bit.ly/MLw1ni ) should be very helpful in this respect. The study also indicates that programmes should pay more attention to the coverage of TEL in relation to subject teaching, have more robust planning with respect to TEL within programmes, and ensure closer liaison between programme leaders, subject area leaders and learning technologists. HEIs should aim for a more consistent coverage of TEL so that trainees have a full understanding of its possibilities and can use it effectively for the benefit of their students.
What next?

Many aspects of TEL were not explored within this study, for example technology for accessibility, and further studies could explore such important aspects. It would also be valuable to conduct a more comprehensive audit of TEL in teacher training programmes, especially after HEIs have had time to implement the guidance set out in the forthcoming JISC-funded guide to Implementing the UKPSF in the Digital University.
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