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Abstract

Virtual learning environments (VLES) have been atnmiversally adopted by
UK higher education institutions. However, acadestaff appear to be less
enthusiastic; adoption of VLESs into teaching preesiis generally at a much
lower level for individual staff. There is an exig body of research on the
barriers to the adoption of learning technologsesh as the VLE, with fairly
consistent findings. However, none of the exisshglies have involved staff
who are not using the VLES; instead they have auinated on those who have
already integrated VLEs into their teaching. Tifeudion theories of Rogers,
which include a classification of adopters froormavators’ through to
‘laggards’, are widely cited in the VLE implemerdat literature and provide a
framework for this research. This report usesse ciudy approach at a single
UK site — the London School of Economics (LSE) € @&based on interviews
with five lecturers who are not currently using thstitutional VLE. It reveals
their strong awareness of the VLE, explores thedenstanding of its purpose
and looks at their reasons for not adopting iteséhinclude: their conception of
what the VLE is for, pedagogical considerations time pressures. The report
highlights a concern that certain VLE uses may leaxegative impact on
students’ ability to develop skills that their edtars’ value. The research
strategy used doesn’t allow for wider generalisabat provides an important

insight into the views and decisions of a groufif stat yet reported on.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Background

In UK higher education institutions the use of f@ag technologies - information

and communications technologies (ICTs) used foetiteancement of learning,
teaching and assessment - is predominantly asedaiath the virtual learning
environment (VLE). VLEs are web-based systemsaatig for interactions between
learners and tutors (JISC, online). They providetimlled access to learning
materials, the opportunity for online communicateord assessment, as well as tools
for monitoring student usage and progress. Exasrgfl&/LEs include Blackboard,
WebCT and Moodle. VLEs have been adopted by nadirlyK higher education
institutions (Browne et al, 2006) but the availatdsearch appears to show that take-
up by individual academic staff is more varied asdally lower, with academic staff

seemingly less enthusiastic than management ampbsugiaff.

Technology adoption models are used widely in itieedture on VLE

implementation and more general learning technoémpption (Geoghagen, 2004;
Bell & Bell, 2005; Keller, 2005; Kirkup & Kirkwood2005; Newland et al, 2006;
McNaught et al, 2006). These models by their vexttyire focus on adoption and the
processes involved in attaining full adoption. ykend not to deal with non-
adoption or non-adopters. The diffusion theorieRagers are most commonly cited

and include a classification of adopters from iratovs to laggards.



There has been a lot of research into the baffiaeesd by academic staff that hinder
their adoption of VLEs highlighting a variety ofctars (for example, various studies
in O’'Donoghue, 2006). However all of these stadiee with staff who are already
using learning technologies or are in the procésscorporating them, reporting the
barriers they have faced. There does not appdse &my research with staff who are

not using VLEs to find out why not.

1.2 The Research Question

The purpose of this report is to look at lecturarddK higher education who are not
using the institutional VLESs that nearly all ingtibns have implemented, with a
specific aim of uncovering the reasons why theymatancorporating the VLE into
their teaching practices. According to one setddption theories, technological
innovations are “communicated through particularstels over time among
members of the social system” (Rogers, 1995, mh@)are adopted or rejected by
individual members based on their perceptions. oS is there an awareness of
VLEs among non-adopters; has the message reackmdytit? Or is it the case that
non-adopters have considered and decided to ggewy a VLE? If so, what are
their reasons? This report will attempt to provddene answers to these questions

through a study at the London School of Economi&E|.

1.3 Report Outline

This introduction is followed by a review of thea@able literature. This includes

VLE usage in UK higher education, adoption theoaied their critiques, as well as



recent work on barriers to VLE uptake. Chaptere&spnts the methodology and
explains why and how a case study approach was.tdke Results chapter then
presents the data and provides the initial analysisChapter 5: Discussion, further
analysis is presented and the findings are relat#ueoretical framework of adoption
theories. The final chapter summarises the staidjalights its limitations and

suggests areas for further work.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter provides a review of the existingétare on the topic. It starts by
looking at the usage and implementation of virtaatning environments in UK
higher education. The adoption theories providiregtheoretical framework are then
covered with a particular focus on Rogers’ thegrassthey are widely cited. This is
followed by a review of the critiques of these the® and the chapter concludes by

looking at existing studies on barriers to VLE Wetdy academic staff.

2.1 VLEs in Higher Education

There has been widespread investment in, and adoptiVLES at the institutional
level by UK higher education institutions (Kirkup Kirkwood, 2005). There have
been three surveys of VLE usage conducted by theelsities and Colleges
Information Systems association (UCISA) and thetlimformation Systems Council
(JISC) between 2001 and 2005. In the most recemey 95% of higher education
institutions surveyed were using VLEs (Browne e2806). This adoption of VLEs
does not signal a mass move to online course dgliven the whole, in UK higher
education VLEs are being used to support and emhi@ce-to-face campus-based

teaching (Webb, 2004).

While usage of VLESs by staff, students and couceesinues to grow significantly
(Browne et al, 2006) there is limited data avagath the levels of adoption by

individual staff. In 2005 VLEs were being usedrbgre than 200 staff at 40% of



Pre-92 universities and 76% of post-92 universitgg®wne et al, 2006). This does
not however tell us what proportion of universitgféare using the VLE. However,
a 2005 case study that included two higher educatistitutions reported staff usage
levels of 90% and 44% (Bell & Bell, 2005). In aarleer Canadian study, Cuneo
reported that while 80% of Canadian universitied &ddopted a VLE, the 2001
Mcgraw-Hill Ryerson survey had shown that only 1aftutors were using the VLE
(Cuneo, 2002). More recently but anecdotally, gtawn institution, the London
School of Economics, which has had a VLE for 6-ge#dimwas used on an estimated

40% of courses (individual modules rather than @ognes) in 2006-7.

Data for the level of student usage is more wi@delgilable as providing this data is
one feature of VLEs. For example, at Oxford Braokkmiversity 83% of students
were using the VLE for at least one of their coangelanuary 2005 (Sharpe et al,
2006) while at Kingston University in the same yaatudent survey showed that
96% of respondents were using the VLE at least angeek (Heaton-Shrestha et al,
2005). However student data can be deceptivenegard to staff usage if students
only make use of the VLE on some of their coursgstudy at The Chinese
University of Hong Kong reported that in 2003-4 70%students were VLE users
but actually only 45% of courses made use of th& \WcNaught et al, 2006),
suggesting that the proportion of staff using thd=\Wvas much lower than the

proportion of students.



It is clear that institutional adoption is widesgpdeand that most students are
experiencing some use of VLEs but equally it appé#aat adoption by staff within
these institutions is quite varied and often sigaiftly lower. Furthermore, the
above data focuses on the overall institutionaspective and academics could
provide a missing part of the VLE picture (Morénf@a, 2006). According to
McShane the subjective experiences of academichitepwith ICTs is an under-

researched area which would be beneficial to egplor

“research into academics’ perceptions about tetaehnologies in teaching
and learning could provide useful insights intoraifing academic roles, and
inform university policy on online education andfstlevelopment”

(McShane 2004, p.5).

Later in this review it will be demonstrated thia¢ tperceptions of staff that are not

using VLEs in their teaching are also under-represk

2.2 Adoption & Implementation of Learning Technolog ies

It has been demonstrated that VLEs have been watkdpted by institutions in UK
higher education but less so by individual tutdrsorder to be able to explore why
some lecturers are choosing not to integrate the Mko their teaching it is

important to consider the driving forces behind Vadoption and implementation.

There are a number of factors behind the increaseadtment and usage of learning

technologies and VLEs in UK universities. Firgtlys worth noting the general



growth of technology in recent years. There hanlzerapid expansion in the use of
ICTs throughout society, particularly in the last tyears or so with the development

of the Internet.

In the higher education sector national strategiesone of the driving forces.
Browne et al report that “E-learning is now on tie€ government’s national agenda”
(Browne et al, 2006, p.177) and cite the publicabbboth the Higher Education
Funding Council for EnglanddEFCE strategy for e-learningnd the Department
for Education and Skills’ strategy documeasgrnessing technology: Transforming
Learning and children’s servid® support this. Furthermore at a national I¢kel
requirement for all higher education institutionshtive a Learning and Teaching
Strategy has further increased the profile of I@mstitutions. The planned use of
ICTs as a mechanism to achieve some of these thepamnid teaching priorities was

common in the strategy documents (Gibbs, 2001 aitédrkup & Kirkwood, 2005).

The early use of learning technologies was not,dwawvstrategy-driven. Initially
ICTs were introduced by individual enthusiastiotatbut more recently institutional
strategies driven by the national ones have contleetéore. A 2002 international

comparative survey reported:

“The general picture is that in most cases instihg are now transferring

from a period of rich and mostly bottom-up expenmmagion to a phase in



which institution-wide use of ICT is being encouzdt)(Collis & van der

Wende, 2002, p.8).

Part of this institutional drive is connected wille education ‘market’ (Newland et
al, 2006). Some universities have focused théartsfon particular groups —
international students for example (Collis & vam Wéende, 2002) or on specific
aims, such as student retention and have seend€fiaving an important role in

this.

Collis & van der Wende (2002) also concluded ttnge was slow and not radical.
Furthermore they reported that the teaching stafevgenerally less hopeful and
interested in the use of ICTs in teaching than blo¢ghmanagement and support staff.
So although the use of learning technologies wasdhampioned by (some)

teaching staff its wider adoption does not seetvetbeing led by them.

2.3 Technology Adoption Models

The literature on the adoption and implementatiblCds into higher education
teaching draws regularly on models of technologypsion and in particular on
Rogers’ diffusion theories. Before this and oth@dels are examined in detail let us

consider how and why these models are being used.

Many would agree with Robinson that knowledge afobn patterns “can help
guide expectations and inform strategy” (Robin&f91, p.21) and studies of

adopter patterns have been used to create recomatrmrglaimed at facilitating



campus-wide adoption of learning technologies (sen, 2000). At Northumbria
University, understanding innovation adoption medehs seen as one of the three
key influences behind the success of a universidewmplementation of a managed

learning environment (Bell & Bell, 2005).

In the past the lack of widespread acceptance dopti@n of instructional design and
technology has generated interest in looking atetsodf innovation adoption for
possible answers (Burkman, 1987; Geoghagen, 1994y (1997) suggests that the
study of the diffusion of innovations is valuabte three reasons. Firstly to help
understand why technologies are or are not ado@edondly, simply because the
field is “inherently an innovation-based disciplif{8urry, 1997, online) it is
important to understand the theories of innovatiffusion. Finally, Surry suggests
that a better understanding could lead to widenore effective adoption through the

development of a prescriptive, systematic modeldafption.

2.3.1 Rogers’ Diffusion Theories

Diffusion theory is a collection of theories. Twerk of Everett Rogers is the most
widely cited. Rogers worlDiffusion of Innovationswas first published in 1962 and
is now in a fifth edition (Rogers, 2003) and it yictes a synthesis of the significant
research findings to date. Rogers work is not$edusolely on information
technology; his work is based on studies from atset of fields from agriculture to
medicine. However, recently his theories proviae basis for much work on

learning technology innovations (Wilson et al, 200The theories are based on



information diffusion and rational choice leadimgat decision to adopt an innovation

or not.

The three theories presented by Rogers that arewasly used and are regularly
cited in relation to the adoption of learning teslugies are: the Innovation Decision

Process, Rate of Adoption and Individual Innovaiess.

Innovation-Decision Process

The first theory presented by Rogers suggestshiaadoption of an innovation is
not a single step but a process that individuap&ets go through (See Figure 1).
The decision to adopt or reject an innovation estthird step. Prior to that, a
potential adopter will have gained a basic undadstey of what the innovation is
(the Knowledge stage) and formed either a posdiveegative view of it (the
Persuasion stage). If the decision is to adopt) the process continues with an
Implementation stage, the actual use of the innovatnd a Confirmation stage
which might be seen as an evaluation stage witladiopter deciding whether to

continue using the innovation.

Knowledge Persuasion Decision Implementation Confirmation

Figure 1: Rogers’ Innovation-Decision Process (Adapted from Rogers, 2003, p.170)

10



The innovation decision process is clearly focuse@doption rather than non-
adoption. If an individual rejects the innovat@irthe third stage, then Rogers’

Innovation-Decision process does not deal with themfurther.

Rate of Adoption

The second diffusion theory described by Rogetisagate of adoption theory. This
theory maps the diffusion of an innovation agatmse. It shows that a successful
innovation will be adopted slowly initially, follogd by a period of more dramatic
rapid adoption before finally levelling off as adioms slow down. This produces an

S-shaped adoption curve (Figure 2).

Number or % of adopters

Time ————pP
Figure 2: S-Shaped rate of Adoption Curve (Based on Rogers, 2003, p114)

Individual Innovativeness

The final of Rogers’ theories is the idea of indival innovativeness and it is this
theory that is perhaps most frequently cited iatreh to the adoption of VLEs. It
asserts that there are distinct categories of adoptch with its own characteristics,
which affect the readiness of individuals in thategory to adopt a particular
innovation. The five categories are innovatorslyesdopters, early majority, late

majority and laggards. According to Rogers thérihigtion of individuals across

11



these five categories will follow a bell-shapedweyrapproaching a normal

distribution for any particular innovation.

Innovators

Early Late
Majority Majority

34% 34%

Early
Adopters

13.5%

Figure 3: Individual innovativeness & Adopter categories (Based on Rogers, 2003, p.281)

Rogers notes that “by far the most popular diffngiesearch topic has been to study
variables related to individual innovativeness” s, 2003, p.94). He estimates

that almost 60% of empirical diffusion research baen in this area.

More recent diffusion innovation research has cotre¢éed on the innovation process
within organizations, which has led to a furthest&ge model (Rogers 2003). Itis
again focused on full adoption (the final stephis foutinisation’ of the use of the

innovation) and pays no attention to non-adoption.

2.3.2 Building on Rogers

Geoghagen (1994) applied Rogers’ Rate of Adoptiahladividual Innovativeness
models to the field of instructional technologyetiger with work by Moore on
selling and marketing technology. Moore’s modeltlan Rogers’ work and
identified transitions points between the adopteugs. In particular, Moore
identified ‘The Chasm’ — a gap that needs to bédad between adoption by early

adopters and adoption by the early majority (Gegghal994). Geoghagen

12



suggested that instructional design was stuckigtttasm and new strategies were
needed to take adoption forward based partly omcllaeacteristics of adopter groups

identified by Rogers.

Another author who made links between Rogers’ diffo theory and the under-
utilization of instructional design and technologgs Ernest Burkman (Surry & Ely,
2002). In developing his own 5-step User-Oriemtadtestructional Development
process (UOID) for instructional designers Burknia®87) accepts Rogers’ 5-step
Innovation-Decision process and assumes potemtogitars work through them.
Burkman suggests that the instructional desigr@oblem is getting a favourable

outcome at each step.

More recently, Kirkup and Kirkwood (2005) used Raeliffusion theories
alongside Activity theory to examine the use of $3i higher education teaching at
the Open University. They suggested that whileudibn theories could predict
general cycles of adoption, a further frameworlctivdly theory — was needed to

explain why and how tools and technologies wergsatb

2.3.3 Other Models

Although Rogers’ diffusion theories are probablyg thost cited in the learning
technology adoption literature there are sevetaiomodels. The other commonly
cited innovation adoption model is Hall's ConceBased Adoption Model (CBAM)

(Hall and Hord, 1987). This model was developedssist change facilitators in

13



schools. It identifies change, including innovatadoption, as a process rather than

an event and sees the facilitator, their interagstj and the context as key elements.

The model was developed as the authors believédntinavations were being
unfairly judged and that the process of implememtatvas failing rather than the
innovations themselves. The CBAM includes sevdeahents but it is known in
particular for two independent scales. Firstlgréhare seven Stages of Concern -
awareness, informational, personal, managemensecgoence, collaboration, and
refocusing - which focus on how teachers feel atioeiinnovation and are used to
inform appropriate professional development. Sdyo@BAM provides eight levels
of use (of an innovation): non-use, orientatiompgaration, mechanical use, routine,
refinement, integration and renewal. The CBAM mosleften used to guide the

implementation of innovations in schools (Surry &,2002).

In presenting their Integrated Technology Adoptonl Diffusion Model, Sherry et al
(2000) see it as an extension to both the CBAMRwogers’ framework. The model
is based on five developmental stages of learnmuigaaoption — teacher as learner,
teacher as adopter, teacher as co-learner, teasheraffirmer or rejecter and finally
teacher as leader. The research-based modelfidgmtifective strategies for each of

the five stages.

After studying successful implementations of ediocet technology innovations

Donald Ely developed a list of eight conditionsttban contribute to successful

14



implementation: dissatisfaction with the status,qastence of knowledge and
skills, availability of resources, availability tine, existence of rewards and/or
incentives, participation, commitment and lastigdership (Ely, 1990). These
facilitative conditions are seen as a tool for rgdimplementation, “a list of validated

guidelines” (Ely, 1990 p.303) rather than rules.

Information Systems implementation theories proadarther perspective on VLE
adoption. These theories include Rogers’ diffusleaories but they also contribute
two further frameworks: implementation as technglagceptance and
implementation as a learning process. Technologg@ance models are based on
perceived usefulness and perceived ease of ube determinants of a user’s
acceptance or non-acceptance of a technology whpgkementation as a process of
learning considers the influence of ‘communitiepEctice’ on the innovation

adoption process (Keller, 2005).

2.4 Critiques of Adoption Models

The main criticism of the adoption models, parielyl Rogers’ diffusion theories, is
that they tend by their very nature not to deahwibn-adoption. The models focus
on adoption, acceptance and conditions for impleéatiem. With some of the
models, particularly Rogers’ rate of adoption amdividual innovativeness, there is a
sense of inevitability to it all. Both of thesestiries model full adoption with the
premise that eventually even the “laggards” wilbpd However, as Robinson notes,
“this classification has little to say about the#eo choose (perhaps for good

reasons) not to adopt an innovation” (2001, p22).

15



Rogers himself does not completely ignore non-adopit tends to be those that cite
him. Rogers distinguishes between active rejectiocnnsidering an innovation and
deciding not to adopt; non-adoption (or passiveatspn) — the innovation is not even
considered; and discontinuance — the rejectionpsegiously adopted innovation
(Rogers, 2003). However the core diffusion theopay little attention to non-

adoption and non-adopters.

Adoption theories are primarily of interest to taasvolved in promoting and
encouraging an adoption. Rogers readily admitsthieastrongest critique of
diffusion theories is what he calls the pro-innasatias, which implies adoption by
everyone in the particular social system (Rogdd632 It has been suggested that
this bias is connected to the funding of reseaictthiange agencies’ which limits the

interest in non-adopters:

“Perhaps owing to the pro-innovation bias that pdes much diffusion

inquiry, investigation of rejection behaviour hag received much scholarly

attention” (Rogers, 2003, p.178).

Furthermore:

16



“Perhaps because change agencies are more iateneshnovators and early
adopters relatively few studies are conducted ggaads” (Rogers 1995,

p.294)

Other commentators have noted the limitations opédn models as they tend to be

purely descriptive rather than explanatory,

“Adoption models of Rogers and Hall, for examples marked by their
descriptive (as opposed to explanatory) emphasdsiteeir frequent use of
labeling, typing, and categorizing of various elatseand participants of the
change process. Constituents fall into X numberapégories; innovations

may be of X varieties; and so on.” (Wilson et a®99p.24).

As noted above (section 2.3.2) this argument ipsupd by Kirkup & Kirkwood in
their use of activity theory alongside diffusioretiies to help understand “the

reasons for the specific adoption trajectory” (Kipk& Kirkwood 2005, p.187).

A final criticism, again of Rogers’ individual inmativeness theory, focuses on the
language used for the five adopter categoriebadtbeen suggested that while the
categories themselves may be supported empiritalghoice of labels might be
seen to “support a tacit assumption that a conta®glchange ide factodesirable”
(Wilson et al 2000, p.301). In particular they wagainst the some what pejorative

and value-laden ‘laggards’ label.

17



2.5 Academic Staff and Barriers to Adoption

There has been a significant amount of work camigtdover last 10 years
investigating the impediments to staff uptake afihéng technologies. Before
looking at these barriers in detail it should b&edahat academic staff are not

generally resistant to ICTSs:

“Academics in the main are not anti-technology.e{ frequently use the
computer to write, analyse, present and communigéktecolleagues and

students” (O’'Donoghue 2006, p.vii).

This is supported by a study of Stanford profes@@tdan, 2001) and by large-scale

surveys at the Open University over a number ofs/@éirkup & Kirkwood, 2005).

A comparison of earlier and more recent studigb®fbarriers highlights a shift in
emphasis. A number of studies from the UnitedeStat the turn of the century
reported time, resources — both financial and maysfor example hardware — as
well as a lack of training and support as the msagtificant barriers (Jacobson, 2000;

Rogers, 2000; Passmore, 2000).

More recently there have been a number of repmoits UK institutions (various

reported in O’Donoghue, 2006; Heaton-Shrestha, &0415) focused on VLEs. The

most important barriers are summarised below.
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Time or workload is still a major factor:

“Academic staff have competing demands on theietincluding teaching,

research, administration, and income generatioe@{lidnd et al 2006, p.40)

Research from both Kingston University (Heaton-Stira et al, 2005) and the
University of Birmingham (Davies & Smith, 2006) aleeport workload and a lack of

time as a key obstacle for staff in their use efVh.E.

A lack of resources now appears to be less ofsarejgarticularly with regard to
infrastructure. However support and staff develeptare still seen as a barrier by
some (Morén-Garcia, 2006; Newland et al, 2006nify@again as a drain on time. It
Is also as an issue for administrative support @vies & Smith 2006), although in
the Kingston study training was specifically higfmied as not being mentioned by
the staff who were interviewed (Heaton-Shrestha,62005). This may reflect a
variance in local support as, although supportdarning technologies is increasing,

it is not yet available to all (Browne & et al, )0

The recent studies have reported a number of pgiagsues, with staff questioning
the appropriateness or effectiveness of e-learftiegton-Shrestha et al, 2005;
Davies & Smith, 2006) or struggling to identify poseful uses (Mordn-Garcia,
2006). In addition, students’ attitudes have &lsen cited. Firstly their focus on

final assessment rather than learning — if it isaaonpulsory or graded, then why
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bother. Secondly some staff are concerned thaidbef online activities might
adversely impact campus-based ones, for examplattendance at lectures (Moron-

Garcia, 2006; Heaton-Shrestha et al, 2005).

A final common theme is the lack of recognition amtouragement for these

activities; in particular the importance of reséaover teaching is repeatedly cited:

“...itis still the case that in the majority of imstions, recognition and
promotion is linked to research activity rathenthanovative teaching

developments” (Newland et al 2006, p.40)

There has clearly been a significant amount ofareeon the barriers academic staff
see as preventing them from using the institutidfidts. So is there a need for
further work? All of the above research is basedtodies of adopters of learning
technology, those who are using the VLEs. Whitegtudy at Kingston University
did include staff who were not enthusiastic thevesdnot seem to be any research

asking staff who are not using the VLEs why thah&s case.

2.6 Summary

This review has shown that while VLEs have beenémented in almost all UK
higher institutions, take-up amongst academic $iafnot been quite so enthusiastic.
Research into barriers to use of the VLE has ifledtseveral key factors — time or

workload; pedagogic uncertainty; sometimes a lddk® necessary support and
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finally a lack of recognition and encouragemenbwdver this research has

concentrated on staff that are already using VLES Kirkup & Kirkwood noted:

“For any innovation, it is a mistake to extrapolatam the actions and
enthusiasm of early adopters in order to predetuse and impact on the
larger scale. However, in much of the recent liteeathis appears to have
been done for ICT in education. What is neededtudies of ICT use in HE
teaching over a longer period, so that the behawblate adopters, even of

resisters, is examined.” (Kirkup & Kirkwood, 200%.87)

There is certainly a danger in this kind of extdapon but also in the use of models
that map an inevitable full adoption and refertadfsvho are not using VLESs as
‘laggards’ or at best the ‘late majority’. The wie of those who are not using VLEs
have been neglected in the literature. Arguabig, should be examined now and the

remainder of this report will attempt to do that.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter introduces the research strategythatadopted for this study. It
explains how the sample was chosen, the data tedlend the analysis that was

carried out. It also covers the ethical issuestthd to be considered.

3.1 Case Study Approach

This study is looking into the question: ‘why sohaeturers do not use the VLEs that
are provided by their institutions’. To explorestithe lecturers themselves need to

be investigated and the case study was chosenaspaopriate research strategy.

“A case study is an empirical inquiry that inveatigs a contemporary
phenomenon within its real life context, especiatlyen the boundaries

between phenomenon and context are not clearleet/idYin, 2003, p.13).

The non-adoption of technology by higher educateathing staff is certainly a
contemporary phenomenon. Although the cases amg bescribed retrospectively,
the individuals are reporting their own recent dixis. It seems reasonable to
assume that the phenomenon (non-adoption of the) ¥h# its context are strongly

intertwined.
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The approach was one of multiple or collective adies, which is ideal for
investigating a general phenomenon (Stake, 2006 insights the cases provide are

more important than the particularity of the indival case. Stake notes:

“...illustration of how a phenomenon occurs in theemstances of several

exemplars can provide valued and trustworthy kndgdé (2005, p.458).

3.2 Sampling

The sampling method for the selection of candidiiethe case studies was both
purposive and opportunistic. The case study catesdwere purposely selected to
ensure they met specific requirements. It is also@pportunity or convenience
sample as the candidates are drawn from a singleeheducation institution — the
London School of Economics — where the researchieased and therefore has easy
access to. The sampling does not attempt to repirése wider population and it is
recognised that the possibility of generalisingrrthe findings is therefore negligible
(Cohen et al, 2000). The case studies were sdlbgtérst contacting the
administrative managers of the institution’s acadeshepartments, via email, for

assistance in identifying potential candidates thet the following basic criteria:

1. Employed lecturing staff

2. Actively engaged in teaching

3. Not using the institutional VLE as part of the abdgaching
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The selected population for this study is staf€beag in higher education. The
particular focus is on lecturing staff as opposedraduate teachers such as current
PhD students employed solely for seminar teachirtgese staff were excluded as
their terms and purpose of employment are quitierdinht, as potentially, is their
access to the institutional VLE. Furthermore,ghely was only looking for
candidates who were involved in teaching and motekample, a non-teaching
course leader. Finally, the key criterion wag tha candidates were not currently

using the VLE in their teaching.

3.3 Data Collection

Several candidates were identified via the ingialail to departmental managers and
five interviews were arranged which were carrietlioiMay and June 2007. The
number of cases chosen was based on what was abésdor a study of this scale
and type, although it was also restricted by thalmer of responses, which was
somewhat limited. This was possibly due to thedapiresearch as some lecturers
may have felt uncomfortable volunteering and idgimg themselves as not using a

technology provided by the institution to suppbsit teaching.

The interviews were semi-structured; with the brtaaics to be covered decided in
advance. These were: current teaching load andiopieexperience, the relative
importance of teaching in their role as an acadep@rsonal use of ICTs, use of ICTs
in relation to teaching, and finally, reasons fot nsing the VLE. A semi-structured
approach was chosen to ensure a certain levelnopehensiveness across the cases.

However it is recognised that variations in themitew questions and sequence can
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limit the comparison of the responses (Cohen é2Q00). However, it was deemed
more important not to be too structured and tosafiar individual stories and
contexts to be uncovered. An audio recording wadeof each interview and only
limited notes were taken during the interview tsistswith questioning as the

interview progressed.

An alternative strategy to interviews would haverbée use of a questionnaire.
This was seen as inappropriate for two reasonstlyiit is limited in its capacity to
fully investigate the context (Yin, 2003). Secagndbr the relatively small-scale of

this study a rigorous survey was unfeasible in seofiresources, particularly time.

3.4 Data Analysis and Reporting

Following the interviews detailed notes were madenfthe recordings from which
key themes were identified; the data was not exhealg categorized, rather a
judgment was made on what was most significangdas the researcher’s
understanding and experience of the topic. As #ta i qualitative and the
interviews were semi-structured the analysis wasitably interpretative (Cohen et
al, 2000). Key sections were then transcribedilintd enable the use of direct quotes
in the reporting. The cases were first describedvidually — see Chapter 4: Results
— providing an overall impression of the interviamd highlighting the key themes
that emerged in each one. Finally, patterns emgrgom the results were identified

and the findings were linked back to the theoréfieganework of adoption theories.
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3.5 Ethics

The nature and the subjects of this research dpnesent a significant ethical
dimension. Nevertheless, ethics cannot be ignatezh undertaking any research
and there are three main ethical issues to considen carrying out interviews
(Cohen et al, 2000). Firstly, informed consentwas important that the case study
candidates entered into the research voluntariyveth full information as to its
purpose and methods. All subjects were fully infed of the purpose of the research
and offered the right to withdraw from participatiat any point. Secondly, the case
study candidates were guaranteed complete coniaigntvhich tied in with the

third issue — the risk of consequences of theintapart. While the risk was seen to
be relatively small it is recognised that the mapants did face a certain risk in
identifying themselves as non-users of an ICT ighé&dcitly recommended by their
institution, and the possibility that they mightseen as techno-phobic. The
confidentiality aimed to cover any doubts the ggrants might have and it was

emphasised both in the original email and verhatithe start of the interviews.

This chapter has outlined the research strategghi®istudy including the ethical
considerations. The next two chapters cover the a@alysis. Firstly in the Results
chapter, the individual case studies are repomedizen in the following chapter, 5:
Discussion, patterns across the cases are desariloeithe findings are related to the

theoretical framework.
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Chapter 4: Results

In this chapter the results of the data collectidhbe presented. Each of the five
case studies will be presented individually whiah @nable the key themes that
emerged from each interview to be highlighted. fidlewing chapter will then
describe patterns of themes across the case sardie®late the findings to adoption

theories.

4.1 Case Study 1

The first case study is a lecturer who teache®tbogrses, two at postgraduate level
and one undergraduate course. He has completestgrgduate certificate in
Teaching and Learning in Higher Education at anatisitution and the use of
learning technologies such virtual learning envinemts (VLES) was covered as part
of this course. The main focus of the interviewswitze ongoing redesign of two of
the courses that he teaches. These related ceumsesundergraduate, one
postgraduate — were overhauled three years ago thiselecturer and a colleague

took over responsibility for teaching the subject.

He also spoke at length about his use of Powerlothe classroom: both when and
how he preferred to use it; as well as the advastagd disadvantages it offers for
both himself and his students. It was clear framihterview that he puts a lot of
thought into planning his teaching both individyahd as part of a teaching team

but at the same time he touched on the multipkesrof an academic and noted that
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research is “...in some ways the most important asgemur job as that is what we
will be judged on”.

Data Analysis

There were three clear but inter-related themesngrifrom this case study. The first
focuses on the lecturer’s belief that technologynca be introduced into the teaching

of a course until the course design has been coeapéand the content fine-tuned:

“First of all you have to have the course workedtfally. Yeah, now in our
case I'd say, given the constraints we operate ruhde stage hasn't yet been
attained. ...we are not going to go for the intraducof technology until

we’ve got this 95 percent in place”

The course under discussion had been taught fee fiil iterations, although both of
the lecturers have had a term’s study leave duhisgperiod. He stressed that the
broad subject area of this course meant that npiesdo be covered for both lectures

and seminars were still being tried out.

The second theme relates to what the lecturer pescthe role of the VLE to be.

This is based on what was covered on his earlistgpaduate teaching certificate:

“My impression at least, was that | could actuaibe it both in terms of

presenting material differently, making them doreises which would
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otherwise be difficult to do perhaps and variougsvaf informal assessment

etc”

Further to this, he seemed to particularly assedla VLE with assessment, later

saying that until the topics for the undergradwatgrse were sorted out:

“...we cannot come up with informal ways for testthgir knowledge or
asking them to go beyond it. Too much for us & gage in terms of time

commitment”

It was apparent from the interview that he hasvatticonsidered the use of the VLE
on this course and he reported that this had indeed discussed with his co-
lecturer. His perception of the VLE, as beinggomething beyond the basics, is
strengthened by the third theme for this case stddgh is the use of technology that
he does exist on the teaching of this course.relgelarly uses email for one-to-one
interactions with his students but would not labed as using technology in
teaching: “That’s part of the normal game”. HeuuBewerPoint when lecturing and
makes the files available to his students via ‘RuBblders®. Furthermore the

reading list is selected with electronic journasnind:

! Public Folders are part of Microsoft Exchange 8grwhich allows for the sharing of documents (as
well as providing email). This includes a web ifaee which is available to all LSE staff and
students.
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“We make a conscious effort actually when settipghe reading list to
introduce only those articles that one can finthmlibrary electronically, so

again in that sense we actually do use technology”

This lecturer has clearly considered the use oM and decided against it until
the course content is fine-tuned. In fact hergaaly using other technologies in
ways which actually mirror the most common usea WLE. However he sees a
VLE as being for more than the basics, for exarfgri¢he delivery of exercises and

informal tests.

4.2 Case Study 2

Case study two is a first year lecturer teachifigpaial scientific” subject. He
teaches three courses, two postgraduate and oeeguaduate in a standard format
of lectures, in which he reported, “I basicallytjtedlk” and seminars. The format of
the postgraduate seminars varies — one is progseeband this time is used for
further presentation from the lecturer and dealiity any problems the students are
having. The other seminars are more traditioeakurer-led discussion and student
presentations. On all of his courses an admintiesses WebCT for essay collection
but he makes no use of it. In his personal lifeibes the Internet widely and

considers himself an average user of technology:

“I'm not a Luddite but at the same I'm not a realdér and avid user of

technology... I'm average for a person of my age...\w@myfortable around a
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PC and electronic goods in general. | don’t dopgky don’'t use YouTube or

things like that.”

Data Analysis
The themes from this case study focus on the lectuexisting use of technology

and understanding of what the VLE might offer. hlaigh he does not use the VLE
he already makes considerable use of technologygport his teaching. He presents
with PowerPoint and includes extensive notes vignt which are for public

consumption rather than a presentation aid. Herdeed them as being:

“Written in a... a bit like a blog might be writteri.don’t do blogging but it's
relatively free flowing, | don’t worry too much abbthe elegance of the

sentences... fairly informal but readable”

This reference to blogging, along with others tgf&kand YouTube suggests he has

an awareness of current ICT developments evenig het using them.

He makes his PowerPoint files available to studgmtsugh Public Folders and chose
these technologies because he was familiar witim #wed was short of time at the

start of the academic year:
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“I didn’t finish my previous job until the last day September so | had no
time to learn new things. | knew how to use PowerfPand | knew how to

use Public Folders from having been here as amstude

He also makes use of the ‘class mailer’ whichfisature of the LSE intranet rather
than the institutional VLE. It provides lecturevgh an easy way to email students

on their courses and he used it to:

“...communicate with students when | want to for epéerdraw their
attention to interesting reports or maybe somelastkhg me a question which

| think everybody should be benefiting from thewesto.”

The second theme from this case study is the kextsuawareness of the university’s
VLE (WebCT), which he had heard about both witthie tlepartment and at an
internal teaching and learning event. He alsokthime used it as postgraduate student
(at the LSE). He was able to talk in some detaolss what he believes a VLE

provides:

“l understand for example it can perform the fumetof a Public Folder in
that you can post your lectures and so on. | lsavee vague sense in which
it provides a whole lot more than that in term$eing able to post all sorts of

things and anyone can come and see it ...easiet tntgehan Public
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Folders. ...l also understand that it's a more eifecivay of mailing and

communicating with students [than the class mdiler]

With this understanding of the VLE there is a tliindme: an intention to use WebCT

in the next academic year if he considers it hélpfu

“I'm keen to use the highest tech options thateualable to me, subject to
the fact that | don’t want to spend much of my tile&ning to use them. So
basically I will probably use it [WebCT] next yelagcause it sounds shazzy.
| just didn’t have the time [this year]. ...l assuthat it will be beneficial. If

| find that it's not, | won’t use it.”

This lecturer chose not to use the VLE for histfysar of teaching as he did not have
the time to implement it. He uses alternative I@X distribute content and
communicate with students but is considering th&VWdr the next academic year

and will use it if it is “at least as good as tlystem | have in place at the moment”.

4.3 Case Study 3

The third case study is a senior member of stati s only been at the LSE for a
couple of years and is involved in teaching bottuees and discussion-based
seminars for postgraduates and undergraduatesis haud of her teaching, “...1
find that improvisation is the key to my teachingld have to say that my teaching is

very very good” and is clear about the purposeenfiéctures:
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“The point about my lectures is to try and enthsisglents, give them a sense
of why it’s interesting to ask a particular questiand how people have set
about trying to answer it, and why they should §dathe library and get

reading”

She spoke fondly of her own university educatiaeading in the library, discussions
over coffee — and while she clearly really enjogs job she also commented on the

current situation as follows:

“I've certainly you know, accepted the inevitablreaders’ packswhich
means that people don’t, you know... if they go telibrary it's to use the
computers not to use the books. In an era of ndissaéion that’s the way it

is | guess.”

With regard to technology, she uses email a Idiyd on email” but prefers texting,
and also uses the Internet regularly, both pergoaatl professionally. However,
although she is aware of the technologies available has made limited use of them

in her own teaching and is unenthusiastic abotnnt@logy in this context.

Data Analysis
The first theme in this case study looks at howsiligect is primarily negative about

the use of technology in teaching, although notmletely dismissive. She does not

2 Readers’ packs are photocopied collections ofingmdcavailable to students for purchase. Online
‘epacks’ are also available at the LSE but shenafesring to the print version.
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like to use classroom technologies as they interf@th her teaching rather than aid

it; in this context she said:

“...I think the tyranny of technology sometimes giits better of people and
people who are very good at standing up and talikirigpnt of a group of

students should be allowed to do that.”

She co-teaches one course with a keen user ofrlgaethnologies and through this
has been on the periphery of online discussionkilé/¢he sees student discussion as
essential in the learning process and is very hémpstudents to participate in this

online, she is not convinced by it or willing tot gevolved,

“...I'm not going to spend my time reading what thveyte and responding to
it. I've dipped into them occasionally and sometsthey’re quite good and

sometimes they seem pretty much a waste of tinneet®

Her willingness to ignore the good elements wascoahected to the fact that it was

online in the VLE but reflected how she saw heerals she went on to say:

“I certainly think that discussion amongst studdstsvhatever means is

essential to the learning process and | think gtmuld do it but | don’t think

that | have to be involved.”

35



The second theme for this case study is the affettusing the VLE might have on
students. This is connected to a specific ush@MLE that she is familiar with, that
is, its use for providing students with easily astlle electronic readings. She has
looked at some of her colleagues’ use of WebCDftine readings: “I mean I've
seen how other people use it for their course paoks I've gone out of my way to

have a look...”. However, she has strong reservataout this,

“I think there is a fine line between making staffailable to students and
making it all so easily available that it disempaosvstudents and | think that

WebCT is getting pretty close to disempowering stisg.”

The final theme for this case is time and priositi&Vhen talking about online
readings she twice mentioned not having enough aittheugh it was the above
pedagogical reason that came across more strohghjpre previous academic year
she had produced lecture notes that were distdbugethe departmental website.
However, she had decided not to do this again lsecaiithe work and time involved
in rewriting her own notes for distribution to teeidents. She provided the

following summary of her attitude to using techrgylon teaching:

“It's a bad use of my time. It's a bad use of nmyd because it does involve a
lot of extra preparation and | would rather spdrat time reading and
thinking about a subject in order to give a reglbpd lecture and fire up the

students”
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4.4 Case Study 4

Case study four is a lecturer in his fifth yeatedching and his second year at the
LSE. He teaches a cross—discipline subject tHawtis quantitative and qualitative in
its approach. He only teaches undergraduatesltmaligh he makes no use of
WebCT, a course administrator does use it on theses he teaches for collecting

essays.

In his lectures he likes to involve the studentsiash as possible, which he says
surprises them at the start of year. He pushekests to ask and answer questions
both of himself and of each other. With regarthi® VLE he describes his reasoning
for not using it as one of “rational laziness”. plrceives its use as being very time-
intensive and on the basis of his own very thecaktiost-benefit analysis, he

believes the pay off is not worth it.

Data Analysis
Although he is not using the VLE, he is making aé&echnologies as part of his

teaching. He presents using PowerPoint and makse slides available to his
students via Public Folders. He also has a lehwdil contact with many of his

students on an individual basis,

“I don’t know maybe I'm spending too much time. &l get an email |

answer it. Maybe a couple of days later but | aersall emails”
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These uses of technology lead on to another theimenderstanding of what the
VLE is used for and this underpins his belief tihatould be time intensive to
implement. He associates the VLE with self stusyf-paced exercises, more in the

model of computer-based learning:

“...it's my feeling that it's probably time intensiveYou know, | know that
WebCT or whatever you can do some exercises oahdeso it's extremely

intensive, | foresee it being very time intensive”

He also feels that many students happy to do Hst {gork possible and is not

convinced that many would seize the opportunityde any online exercises.

The final theme that came up was the use of tedgydbr providing students with

direct access to the readings for the course aidadss view of what students expect

from their lecturer and vice versa. He does nioiktkhat providing direct access to

readings through the VLE is necessary or even alasiy

“Some of them would like... if I could scan everygmpiece of paper or

book they would be happy but it's not my ...”

[Interviewer] “It's not your role?”
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“No. The books are in the library. Most papeigually all of them are
available electronically so | think they can dthemselves... but yes you
always have that odd student every year expectngy do everything for

them... to pre-swallow whatever they have to do.”

This lecturer uses other ICTs rather than thetutginal VLE to support his teaching.
He understands the VLE to be primarily for onlicereises which would be time-
intensive to implement. He does not believe rasessary to provide students with

direct links to readings online and has no planssethe VLE.

4.5 Case Study 5

The lecturer providing the final case study hasenagk of a VLE for one course he
teaches but on other courses has chosen not toeddetly returned from research

leave and is not currently using the VLE but ptmthis leave he was using WebCT
on one of the two courses he taught. He was aaledt the importance of teaching

in his role as an academic and replied,

“Very important I think, | try to do a good job. l.tend to think of my
influence potentially on them [students] as opertivegn up to new ideas,
challenging assumptions they had. So | do takeribusly and take a lot of

time preparing to teach.”
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His use of ICTs is mainly work-related, “Email isending. Tends to be academic.”.
He uses his computer for writing lectures, workomghis research, and finding
information and academic papers online. He fimtdht a computer in 1995 and has

had Internet access at home since 2001, when tedstd the LSE.

Data Analysis
The key theme from this case is the lecturer’'sgiecito use WebCT on one course

but not on others. This is tied to his belief dfavhe should use the VLE for and
whether or not it can be utilized for particulapég of courses. He was originally
asked by his head of department to use WebCT lieasily theoretical course but

instead volunteered to use it on another more egh@ne,

“...1 didn’t see how that would work so | sold thehst other one. | could
see... films, links to maps, radio programmes, sogneat, but you know, a
link to a website about Karl Marx... it has a |&sxl of appealing aspect to it

right?”

Although this resulted in a large amount of workiéleit worked very well and he

was “delighted” with it. In particular, he feltahstudents benefited from easy access
to multimedia — videos and radio programmes — dedigt through WebCT. He is not
using WebCT currently, partly because of timingacdhing started immediately after

his research leave — but he also said, “I don’teee it could be on WebCT because
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it's the same kind of course that | didn’t put oeNCT before”. He is teaching the

same course next year and does not plan to use WebC

“I can’t envisage how | would use the theory couos@NebCT. | don’t want
to have online discussions; you know I'm happyetathe readings go online,
if they [the administrative staff] want to post sledectures that I've now

written up onto WebCT, you know great”

He sees this use of WebCT as “a kind of clearingsedunction” and the decision to
put this material online is taken by the departrakatiministration rather than by
him. In fact for both the theory-based coursesafbich he chose not to use WebCT,
it was in use with reading lists providing linksdlectronic readings added by
administrative staff. Although he said he was araleint about this, he also felt that
something was lost by clicking rather than visitthg library and that his students’
research skills might suffer because of the diaecess to electronic readings via the

VLE.

In the past, as a result of pressure from studeiis,were used to receiving
electronic lecture notes from another lecturerdideprovide some of his own notes
electronically. However he prefers to hand-wiiterh and does not make them
available as a matter of course. Furthermore dsepledagogical reasons for not

wanting to post lecture notes,
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“If I post notes like this students are much lelsly to come to lectures. |
think they’re much less likely to learn good noteking skills, to attend to
what'’s being said in the lecture. | think it'seal skill that people have to
master, to sit through a seminar, listen to whadimg said and organise

what'’s presented to them in some sort of manageedné

This chapter has presented the data collectedtinerfive case studies, emphasising
the key themes that were revealed. This incluldesecturers’ regular use of ICTs
and a general awareness of VLEs, their understgradiwhat the VLE is for, the
influence of pedagogy, the issue of time or ratpaarities as well the lecturers’
beliefs of what students should be doing as stsdenhe following chapter, the
Discussion, will look across the case studies foa@r the patterns and relate the

findings to the existing theories.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

In this chapter the results reported in the previchipter will be further analysed.
Firstly patterns across the case will be descrdratithen the findings will be

contrasted with the existing theories.

5.1 Staff Skills and Attitudes

The first connection between the case studiesaisathfive lecturers are comfortable
using basic ICTs such as email, software for prodpelectronic documents and the
Internet for information retrieval. This suppoatite findings highlighted in the
literature review that academics are not usualbrss/to using ICTs (Cuban, 2001;
O’Donoghue, 2006). There was also a positiveualéitto teaching across the cases.
Although both the high status of research and #resd pressures on their limited
time were cited by some, it is apparent that amitings group teaching is generally

enjoyed, carefully planned and taken very seriausly

5.2 Conceptions of VLE Use

Although none of the lecturers are currently usingLE there was a strong
awareness of the existence of the institutional \énA an understanding of how LSE
colleagues are using it, and of its potential uSdwsee of the lecturers were using
alternative ICTs to the VLE in their teaching fastdbuting lecture notes and

communicating with their students, which are commses of VLEs. Only one of
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the three saw the VLE as a more effective way pligating these uses, although he
also imagined it offered more than that. The othwer— case studies one and four —
had a slightly different perception of what the VisHor. It was seen by both as
being more for online exercises for formative assent. This would appear to refer
back to a somewhat out-dated conception of theinakechnology in education; one
of computer-based learning (CBL) where the compigtesed to provide self-study
exercises with pre-programmed feedback (Kearsi@Q0R In case study five, the
lecturer who had previously made use of the VLEQ &It that his own use of it
should go beyond the basic provision of lecturesa@ind reading lists, which in his
case was initiated and implemented by adminiseagtaff. These two views from
non-adopters, firstly the perception that the VEEpirimarily for computer-based
exercises, and secondly that a lecturer’s useeo¥ttE should go beyond the
provision of basic content are very interestingney contrast with the existing uses
of VLEs by adopters, which while extremely variezhd to be skewed towards the
provision of basic course materials (Browne eR@06). The involvement of
administrative staff, not initiated by the indiveldecturers, was found in two further
case studies where the VLE was being used by deeatal staff to collect essay

submissions.

5.3 Pedagogy and Students

There was a clear pedagogical influence on sontleeodiecisions for not using the
VLE; in one case the lecturer felt that his coudssign — the fine-tuning of content

for a relatively new course - must be complete keefiotroducing online elements. In
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three of the cases, the lecturers’ expectationghatt their students should be doing
and the effects that certain uses of the VLE mingive on this were raised. The use
of the VLE for direct access to electronic readings seen as not necessary in one
case and its appropriateness was questioned blgtivoers who feared it might have
a negative impact on students’ research skillse [@aturer also had pedagogical
reasons for not wanting to post lecture notes; && @oncerned that if this resulted in
non-attendance then the development of the studestts-taking skills and their
ability to synthesise a presentation would be &g.c One of these lecturers went as
far as suggesting that the VLE was close to disevepog students. While earlier
work has clearly identified pedagogical issues baraer to VLE use (for example,
Moron-Garcia, 2006), the view that certain VLE usgght have a negative impact
on the development of skills that the lecturerceme as important, would appear to

go beyond findings in existing studies of VLE adwopt

5.4 Time and Priorities

Perhaps not surprisingly, the perennial issuenoé tand how it is best used was
referred to in four of the cases. One lecturdrdiebngly that the time she allocated
to teaching was better spent on other things -imgaahd lecture preparation. The
two lecturers who perceived the VLE as being fdmanexercises envisaged their
development as being too time-intensive to embpdaueither at this particular
point in time or because the pay-off wasn’t wotth In two of the cases the multiple
roles of an academic were highlighted and in oeartiportance of research noted.

Again this supports earlier work on VLE adoptiorhese both recognition for

45



research rather than teaching, and prioritisingugeeof time have been identified as

barriers (Newland et al, 2006).

5.5 Adoption Theories

In relation to Rogers’ adoption theories all fieeturers have passed the second stage
in the innovation-decision process, labelled pes&um where a view of the

innovation is formed and they have all reachedtive step — decision — where a
choice is made to adopt or not. They have all nvaalet Rogers calls an active
rejection (Rogers, 2003); they are aware of thewation and have decided not to

adopt it.

In one of the cases, for just one of his courses|dcturer went beyond this, through
the implementation stage to the fifth and final foomation stage, where the
innovation is evaluated to consider whether ortaaontinue with it. His decision
being that he would continue using the VLE in saniircumstances but has actively
rejected it in others; Rogers (2003) categorisissftiim of rejection as
discontinuance. This partial adoption, dependariboal conditions is not dealt with

by the adoption theories.

Similarly, CBAM focuses on the process that chaflagéitators need to follow to
successfully implement the innovation (Hall and ¢Hdr987). There is no place here
for those who reject the innovation. Perhapsithigasonable and not surprising;

they are adoption theories after all. However geaagents using adoption theories
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tend to treat non-adopters as resisting changerrthn having made a positive
decision. These theories must be used with cargcplarly where they are being

invoked to support and facilitate VLE implementatio

In relation to Rogers’ classification of adoptdrsinot possible to classify four of the
cases as belonging to the laggards or indeed atingafategories as they have not
adopted the VLE. Rogers’ himself is aware thabmplete adoption is a problem for
his classification and that therefore “the fivefaldssification scheme is not
exhaustive” (Rogers, 2003, p.281). However nagits have been made to
incorporate non-adopters neither the active nop#ssive rejecters into the diffusion
theories. The one lecturer in this study who hadiglly adopted could in theory be
classified but in practice it would require knowihig position along the continuum

of VLE adoption across the LSE.

The results of this study show that for VLE adoptad the LSE some staff are not
necessarily unaware of the possibility and simpywdgo adopt. Rather, they are
active rejecters of the innovation, with some usftgrnative ICTs and some
choosing not to use the VLE for a variety of reasmeluding pedagogical ones and
their understanding of what the VLE is for. In thext and final chapter, conclusions
will be drawn, and the limitations of the study gratsible areas for future work will

be outlined.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

This final chapter will revisit the research quessi and summarise the findings. It
will then outline the limitations of the study ahijhlight areas for possible further

research.

6.1 Research Questions

This Report set out to investigate lecturers irhbrgeducation who are not using their
institutional VLE and answer the following quesson

* Is there an awareness of VLEs among non-adoptere ano what is there

understanding of what a VLE is for?

* Have non-adopters considered and then rejected asviLE?

» If so, what are their reasons for rejection?
In all of the five case studies there was an awesof both the existence of an
institutional VLE and its purpose. In some casesunderstanding of its potential
uses contrasted with much current usage, with @epéon that it is a vehicle for
going beyond the basics of reading lists and comaterial. The lecturers had all
considered using the VLE and had actively rejettedse for a variety of reasons.
There was one case of partial adoption — the VLE waise on one course but not
seen as suitable for other courses. The reasomsjéating the VLE were varied, as
well as the (mis)conception of VLE use above, #daturers cited pedagogical issues
and the need to prioritise use of that scarce resdime, both barriers that have been

found in studies of VLE adopters. There was alsoracern flagged in some of the
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cases that certain uses of the VLE may have angientital impact on the development

of students’ skills that their lecturers feel argortant.

Adoption theories, such as Rogers, which are widsfigrred to in the literature on
VLE implementation and adoption were found to lsequate as they don’t deal
with non-adoption. It is recommended that theseties which model an inevitable
full adoption should be used with more care. Irtipalar caution must be exercised
in the use of terms such as laggards and resistech have been applied to those yet
to adopt an innovation such as the VLE. As thdystas found non-adopters are not
necessarily passively unaware or resisting an iaton but rather, actively rejecting

it.

6.2 Limitations

This study is a snapshot. It is based on an oppistic sample at a single institution
and uses a research strategy based on case stlitlissapproach means there can be
no generalisations made about the wider populatibis. not even possible to
generalise within the LSE, the research site, as#éimple was not representative.
Furthermore the fact that the interview recordingse not exhaustively transcribed
and coded places a further limitation on the rdiigiof the results. However, the
study and its findings are still of importance lasyt have provided data from a group
that had not previously been studied. The finditigsrefore, provide a good basis

for further work on this topic.
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6.3 Further work

Firstly there is scope for further work with thasgig data. Comprehensive
transcribing of the interview recordings would alléor a more robust analysis.
Secondly, as this is the first time that non-adispté VLES have been studied there
is clearly room for further studies involving maaff, particularly research at
additional sites. Finally there is a need to delgeper with regard to the findings,
particularly for those that were unexpected or gyaet. Is the non-adopters view of
what a VLE is for significantly different to the agkers’ and if so, why? What are
the roles and relationships with regard to lectifboth adopters and non-adopters),
administrators and VLE use? Are the concernsdatbat some uses of VLES may

have a negative impact on students more widely“eld

This report has examined VLE (non-)adoption bydaog staff at UK higher
institutions. It has provided a new perspectives belonging to those who have
chosen not to integrate their institution’s VLE#®itheir teaching. They have chosen
not to follow this route, not as the resisterslag@jards” of technology adoption
theories, but as active rejecters of the VLE. be-adopters have made these
decisions for a variety of reasons which would hiéfrem further research in this
area as there are potential implications for usitgmanagers, staff developers and

support services.
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