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The Pedagogy strand of the JISC eLearning Programme has been in existence since October 2003. Since January 2004 it has funded a number of research and review activities, designed to provide a firm evidence base for the three-year lifetime of the strand and beyond. This paper provides an overview of some outcomes from these activities, which have been grouped under the general theme ‘designing for learning’. It is intended as an introduction to the work of the strand so far, and in no way as a substitute for the detailed reports that have been produced by the funded projects, which are available from the programme web site www.jisc.ac.uk/elearning_pedagogy.html.

1. Background and rationale
The pedagogy strand of the eLearning programme has as its core aims:

· to provide the post-16 and HE community with accurate, up-to-date, evidence- and research-based information about effective practice in the use of elearning tools;

· to promote the application and development of elearning tools and standards to better support effective practice.

An initial Review
 was carried out to identify how these aims could best be taken forward, and specify what baseline research was needed to provide a solid foundation for further work. At this point a decision was taken to focus initial work on ‘designing for learning’, defined as:

designing, planning, orchestrating and supporting learning activities as part of a learning session or programme.

By focusing on the practitioner role in the development and planning cycle, it was hoped to ensure that outcomes of the pedagogy strand could quickly be embedded into practice. This was in no way intended to substitute for a proper analysis of learners’ requirements – see later notes on ‘understanding my learning’ – but rather to ensure that research and review outcomes could be quickly leveraged by those at the forefront of elearning. It was also recognised that the Frameworks and Innovations strands of the elearning programme would benefit from early analysis of practitioner requirements.

The ‘designing for learning’ theme is supported by a number of developments in the UK and beyond.
1. There has been widespread implementation and increasing use of Virtual Learning Environments in UK HE and FE institutions, but the evidence suggests that ‘pedagogical issues… have been of secondary concern’ in this process
. There is a need for practitioner guidance on effective use of these new tools that focuses on learning activities, rather than content delivery or general learner management
.

2. The recent DfES consultation paper on elearning strategy highlights the need for effective learning design tools to help practitioners to design and deliver their own learning activities
. Similar conclusions were drawn in a recent (2002) report into the state of elearning by the Tavistock Institute
.
3. Developments in international standards, including the new IMS Learning Design specification, offer increasingly powerful ways of describing learning activities and interactions within computer-based systems
. So far these developments have not been widely available in a form usable by practitioners
.

4. Initial and continuing professional training for teachers emphasises the need for active, participative and autonomous learners, especially in the post-16 sector. The focus of educational practice has moved decisively away from content delivery, and it is important that elearning tools should do the same.

5. Cross-disciplinary dialogues are emerging around these issues
. However, there is still insufficient dialogue among the different stakeholder communities about the core concern of supporting learning through design of effective learning activities and tasks. 

In the light of these developments, the Review went on to define some key concepts (see Appendix 1: Scope and Definitions) and to outline a programme of research and review to support practitioners in designing for learning. Outcomes of these activities are presented in the sections that follow.
2. Review of elearning models
A first task of the programme was to scope the possibility of modelling learning and elearning in more systematic terms. A model in the broadest sense is a formal description. It is clearly advantageous to designers of tools and systems to have a formal account of their user requirements (i.e. what learners and teachers need to do). However, there are a number of other potential benefits to systematically describing and agreeing what is meant by a ‘learning activity’ or a ‘learning task’, as defined in the previous section:
· effective activities/tasks may be more easily shared with other practitioners
· examples of effective practice may more readily be collated, analysed and accessed (e.g. using a metadata schema and search terms that ‘make sense’ to practitioners)
· practitioners may make more informed decisions between comparable activities and approaches
· researchers and evaluators may also make more meaningful comparisons of different teaching activities and approaches

· practitioners may be able to communicate more clearly about their requirements, and developers about the affordances of their systems
· learners themselves may have new resources for describing and reflecting on their learning activities.
Early consultations found support among elearning experts for the idea of a common framework to describe and model learning
 - see section 5 below. A review of existing candidates 
 found a wide range of frameworks available. These were classified as follows:
· Practice models (defined above), developed to describe or prescribe specific approaches by practitioners. Examples would be Salmon’s five-step model of online learning, Laurillard’s conversational model, the CSALT Networked Learning model, and various ISD protocols. Guidelines on effective practice might also come into this category, such as those produced by Ferl, NetSkills, the Embedding Learning Technologies programme and the professional bodies.

· Theoretical accounts, developed in a research context and designed to provide coherent explanations of learning phenomena. Examples would be accounts written from the perspective of systems theory, activity theory, cognitive/constructivist theories, theories of individual learning differences or styles.
· Taxonomies and ontologies (structured vocabularies), developed to provide systematic ways of labelling and organising features of the learning situation. Examples that seem relevant to the present programme have been developed by the LTSN generic centre, the Dialog+ project, the European CANDLE project, the Scottish SESDL project, and by earlier educational pioneers such as Bloom, Reeves and Biggs. Typically they constitute a ‘formalisation layer’ between practice models and formal standards.

· Standards and specifications relevant to learning and learning systems, such as IMS LOM, LIP and LD, ISO SC36, SCORM, simple sequencing; also representations of these standards such as workflow diagrams, UML models, instantiations of standards in working systems, and graphical interfaces to those systems. 
· Organisational models, typically describing the business process of a learning organisation, and designed to ensure processes are evolved to make best use of learning systems; also best practice standards at the organisational level such as QA documents and CPD frameworks for managers.
· Other practical accounts that don’t fit any modelling framework such as case studies, action research reports, project findings and staff development materials.
If a model is a representation with a purpose, then each of these types has a different intended use and a different user community
. The Review concluded that the elearning and pedagogy programme should focus on defining a range of practice models, i.e. distinct but comparable approaches among which practitioners, working in a specific context, might make an informed choice. These models should represent those factors of most relevance to the activity of designing for learning, and should use language and conventions likely to be familiar to practitioners. 

The Review also noted however that the programme was concerned with theoretical (explanatory) accounts insofar as these provided general frameworks for informing, discussing, comparing and evaluating practice models, especially in relation to learner experience. In other words practice models should be capable of exploration and verification by the research and evaluation community. Where possible, practice models should also be mapped onto technical standards and specifications to ensure a close fit between system development and the requirements of learners and teachers. 
Other perspectives that might need to be mapped to the practice framework included those of managers (planning the implementation of systems in organisational context) and learners (reflecting on and planning learning activities). However, the primary aims of the programme led to a focus on models that could be adopted, shared, evaluated, developed and otherwise used directly by the practitioner community.
The choice of learning activity or task as the basic unit of modelling offered a good fit with conclusions from recent projects such as the UKeU, CANDLE, Dialog+ and work at the UK Open University on the eLearning Thematic Network
, as well as with the LD specification.  The Review noted that modelling practice was likely to require at least two further levels of representation: the orchestration of tasks in a unit or session of learning, which in Learning Design is expressed in terms of sequences, and the overall pedagogical model or approach. This last level of modelling does not appear in the LD specification, or rather is subsumed under sequencing. Like ‘intended learning outcome’ it is perhaps less amenable to formal representation than elements such as role (user), content, service and interaction
. It does however seem central to the way that designing for learning is conceptualised by practitioners.
3. A framework for modelling elearning in practice
There are many potential difficulties in providing a coherent means for describing practice in learning or elearning
. Despite these, an elearning models project was funded to review the potential for modelling learning practice and to develop, where possible, some conceptually robust frameworks for doing so. 
The first key outcome of this project
 offers a mapping of ‘theoretical accounts’ onto ‘practice models’ as defined in the previous section. The authors classify theoretical accounts of learning into three perspectives
, not mutually exclusive, but each implying a different set of priorities for learning and teaching practice.
The associative view emphasises 

In learning
· Routines of organised activity

· Clear goals and feedback

· Individualised pathways and routines, matched to prior performance
In teaching
· Task analysis into component units

· Progressive sequences of component-to-composite skills
· Clear instructional approach for each unit

· Highly focused set of objectives, described as learning competencies.
In assessment

· Accurate reproduction of knowledge or skill 
· Component performance
The cognitive view emphasises

In learning
· Conceptual development through integration of ideas
· Ill-structured tasks and problems

· Opportunities for reflection 
· Ownership of the task

In teaching
· Provide interactive environments and appropriate challenges
· Encourage experimentation and the discovery of broad principles

· Coach and model thinking skills

· Frame learning outcomes in meta-cognitive terms to encourage the development of autonomy
In assessment
· Conceptual understanding (applied knowledge and skills)
· Extended performance
· Processes as well as outcomes
· Crediting varieties of excellence
· Development of self- and peer-evaluation skills
The situative view emphasises

In learning
· Participation in social practices of enquiry and learning

· Development of identities as capable and confident learners

· Development of learning relationships

In teaching
· Creating safe environments for participation
· Supporting development of identities
· Facilitating learning dialogues and relationships
In assessment
· Crediting participation
· Extended performance
· Authenticity of practice

· Involving peers
The accompanying paper asserts the principle that there should be constructive alignment between theoretical viewpoint and pedagogical approach. It goes on to indicate how the key ‘designing for learning’ principles derived from each perspective could be mapped to appropriate learning outcomes, teaching methods, and methods of assessment. These correspondences are inherently conceptual, and so open to dispute by different interpreters of the relevant theories, but the conceptual assumptions made by the authors are explicit. Rather than simply providing rubrics for practice, the authors make the three perspectives available for reflection and critique by practitioners in terms that relate closely to their practice.
As an accompanying paper on implications for evaluators
 notes, their classification of theories and models also helps clarify what is meant by ‘learning’ and ‘learning effectively’ in different situations. The paper could therefore be used by researchers and evaluators to:
inform the choice of evaluation methodology. Each has epistemological implications, which will in turn shape the kinds of evaluation that may be appropriate.
A second key outcome of the project
 provides a more detailed mapping in the form of a matrix. Broad design principles are mapped to generic learning outcomes, and these to a corresponding set of teaching activities. The teaching activities are then described in progressively greater detail, for example by mapping to learner roles and groups, and to appropriate means of assessment. An earlier iteration of this mapping was evaluated by the case studies team at London Metropolitan University
, and refined in the light of these recommendations.
The matrix exists as a simple table that can be read in both directions, offering the possibility that (as with the first outcome) practitioners may investigate and reflect on the approach that they seem to have favoured in choosing a particular set of activities or a particular learning outcome. There is also the potential for the conceptual relationships expressed in the table to be rephrased as hypotheses and investigated through appropriate research (does this sequence of teaching activities offer effective support for this type of learning outcome?). Again, the paper on implications for evaluators points out that:
if the table structures judgements about what teachers ought to do, it can also be used to structure judgements about what they have done.

However, a more obvious use for the table is as the basis for a planning tool or ‘advisor’ to support the process of designing for learning, in which practitioners are guided from a broad idea of learning outcome to detailed plans for the delivery of relevant learning activities. This possibility is explored in a separate paper on the implications for learning designers:
‘The mapping table specifies a sequence of teaching activities to meet each generic learning activity. These teaching activities can in turn be organized under three main headings:  ‘preparation’, ‘execution’ and ‘evaluation’. Each of these stages provides information to the designer as to the type of tools required for each stage and is dependant on the context and roles. In the case of ‘execution’ the tools identified are also dependant on the learning activity.

Categories in the mapping matrix could also be linked to the separately evolved toolkits for selecting appropriate tools and media
, and selecting learning resources
, reported in greater detail in the following section.
The mapping table and accompanying papers represent a significant step towards the kind of formalisation of practice envisaged at the outset of the programme. Because it bridges theory and practice, the framework can realistically be subjected both to peer review of the concepts on which it is founded, and to user testing against the practical demands of learners and teachers. As the authors themselves point out, proof of concept will come through the development of tools that allow application of the framework in real design situations. Work has also begun on exploring the compatibility of the framework with existing standards, including Learning Design
.
Clearly a framework of this kind is useful largely through its capacity to point practitioners towards examples of good practice, of the kind that are most likely to be relevant to their needs. The project team therefore recommends that the framework should be used not only to develop a generic planning tool but also to link categories and scenarios with ‘real world’ case studies. Recommendations for the next phase of work include:

· Validation of the categories of the framework through consultation and against existing case study resources

· Development of criteria for selection and classification of case studies

· Liaison with standards bodies

· Further development of the proposed planning tool.
At present the framework falls half-way between an open-ended description of practice – in which key features are identified and exemplary scenarios are given – and a closed/structured description – in which the way key features are described is limited to a specific data range or controlled vocabulary. The former would allow greater ownership by practitioners and flexibility in use; the latter would allow more powerful conclusions to be drawn about the relations between features of practice and learning outcomes. It would also allow the framework to be mapped much more closely to existing standards such as Learning Design. 

The challenge is therefore to develop the existing framework, possibly in two different directions
, to maximise its usefulness in practice.
4. The needs of practitioners 

Throughout the first six months of the strand, a process of consultation with the key stakeholders has taken place. This has been carried out primarily through a specially constituted Experts Group, representing practitioners in HE, FE and ACL, elearning specialists and the elearning research community. The experts have met face to face on two occasions and take part in online discussion about the programme’s progress and issues arising from its work. Other sources of data were consultation questionnaires circulated at key learning and elearning events in the UK.
Outcomes of this process have been continually used to develop the activities of the programme. Without claiming that the consultation sample has been in any way representative of opinion in the post-16 context, a number of issues have been consistently identified that are relevant to the subject of this paper
.

There was general agreement on the need for a ‘common framework for describing practice’, but what was meant by this was not always clear. One participant insisted that ‘standard English will do’, while others clearly had a more structured and formalised set of relations in mind. There were requests for ‘mappings’ of ‘theory onto practice’, of ‘educational problems onto effective solutions’, and of ‘learning outcomes onto learning activities’. All these support the programme’s initial investment in developing a practice framework.

However, several participants were vocal in opposition to the idea of a ‘toolkit’ in which these mappings were carried out on behalf of practitioners and presented to them as proven guides rather than conceptual associations. One stated that ‘people are more important than toolkits’, while others pointed to the work already done in this area – especially by metadata projects – without any obvious impact on practice. 
In terms of programme outcomes, the most common request was for guidance tools to support designing for learning. These should be sensitive to (i.e. allow practitioners to take into account): learning outcomes; needs and prior knowledge/skills of learners; availability and suitability of learning tools; and subject area or domain.
One set of responses indicated that these outcomes should be:

· communicated in a very accessible way, e.g. ‘bite-sized’

· adapted to specific users and contextualised: ‘just-in-time, just-for-me’

· in the form of ready-to-use tools and toolkits (such as the planning tool envisaged by the ‘models’ study)
However, another set of respondents preferred outcomes to be:

· rich, multi-sensory, engaging

· exemplary rather than directive (i.e. case studies rather than toolkits)

· based on communities of practice (online discussion, mentoring, collaborative development and adaptation) rather than desktop applications or services.
These divergent requirements may represent a fundamental divide in the stakeholder community, possibly between elearning specialists and ‘chalk-face’ practitioners with limited time to reflect on their approach to learning. Or they may represent contradictory needs of practitioners at different times and at different stages of their career.
Taking account of both sets of responses, there is a demand for a formal framework to inform learning design tools and toolkits, as outlined in the previous section. At the same time the limits of this framework should be acknowledged. Rather than being seen as an end in itself, it could be seen as a reference point for developing richer accounts of practice, with greater opportunity to explore the issue of ‘effectiveness’ in different contexts. These accounts, perhaps in the form of case studies or developmental materials, could be owned by the communities that produced them – subject networks, institutions, regions, specialist professional networks etc – and would be most useful in this context. Through a shared descriptive schema, however, these examples would be available to practitioners in other contexts. The process of developing and populating the framework with examples from practice would offer opportunities for the more open-ended discussions, refinements, critiques, adaptations, and conceptual debates that the specialist communities expect. 

Another clear indication was that work on ‘designing for learning’ should be complemented by and integrated with work on ‘understanding my learning’ that would consider issues and offer guidance from the learner’s perspective. For example, the collation of practice models could be accompanied by a study into how learners understand their learning, and this could feed into the design of reflective tools such as e-portfolios. Work on developing capacity among staff could be accompanied by work on developing learners’ information literacy, access and entitlement to technologies.
Again with the needs of learners in mind, a cluster of responses concerned the need for differentiation, accessibility and special needs to be taken into account in the development of new systems and standards.
There was particular interest in the role of peer and vicarious learning, including peer assessment. How could communication technologies help learners to collaborate, mentor and learn informally from one another? What role can new mobile and ‘e-living’ technologies play in this? There was also a demand for research into the impact of different modes of assessment.
Good practice exemplars were requested in emergent technologies, such as the use of wireless and mobile devices, as well as increasingly established technologies such as electronic whiteboards and VLEs. 

Although it was understood that this was not a primary aim of the programme, many consultants felt that the elearning programme could not ignore the impact of institutional policy on practitioners’ capacity to engage with new approaches. In particular, practitioners needed real career incentives, time set aside for their own development, and the support of expert champions and peers. 
Engaging practitioners will require outcomes that are relevant to their daily problems, especially class size, the burden of assessment and administration, meeting demands of quality assurance, and dealing with diverse needs of learners.

5. Moving on practice 

Alongside the various consultation activities, the strand funded a systematic review of resources and services already available to develop elearning practice. The aim was to determine what kinds of outcome were most likely to be actually adopted and embedded into learning and teaching, as well as to identify and exploit existing resources. It was not assumed that the process of modelling practice, and developing tool-kits based on those models, would offer the best or only way forward.
The study
 identified three key processes that needed to be supported: 
· Representing and sharing knowledge (creating artefacts that represent an understanding of a concept / process)

· Developing individuals (supporting people to do something new or differently)

· Developing organisations (supporting wider change in communities or organisations)

This fits in well with the outcomes of consultation, i.e. that alongside models, frameworks and representations of practice there needed to be support for champions and mentors in departments, and for people-led development opportunities including at the whole-organisation level.
The study team went on to conduct a systematic review of existing ‘interventions in practice’, classifying these as content resources, enabling tools, institutional activities, and national services. These reviews raised a number of important issues for the funders of services to support elearning practice
, principally concerning the need for greater user requirements analysis and impact evaluation. 
As a result of these background reviews, six principles for effective intervention were identified.

Usability: Interventions should have a clearly defined user base, use language appropriate to those users, be known of by those users, and be functionally accessible to those users.
Contextualisation:  Practitioners continue to favour interventions which are contextualised for them i.e. those which have a clear and explicit statement of purpose; acknowledge the realities of the educational setting; allow practitioners to work on their own real life issues; and take account of the language, values, culture and priorities of their particular community.
Professional learning: Changing practice requires practitioners to learn, specifically to alter their conceptions of teaching and learning through e.g. opportunities to construct their own meanings; learning from experience through reflection; informal learning; problem based learning; action learning; peer supported learning.

Communities: There may be real advantages to working within the existing communities and networks with which practitioners are already affiliated. This links to secondary issues of authenticity and ownership: practitioners should experience interventions as genuinely sharing their concerns, and being provided or supported by people which whom they can identify.
Learning Design: Practitioners need to be supported in engaging with a process that starts with the educational approach. Effective interventions are dependent on an understanding of the curriculum design process and of learning outcomes.
Adaptability: Effective use is influenced by a practitioner’s ability to adapt and reuse the resource; resources must be easily repurposed. Adaptability is closely related to contextualisation: i.e. resources may be well contextualised for a narrow range of situations, or generally adaptable to a wide range of situations.
The study presented a number of deliverables that will be leveraged for practice in the short term. The typology itself not only represents key factors for successful intervention, but also offers a set of examples of how those factors can be realised. The accompanying recommendations
 suggest how the typology can be used by service providers and practitioners to improve elearning practice. They also suggest how the research and development carried out by the project should be taken forward.
A synthesis report
 outlines the research that has gone into the design of the typology, and the four detailed reviews
 offer an overview of different types of intervention – tools, resources, institutional services and national services – with evidence of how each can be effective at moving on practice in elearning.
These outcomes will be applied to the development of the modelling framework and the dissemination of the case studies (reported in the following section), to ensure that outcomes are effectively integrated and embedded into practice. Meanwhile, the research will be followed up by a further study of current practice in designing for learning, to extend our understanding of what the requirements of practitioners are and where interventions can be most effective.
6. Illustrating effective practice
As reported in the consultation exercise, there is a continuing demand for case studies into effective practice in elearning. This is despite the fact that a large number of such studies are already available: for example through Ferl in FE, the Subject Centres in HE, NIACE in ACL, projects funded under previous programmes such as TLTP and FDTL, and institutional initiatives. Rather than simply provide another set of case studies under a similar rubric, it was important to ask what kinds of case studies would really help to move on practice. 
Using the six requirements identified in the previous section, the programme set out to provide case studies that were:
Usable, especially by cross-searching of multiple resources and easy identification of key features. A number of schemas for tagging case studies have been developed (e.g. by Ferl, the SoURCE project) but there is no commonly accepted or easy-to-use system. A draft schema
 has now been developed, based on the work of the modelling project, and is being tested as a template for use by the case study projects.
Contextualised: Because of the many different contexts of learning and teaching practice (e.g. sector, subject area, level and needs of learners, available resources), practitioners either need to search a huge volume of case studies, to ensure finding something relevant to their particular situation, or studies need to be presented in some format that makes contextualisation easier (e.g. by being adaptable as below).
Adaptable, for example by being capable of segregation into different components, some of which may be adopted immediately into a new contexts, and others of which may need to be adapted or ignored. A schema of the kind outlined will obviously be useful in componentising case studies: however, componentisation may compromise their richness and narrative coherence.
Designed to support professional learning: Features of a ‘learning case study’ are that it should: address the key concerns and motivations of professionals; be analytical rather than merely descriptive; be clearly exemplary or illustrative of a particular approach
. If they are to have any developmental impact they should also provide an outline evaluation of the difficulties and opportunities encountered, and of the impact on key stakeholders.
Owned by the communities that produced them. One approach has already been outlined: that existing networks should develop their own case studies and exemplars within a common framework. Once submitted, case studies need to have a continuing life in use, for example through discussion, (re)presentation, adaptation and comment.
Finally, case studies need to focus on the issues that are of relevance to learning design, i.e. those features identified in the modelling project: learner roles and needs, available tools and resources, subject domain, generic learning outcome, teaching approach, and (sequence of) learning tasks. 
In pursuit of these objectives, has funded two initial case study projects, one of which has now completed. The case studies deal with, respectively, ‘effective practice in elearning’ and ‘innovative practice in elearning’. The twenty case studies will be published in forms designed to help practitioners assess and adopt the lessons of each case into their own work with learners. Five of the twenty will be illustrated with video clips, to provide a richer medium for communicating the learning and teaching experience. At the same time these projects will develop and pilot the template for describing case studies. 
In the future it is planned to explore how an evolved template might be used to allow cross-searching of existing case study resources, to promote the development of more effective case study formats, and to identify gaps in coverage of the relevant practices and issues.
7. Supportive tools and systems 
Since well before the launch of the LD specification in 2003 there have been efforts to develop tools and systems that can support the process of learning design in practice. The first such system to be widely used by teachers is the Learning Activity Management System
 (LAMS). Strictly speaking this is not LD-compliant but it is ‘inspired by’ the thinking behind the specification
. Other systems in development include Edubox, Eduplone Learning Sequence, the Coppercore run-time engine and the Learning Design engine of the ReLOAD project. Design tools offered within virtual learning environments such as BlackBoard and Lobster also fulfil many of the same functions without being fully LD compliant. These tools have been reviewed and compared in a Review of Learning Design: Concept, Specifications and Tools
 carried out for the elearning and pedagogy strand.
Following the review of tools, which focused on basic functionality, an evaluation programme has been drawn up to investigate these tools in use. In the first instance this has focused on LAMS as the system at the most advanced stage of development, but it is hoped that the evaluation will uncover some general issues for learning design, and provide some generally applicable research tools. 
Forty practitioners from UK HE, FE and ACL institutions have been recruited and trained in the use of LAMS. Data is being collected through structured questionnaires, interviews, focus groups and observations, over a six-month period covering pre-exposure through the use of LAMS in real learning contexts. The key question for evaluation is:
Does LAMS support effective practice in designing for learning?

Effective practice is being evaluated in three areas:
1. Effective outcomes for learners:.

· (To what extent) are planned learning outcomes achieved?
· Is the learner experience otherwise enhanced (e.g. in terms of motivation, participation, enjoyment, collaboration)

· Are new kinds of learning experience supported?
2. A process that is acceptable to practitioners:
· Does LAMS support or enhance their preferred pedagogic approach?

· Does LAMS enable the design of appropriate learning tasks?
· Does the use of LAMS make acceptable demands on their time, interest and skills?
3. A means of sharing (and reflecting on?) practice 
· Does the use of LAMS allow sharing and dialogue with other practitioners (and enhanced opportunities for reflection?)

· Does the use of LAMS allow efficient re-use of components (activities or sequences)?
The study is in its early days and obviously outcomes for learners cannot yet be assessed. In terms of the second two areas of evaluation, there are some brief indications from pre-trial questionnaires and interviews
:
· Practitioners value the explicit emphasis on planning and orchestrating learning activities, which they feel is missing in traditional VLEs.

· The graphical interface to the planning process seems to support both practical planning and general reflection on learning design.

· Several participants felt that the tool itself was insufficient to support good learning design without further guidance on effective sequences and activities.
· Some participants had difficulty with what they perceived as the ‘linearity’ or structural constraints of LAMS. Particularly in HE and ACL, this was thought inappropriate for learners who might be asked to use a range of tools and resources in a fairly self-directed fashion
.
· The system seemed to actively promote opportunities for vicarious learning, peer learning, and formative assessment, chiefly through the emphasis on collaborative and participative learning tools.

· The use of LAMS was seen as an opportunity to encourage or even require participation from all learners in a group (again, through the focus on collaborative tools). Several referred to anonymity of contribution as a potential advantage in this context.

· LAMS might eventually save practitioner time through re-use of sequences, and in assessment through the ease of submission and tracking, and the use of peer feedback.

· In the short term, however, there were concerns about the time required to learn the necessary skills (as with any new system), and about the potentially high demand for feedback from learners.
These findings are indicative only, as they were gathered at training days before participants had actually used the system with learners. LAMS will also be evaluated in teacher training, and the evaluation process will be extended to other tools as they become available for trial. 
Just as practice can be transmitted without being explicitly represented
 practice can be supported by computer systems without being explicitly modelled in those systems. This is evident from the widespread pedagogical use of tools that have not been developed for learning – electronic microscopes, database technologies, word processors, presentation technologies, gaming and voting devices, mobile phones etc. Alongside tools specifically intended for learning design, then, it was decided to investigate tools that might support the practice of designing for learning, regardless of whether they were based on an explicit LD model or standard. Tools that fit this definition include:

· electronic whiteboards – used for orchestration of learning activities in face to face teaching 

· word documents and templates – used for lesson planning

· mindmapping tools – used as design aids by teachers and learning designers

· instructional systems design protocols – used as ‘how-to’ guides by learning designers and curriculum developers
· best practice guidelines – such as QA documentation and CPD frameworks

Investigating how these and other tools are used will form a strand of the research study into current practice in designing for learning, outlined at the end of section 6.
8. Dissemination and embedding
The outcomes of the strand to date are being disseminated to the various JISC constituencies as follows.
1. A publication for practitioners, entitled ‘Effective practice with elearning’, will present summary findings of the models study and the first ten case studies
.
2. Beginning in late 2004, a series of workshops will be held collaboratively with other agencies, including the RSCs, TechDis, CETIS and the HE Subject Centres. These will cascade the findings of the ‘designing for learning’ strand to developers and practitioners in the form of usable templates and tools, and a workshop pack for institutional use.
3. This report and other appropriate summaries will be circulated via the JISC web site, along with the original deliverables from each of the funded projects.

4. A number of academic articles are in preparation under the leadership of the project teams. Findings will continue to be presented at national conferences and events.
Outcomes and recommendations are also being circulated to other JISC programmes and services.
1. Where possible they will be used to provide or scope user requirements analyses (especially for the Frameworks and Distributed eLearning strands);
2. Again, where appropriate, they will be used to provide pedagogical context for technical development projects (especially for the Frameworks and Distributed eLearning strands)

3. Work will be taken forward in partnership with JISC services and existing JISC partners (especially CETIS, the DfES, BeCTA and the HE Academy).

4. Outcomes of the practitioners’ study will be made available to service managers to help ensure that their deliverables have maximum impact on elearning practice.

9. Conclusions: recommendations and further work
The recommendations of the initial reviews (Beetham 2004 and Britain 2004) have already been taken forward in the form of workplans and ITTs for the ‘designing for learning’ strand.
The recommendations of the modelling study include:
1. To develop a template and ‘standard’ for the production of further case studies to enrich the modelling framework. An alternative would be a series of case study development projects, for example working with the HE subject centres and RSCs, to identify and describe examples of good practice using the common template. This would have the added advantage that the case studies would be owned by the community providing and using them.
2. To undertake a detailed review of existing case study resources. This would allow the programme to identify the distribution of pedagogic approaches already in use. There would also be an opportunity to validate the modelling framework against those features widely represented in case study materials and even to provide a template and process for re-description of existing resources. A review of this kind might be politically sensitive, given that existing resources are owned by a range of bodies with their own remits and agendas. However, work could be carried out in conjunction with 1. to ensure closer alignment of templates for describing case studies, with the eventual aim of using this to provide wider access to effective practice resources.
3. To develop the demonstrated ‘planning tool’ as a working system. The study team has been awarded funding under the Distributed eLearning Programme to take this forward and will continue to work with the Pedagogy team to ensure the tool remains focused on the needs of practitioners and their learners.

4. To liaise with standards bodies. This work is already being taken forward by the programme team in consultation with CETIS and the Teaching and Learning Research Programme. A draft mapping table and representative vocabularies have been drawn up, taking into account the work of the modelling project. It remains to be negotiated who should fund and carry out the work of mapping standards to existing structured vocabularies, and developing new resources where necessary.

5. To further refine the mapping tables, in collaboration with the case study teams. This work is being carried out with funding that was allocated but not spent in the initial funding round.
Recommendations from the interim report of the LTRI, London Metropolitan University case studies team were taken into account by the modelling study. Outcomes from the Netskills case studies team have been incorporated into the Effective practice with elearning publication. The ongoing case study teams now have a template, based on the modelling framework, to use and validate in the course of their research.
The recommendations of the practice study fall into two parts: recommendations for embedding of existing outputs, and recommendations for further research. In the first category, the JISC is encouraged:
1. To disseminate the typology to service providers and developers.

2. To further develop the typology to provide a planning tool with links to case studies in effective intervention.

3. To recommend JISC service and project managers use the typology to plan and evaluate their deliverables, especially to ensure contextualisation for different audiences.

Recommendations for further research focus on identifying what kinds of intervention have been most successful at helping practitioners to move on their practice in elearning. 
4. To validate (and amend) the existing typology of effective practice, and enrich it with links to examples that have proven value. This research could be carried out on a small scale in developing the planning tool (recommendation 2). 

5. To investigate the practice and process of ‘designing for learning’, in order to better understand user requirements. This research could be carried out in conjunction with the LAMS evaluation study, below.
6. To conduct more general research into evaluating the impact of development practices and services.
7. To conduct more general research into how resources such as case studies are being used, and whether features such as video clips, interviews with practitioners, annotations etc make them more usable in practice.
The relative paucity of evidence in these last two areas, as revealed by the study, is something that the JISC certainly ought to address; but more general research may require additional sources of funding.

The LAMS evaluation study has now been taken over by a research team based at the University of Oxford. 36 participants have been enrolled and trained in the use of LAMS, and have completed initial questionnaires. Many of these participants plan to cascade the use of LAMS to others at their host institutions, so the study will be able to investigate the system in use across a wide range of subject and sector contexts.

It is too early to make any recommendations based on the findings of this study, but work to date suggests that the following parallel studies would also be valuable: 
· use of LAMS in initial and continued teacher training (especially its role in representing the process and sharing the outcomes of learning design);
· other LD-based systems that are becoming available for use, as identified in the initial Review;

· the process of learning design more generally, regardless of the tools and systems used. This relates closely to recommendation 5. from the practice study.
· Development of use cases, to be used by the Frameworks strand for formal user requirements analysis.

The evaluation study is also making use of the case study template for describing instances of LAMS in use, as a further means of validation.
The most significant new work indicated under the ‘designing for learning’ theme is a review of vocabularies and taxonomies relevant to learning design, initially to be conducted in collaboration with CETIS. The aim is to investigate the possibility of mapping the practice-oriented modelling framework to the stricter standards and specifications used by the designers of elearning tools and systems. The Teaching and Learning Research Programme of the ESRC, working in collaboration with the DfES and the British Education Index, has already scoped work in this area: it is suggested that any new work be held off until discussions can be held with the TLRP.
Finally, a major investment of time is required to critically reflect on, synthesise and communicate the outcomes of this theme, and to make sure they are effectively integrated with existing sources of advice on best practice. The rich resources that have already been developed (see Appendix B) will be wasted if effort is not invested here. It is proposed that a small number of consultants, drawn initially from the funded projects and the experts’ group, should contribute to this work on an as-needed basis.
10. Understanding my learning
Having developed a number of practitioner-focused outcomes, we are now in a position to develop a plan of work for the complementary theme, which will have a learner perspective. These are:

Year 04/05
1. Research review

· Outline existing research into learner perceptions of elearning 

· Scope effective form and process for national learner consultation 

2. Learner consultation 

· To take place from February to July 2005
· The methodology will be both broad/shallow and narrow/deep, to capture the learner perspective in detail (including observational/ethnographic work).
· In collaboration with the Distributed eLearning and Frameworks strands, to ensure that outcomes can be leveraged for requirements analysis in both areas.

Year 05/06

3. e-assessment

· Further work on e-assessment and e-portfolios will be scoped with the e-portfolio project, MLEs for lifelong learning project, and the CRA
4. Mobile technologies

· Research into the use of mobile technologies and other ‘e-living’ technologies will continue,  in light of recommendations from the OU-based case studies project and in conjunction with the innovations strand
5. Accessibility
· Work on access, accessibility and differentiation will be scoped collaboratively with Techdis.
Appendix A: Scope and definitions

This section defines the terms elearning, effective practice, designing for learning, learning design, Learning Design Specification, learning activity, learning task, learning sequence and pedagogical approach as used in this document, and outlines the scope of the elearning and pedagogy strand in exploring the implications of these terms for practice.

elearning is defined as 

learning facilitated and supported through the use of information and communications technologies (ICTs)
’.
The strand is concerned with all post-compulsory learning contexts – HE, FE, and adult and community learning (ACL) – in which ICT could be deployed. With ICTs increasingly available in the learning environment, the decision to use a particular technology may be made very late in the planning process, including ‘on the fly’ in response to issues that arise in the course of a session. Learners may use a number of different technologies, integrated with face to face activities, and may even be allowed to choose whether and how they use ICTs for a particular activity. Of course some technologies have a profound impact on the learning process, but elearning is increasingly difficult to define separately from learning in the broadest sense. 

Similarly, judgements about effective practice in elearning
 are based on the same criteria as judgements about effective practice in learning generally. These are principally the impact on learners i.e. the achievement of intended learning outcomes, and other outcomes such as motivation, engagement, enjoyment and general progression. Effectiveness can also be evaluated in relation to impact on practitioners themselves, i.e. the demands a particular practice makes on their time, development needs, professional resources, motivation and relationships with learners. Organisational considerations such as resource management, workforce development, infrastructural investment etc are also of concern insofar as they impact on the learning and teaching environment, but they are dealt with separately by many other initiatives
.

The use of particular ICTs per se will have a variable impact on learners and practitioners, from negligible to profound, depending on the context of use. It is assumed that decisions about ICT use are taken in conjunction with decisions about other facets of practice such as content, outcome, environment, activity, and it is the practice as a whole that is judged effective or otherwise. 

Designing for learning is defined for the purposes of this programme as:

designing, planning, orchestrating and supporting learning activities as part of a learning session or programme.

Designing for learning is known to be carried out by a range of professional practitioners
 including:

· Curriculum teams and learning designers, working to the requirements of a programme specification or an accrediting body.

· Learning and teaching practitioners (lecturers, tutors, professors, teachers etc), working within a given curriculum.

· Instructional designers and learning resource professionals, designing and sourcing content to support a specific unit of learning.

· Developers, champions and learning technology specialists, helping all of the above to design more effectively for learners’ needs.

In some organisational contexts (e.g. a typical adult education course), these roles may all be performed by a single individual, while in others (e.g. a large-scale distance delivery course at the UK Open University) each role may be performed by a substantial team. It may even be misleading to speak of ‘designing’ in contexts where the process is based less on conscious heuristics and protocols than on received wisdom and ‘know how’. Nevertheless, the demands of the Quality Assurance bodies and the professionalisation of teaching in the UK post-16 sector have meant an increasingly formal approach to these activities. The term ‘designing for learning’ is intended to apply to learning in face to face, blended or distance modes, and regardless of the ICTs in use.

The term learning design has a narrower definition than this, associated with a specific field of theory and practice that has evolved from instructional systems design (ISD). ISD is an educational specialism of information design, which has strong leanings towards cognitive and systems science. Its main application has been the design of learning materials and systems: its strengths are particularly evident in distance delivery and self-directed contexts, where it can ‘design in’ some of the cognitive scaffolding that would otherwise be provided by face to face interactions. Learning design focuses instead on learning activities and on the sequence in which activities are carried out.

Closely related to the field of LD in this narrower sense has been the development of the IMS Learning Design specification. This specification allows sequences of learning-related interactions to be expressed in technical terms, and so shared, re-used and delivered using standards-based systems such as virtual learning environments. Developed principally at the Open University of the Netherlands, it is a continuation of the Educational Modelling Language project, which was developed to provide a common means of describing learning activities based on the concepts of role, environment and interaction.
The funding programme will naturally examine whether ‘learning design’ in either of its narrower senses has a role to play in supporting effective practice in ‘designing for learning’, but makes no assumption that this is necessarily the case.

In exploring the issues raised by learning design as a field, and designing for learning as a practice, it quickly becomes necessary to clarify what is meant by a learning activity and the closely related term learning task. Significant evidence exists that effective learning in a formal (instructional) setting should revolve around learning tasks or activities with planned outcomes
. Even when learning is clearly content-focused, it is now understood to involve an active, constructive stance on the part of the learner, whether that stance is supported by progressive micro-tasks, by ongoing dialogue (e.g. with a tutor), or by constructive habits of learning already acquired
.  
Few theorists would disagree with the axioms offered by Koper
 in developing the original Educational Modelling Language:

· A person learns by (inter)acting with the external world

· The (external) world consists of personal and social situations, which provide the context for action.

In EML and subsequently IMS LD, ‘activities’ are defined as a person in a specified role, carrying out a specified action in a specified environment (which includes the elements such as content, services, facilities, tools). The formal nature of this definition allows activities to be expressed and subsequently supported in real time within a computer-based system
. 

However, for this to be a learning interaction it must result in some change in the learner’s cognitive, meta-cognitive, affective, psycho-motor or connative (attitudinal) state. To the notions of person, interaction and situation (or environment) it seems necessary to add an element of intention or motivation to change. In an instructional context the intention is typically provided by a teacher in the form of a task
 with an intended learning outcome or (in the LD specification) the ‘learning objective’. 
Learning may be more or less self-motivated, and learners will bring their own intentions and motivations to the situation
 which may lead to unplanned outcomes, or interfere with the achievement of the planned outcome. However, there are many difficulties in representing these intentions, and the complex, evolving interpersonal situation in which they arise. Because the focus of this strand is on designing for learning, a pragmatic decision was taken to focus on those aspects of the learning situation that come under practitioners’ direct control, and about which they can make meaningful decisions in planning. Therefore the strand is primarily concerned with the design of different learning tasks i.e. learning activities as seen from the planning perspective of practitioners, with intended outcomes that can be stated in the context of a formal curriculum. 

A definition of learning activity can therefore be given as:

an interaction between a learner or learners and a environment (optionally including content resources, tools and instruments, computer systems and services, ‘real world’ events and objects) that is carried out in response to a task with an intended learning outcome.

An important feature of LD is that the sequence in which activities are carried out is considered to be particularly relevant to the educational effectiveness of the unit of learning. In the narrow sense of learning design, and in the LD specification, a learning design (noun) is a designated sequence of interactions, constituting a workflow
. The workflow can be uncoupled from the specific content of the interactions (i.e. the learning resources referenced, the topics of discussion, or the content of questions and tasks set by the teacher) to provide a sequence shell that can be re-used with other content.

The closest equivalent to the sequence in the general practice of learning and teaching is probably the lesson plan. Initial teacher training in post-compulsory contexts, as well as in schools teaching, encourages the use of lesson plans to ensure that each session remains focused on the planned learning outcomes. In UK FE there is also a fairly well-established practice of teachers adopting and adapting pre-designed lesson plans, for example through the National Learning Network
. However, there is no evidence of generic lesson plans being developed and shared without specific subject content, nor that there is any demand for these.

Whether formally expressed or not, lesson plans represent practitioners’ understanding of what outcomes are appropriate in a given learning context, and what tasks will help their learners to achieve them. This understanding can be termed a practitioner’s pedagogical approach or the practice model for a particular instance of learning. Practice models were defined in the initial Review as:

distinct but comparable approaches among which practitioners, working in a specific context, might make an informed choice. 
These models should represent those factors of most relevance to the activity of designing for learning, and should use language and conventions likely to be familiar to practitioners. 
In an ideal world, practitioners would select from a range of approaches based on the specific needs of their learners, the demands of the curriculum, and the teaching tools available to them. Effective approaches would be known through educational theory, the experience of colleagues, and critical reflection on their own practice. However, in a highly pressurised teaching environment, short-cuts to effective approaches are constantly in demand. This is particularly true with new approaches that practitioners may not previously have encountered. 

It is intuitively attractive therefore to offer different approaches in the form of sequences that can quickly be adopted into practice. The Review
 suggests eight general approaches and the generic sequences that they imply. However, most of these approaches could equally validly be expressed as quite different sequences, and many approaches exist that cannot readily be expressed as sequences at all. Approaches to learning involve beliefs, values and cultural norms, and these operate not only at the level of sequence design but also at the level of content and task design, allocation of resources, forms of dialogue between teachers and learners, locus of control in learning tasks, and definition of desirable outcomes. Neither lesson plans nor individual learning activities are designed without these factors coming into play.

Further elaboration of the concepts of approach, model and sequence are given in section 2. on learning models.
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Beetham H (2004) Draft schema for describing instances of elearning practice
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Conole G (2004) Report on the effectiveness of tools for elearning 

Fowler C and Mayes T (2004) Mapping Theory to Practice and Practice to Tool functionality based on the Practitioners’ perspective
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JISC (2004) Effective Practice with eLearning
Littlejohn A (2004) The Effectiveness of Resources, Tools and Support Services used by Practitioners in Designing and Delivering ELearning Activities: Final Report
Littlejohn A and McGill L (2004) Report for eLearning and pedagogy research study: effective resources for elearning
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Oliver M (2004) Assessing the relevance of the review of elearning theories, frameworks and models and the mapping table to evaluators
Oliver M (2004) Effective support for elearning within institutions

Ravenscroft A et al (2004) Initial Interim Report: Case Studies in elearning practice to support the elearning and pedagogy programme 
Scott J (2004) Assessing the relevance of the review of elearning theories, frameworks and models and the mapping table to designers
Sharpe R (2004) A typology of effective interventions to support elearning practice
Sharpe R and Oliver M (2004) Recommendations arising from the research study into the effectiveness of resources, tools and support services used by practitioners in designing and delivering elearning activities

� Beetham H (2004) Review: developing e-Learning Models for the JISC Practitioner Communities


� JISC/UCISA (2003). See also Britain S and Liber O (2004), Framework for the Pedagogical Evaluation of Virtual Learning Tools’, which provided an important context for the work of this programme.


� Britain S and Liber O (2004) Ibid 


� DfES (2003): 56. Symptomatic of this demand among practitioners has been the success of Gilly Salmon’s book, e-tivities (2002).


� Cullen J et al (2002) Review of Current Pedagogic Research and Practice in the fields of Post-Compulsory Education and Lifelong Learning, ESRC.


� Learning Design v1.0 : www.imsglobal.org/learningdesign/index.cfm. See also SCORM’s Content Aggregation Model and Run-Time Environment for learning objects: � HYPERLINK "http://www.adlnet.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=scormabt" ��www.adlnet.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=scormabt�, the IMS LIP and Enterprise standards www.imsglobal.org/.: also Simple Sequencing and open architectures such as Zope. There is some evidence that commercial VLEs are moving around to these enterprise standards, allowing more integration of customised components. Both LearnWise and WebCT Vista are exposing APIs to allow custom extension integration work (again see Britain S, 2004).


� See Olivier W (2004), Learning Design: the state of play for an update on the development of LD services for designers and practitioners.


� DfES (2003): 64-7. Examples of this trend include the establishment of the CETIS Learning Design and Pedagogy SIGs, and the number of elearning departments being established in partnership with Education Departments and Learning and Teaching (CPD) Units.


� Beetham H (2004)The E-Learning and Pedagogy Programme: first consultation responses.


� Beetham (2004) Review ibid


� Goodyear and Steeples (2001) take the slightly different approach of defining different ‘levels’ at which modelling is required, e.g. pedagogical ‘philosophy’, ‘strategy’ and ‘tactics’. This presents an interesting complement to the approach suggested here.


� References in Beetham (2004) Review ibid, appendix 7


� While this casts doubt on the capacity of the LD specification to act as a complete framework for modelling learning and teaching practice, it should of course be pointed out that this is not the primary purpose of the specification, or of its precursor EML. Rather they aim to enable representation and sharing of sequences of interaction or workflows in a learning system.


� Which might be summarised as: granularity, terminological inconsistency, problems of context, problems of value, non-articulated expertise, ownership of descriptions… (see Beetham (2004) Review ibid)


� Mayes T and de Freitas S (2004) Review of e-Learning Theories, Frameworks and Models


� A similar set of classificatory terms is used in Cullen et al (2002). There is an interesting parallel in Koper’s (2001) paper on the pedagogical background to the Educational Modelling Language. He follows Greeno, Collins and Resnick (1996) in distinguishing 3 basic types of learning meta-model: empiricist (behaviourist/associative), rationalist (cognitivist/constructive) and socio-historic (pragmatic/situative). A recent survey of learning theories by Ravenscroft (ref) places these three viewpoints in a historical perspective, arguing that there were two significant paradigm shifts during the twentieth century: from associative to constructive theories of learning, after Piaget, Pask and Bruner; and from individualist to social theories of learning, after Vygostky, Daniels, Lave and Wenger.


� Oliver M (2004) Assessing the relevance of the review of elearning theories, frameworks and models and the mapping table to evaluators


� Fowler C and Mayes T (2004) Mapping Theory to Practice and Practice to Tool functionality based on the Practitioners’ perspective


� Outcomes of this exercise are reported in Ravenscroft A et al (2004) Initial Interim Report : Case Studies in elearning practice to support the elearning and pedagogy programme


� Scott J (2004) Assessing the relevance of the review of elearning theories, frameworks and models and the mapping table to designers


� Conole G (2004) Report on the effectiveness of tools for elearning


� Littlejohn A and McGill M (2004) Report for elearning and pedagogy research study: 


effective resources for elearning


� Scott J (2004) and ongoing work with CETIS.


� This work has already begun: see Beetham H (2004) Integrated mapping tables for describing elearning practice and Beetham H (2004) Summary of vocabularies and taxonomies for elearning.


� These are reported in detail in Beetham (2004) First consultation responses ibid


� Sharpe R (2004) A typology of effective interventions to support elearning practice


� Franklin T (2004) Research Study on National Services used by Practitioners in Designing and Delivering E-learning Activities; Oliver M (2004) Effective support for elearning within institutions


� Sharpe R and Oliver M (2004) Recommendations arising from the research study into the effectiveness of resources, tools and support services used by practitioners in designing and delivering elearning activities


� Littlejohn A (2004) The Effectiveness of Resources, Tools and Support Services used by Practitioners in Designing and Delivering E-Learning Activities: Final Report


� By Conole, Franklin, Littlejohn and McGill, and Oliver, ibidem. Note that the reports on tools and resources also provide typologies that are of significance to the modelling project and are being taken forward in conjunction with these outcomes.


� Beetham H (2004) Draft schema for describing instances of elearning practice


� Criteria offered by Agnes Kukulska-Hulme of the Open University IET, in the context of her case studies project.


� See www.lamsinternational.com


� See Dalziel (2004) ref for a discussion of the difficulties he identified in instantiating the LD specification in the LAMS system; and Olivier (2004) for a response.


� Britain S (2004) A Review of Learning Design: Concept, Specifications and Tools


� Full evaluation of these issues is beyond the scope of this project, but is clearly an essential aspect of any evaluation of LAMS. The present study will attempt a thorough, high quality evaluation of practitioner experience and an indicative evaluation of learner experience, indicating issues for further research. 


� Francis RJ (draft) Initial Report on the Evaluation of LAMS for JISC. This summary focuses on items of more general interest to the development of learning design tools.


� Could the orchestration of activities, supported by LAMS and the LD specification generally, be made available to learners as well as to practitioners?


� De Waal (2003) The Ape and the Sushi Master describes how complex tasks can be learned through exposure to expert practice without explicit instruction. The Vygotskian concept of legitimate peripheral participation is similar.


� JISC (2004) Effective Practice with eLearning


� ILT is the term used in the further education sector to refer to the application of IT and ICT to running the core business of the organisation – learning and teaching, the management of information and business systems and resources within the learning environment to enable successful learning (Demonstrating Transformation, Becta, 2003).


� The obligatory use of the term ‘learning’ in discussions of pedagogy make it necessary to clarify that this refers  to the effectiveness of the practitioner rather than the learner. However, as indicated elsewhere in this section, support for practitioner skills in the ‘designing for learning’ strand will be complemented by support for learner skills in the ‘personalised learning’ strand.


� E.g.


� The focus on practitioners in the ‘designing for learning’ theme will be complemented by a second theme, ‘understanding my learning’, which will investigate similar issues from the learner perspective. This will include: surveys of learner perceptions about their learning and elearning; evaluation and support for the development of new study tools such as e-portfolios; research into the use of mobile technologies and other ‘e-living’ technologies in the classroom; review into key learner differences and special needs, and work with the accessibility body TechDis.


� Goodyear and Steeples make a useful distinction between learning tasks, which are designed in advance (typically by a tutor or instructional designer) with specific learning outcomes in mind; and learning activities, which are performed by the learner(s) in the real time and the actual situation of learning, and which may include actions and outcomes not anticipated by the task designer.


� For an interpretation of activity-centred learning in an elearning context see Salmon 2002, Jochems et al 2003. The emerging consensus around constructivism has been charted by Jonassen & Land (2000).


� Koper (2001) Modelling Units of Study from a Pedagogical Perspective: the pedagogical meta-model behind EML: available at http://eml.ou.nl/introduction /articles.pdf


� Note that in LAMS, the difference between the teacher’s interface or design view, and the learner’s interface or run-time view, corresponds exactly to this distinction between task and activity.


� There is much interesting research taking place into the complex phenomena that are learning activities, for example in the fields of Activity Theory and Networked Learning. The intention is not to discount the value of this research but to acknowledge that activities have different meanings for their different participants.  From the learning design perspective, learners can too easily be considered only in terms of their success or failure in meeting the planned outcomes for a task. For this reason, a completely separate strand of the elearning and pedagogy programme will focus on learner perspectives.


� In the cognitive tradition, Maslow’s hierarchy of needs states that the drive for learning is readily displaced by other drives such as hunger, tiredness, boredom or fear of embarrassment. In the socio-cultural tradition, the meaning of social action, even in a highly formal situation such as a lecture, is seen as negotiated by the participants in the course of their interaction. Its meaning cannot therefore be fully expressed in terms of the plans, intentions and motivations of individuals. Both traditions emphasise the peril of assuming that ‘motivation to learn’ can be expressed as a simple measure.


� The use of terms such as workflow and use case reflect LD’s continuity with ISD.


� A recent evaluation report (� HYPERLINK "http://www.nln.ac.uk/materials/Downloads/pdf/evaluation_report.pdf" ��http://www.nln.ac.uk/materials/Downloads/pdf/evaluation_report.pdf�) found that 


� Beetham H (2004) Review: developing elearning models for the JISC practitioner community: Appendix 3
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