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Aims

Mod4L aimed to develop a range of practice models that can be used by practitioners in real life contexts and have a high impact on improving teaching and learning practice. Practice models describe a range of learning designs that are found to be effective, and offer guidance on their use.  They support sharing, reuse and adaptation of learning designs by teachers, and also the development of tools, standards and systems for planning, editing and running the designs.

However effective a learning design may be, it can only be shared with others through a representation.  They must convey the information that teachers need in a form that the teachers can understand.  Thus practice models should be both representations of effective practice, and effective representations of practice
Information gathering
The project took a practitioner-centred approach, working in close collaboration with a focus group of 12 teachers recruited across a range of disciplines and from both FE and HE.  Information was gathered from the focus group through two face to face workshops, and through their contributions to discussions on the project wiki.  This was supplemented by an activity at a JISC pedagogy experts meeting in October 2006, and a part workshop at ALT-C in September 2006.
Outcomes

The project interim report of August 2006 contained the outcomes of the first workshop
.  This workshop focused on issues of sharing and reuse, and on what teachers require of an effective representation.  Findings were that:
· An effective representation for sharing and reuse has not, so far, been developed, even in FE where sharing and reuse are institutional norms

· The amount and structure of information required to reuse a learning design is too complex for a single representation.  Multiple representations are necessary.

· Representations also need to support multiple levels of granularity, with the ability to drill down through any component to further detail.  Detail provided in this way might include location of resources, video or audio clips, reflective notes, key points for delivery, etc.

· Different representations are suited to different purposes, communities and audiences

· Teachers find generic designs generally unhelpful: viewing a design as a static product that represents sequence, orchestration and pedagogic intent, does not give sufficient insight into the dynamic process of instantiation; contextualised examples are better at conveying this information, if only tacitly. 
· Many of the things that teachers most want to know about when assessing designs for reuse, such as rationale, assessment policies, reflection and evaluation, and student outputs and feedback, are scarcely covered, if at all, in most existing representation forms.

· Timings, variation and contingency plans are of crucial importance for teachers instantiating designs, yet are seldom provided for in existing representation forms.
· Even when a representation is broadly teacher-friendly and in a format with which they are familiar, small details of presentation (eg. language, white space, etc) can prove a great barrier to use.
· Electronic representations that support multiple perspectives, drilling down, etc should be in a ubiquitous and interoperable file format.  
The final project report (due January 2007), analyses information from the wiki and the remaining workshops
.  These have focused on the information requirements of representations that support sharing and reuse, and have evaluated nine types of representation against these requirements.  The representation types are: Case studies; video case studies; taxonomies; concept maps; matrices and templates; patterns; flow diagrams; LAMS; AUTC temporal sequences
.
The stages of sharing and reusing learning designs are broken down into:

· Browsing/searching (a repository)

· Choosing a design

· Developin/editing a design

· Instantiating a design

(NB. A fifth stage: reflecting/reviewing and feeding back to repository is not covered explicitly, but can be inferred from the above four stages, and depend on the function/structure of the repository)

The information requirements were grouped into eight types of information: 

· Instantiation: Timing; sequence; case studies; teaching tips; teacher reflection
· Adaptability: Alternative tools, activities, approaches, and resources; granularity

· Pedagogy: Approach; aims; issues; problems; assessment modes

· Discipline: Discipline; subject; content; learning outcomes

· Environment: Physical environment; learning environment tools/technology; delivery mode

· Audience: Level; learner characteristics; class size; accessibility

· Quality:
Peer review; student feedback; student outcomes; ranking; date of publication

· Operational Factors: Cost; time; support/resources required
These are mapped against the stages of reuse at which they are required.  The nine representation types are evaluated against their ability to convey these types of information, and hence their ability to support the stages of sharing and reuse.  

The use of taxonomies, ontologies and controlled vocabularies in conjunction with visual representations such as concept maps or the AUTC temporal sequence is explored in more detail as a potential way forward which might bring together the needs of teachers and technical developers.

Problems & Issues

The initial definition of practice models as generic approaches to the structuring and orchestration of learning activities …[which] support effective practice in design for learning
, with the implication that these would support sharing, reuse and improved teaching practice, appears to pack too many expectations into the one artefact.  Practice models are expected to do at least three things:
· Be generic

· Detail sequence and orchestration

· Inspire teachers to implement them and hence change practice

While there are plenty of examples to show that any two of these requirements can be realised together, achieving all three at once appears to be a holy grail.  We are developing a conceptual understanding of why this proves so difficult, viewing design for learning as a process, or as loosely coupled processes, rather than as a static blueprint. 
Suggestion
The implications of viewing design for learning as a process need investigating.  In particular, it may be more helpful to develop a domain map for learning design, than to try to develop practice models.
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