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1 Introduction

Despite significant enthusiasm among towards developing a language for describing learning designs that will enable sharing and reuse, researchers have yet to find ways to describe practice models so that practitioners in mainstream education can understand and apply them.  This reflects a more general split in the e-learning community between development of e-learning tools, services and standards, and research into how teachers can use these most effectively.
To help bridge this gap, there is a need for practitioner-focused resources describing a range of learning designs and offering guidance on how these may be chosen and applied, how they can support effective practice in design for learning, and how they can support the development of effective tools, standards and systems with a learning design capability (see, for example, Griffiths and Blat 2005, JISC 2006).
The Mod4L project aims to provide such resources as part of the JISC-funded Design for Learning programme.  It is led by the Caledonian Academy at Glasgow Caledonian, and runs from 1 May - 31 December 2006.
Mod4L aims 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. 

The objectives of the project are to:

1. Develop a range of practice models in the form of generic learning designs, exemplars or patterns abstracted from case studies and/or examples of real practice in post-16 and higher education contexts;
2. Map these practice models to one or more conceptual framework(s) e.g. a typology of generic learning activities, educational taxonomies, databases of case studies; 

3. Derive additional practice models to fill any gaps indicated by the conceptual framework(s) chosen;
4. Review ways of representing practice models (eg. Lesson plans, concept maps, LAMS, AUTC Learning Designs), and develop representations of practice models that are meaningful and usable by practitioner communities;
5. Use the representations to make the practice models available to practitioners in an accessible, coherent and usable form, with appropriate guidance on their use;

6. Make these models available to the Pedagogic Planner projects for inclusion in the online planning tool.

This report forms a contribution to objectives 1, 2, and 4.  It represents the outcomes of a practitioner focus group workshop held on 23 June 2006, ongoing discussion with the Mod4L practitioner focus group, and desk study.  
The focus group workshop was attended by twelve practitioners.  They were chosen to represent a range of different disciplines, both FE and HE perspectives, two main stakeholder groups (teachers, and curriculum managers), and a spread across the UK.  This last criterion was not fully met by those who attended the workshop.  However, further work in online discussions will involve a broader range of English practitioners.  Appendix 1 gives details of the makeup of group.  Appendix 2 gives details of the workshop programme and activities.
Practice models can be viewed as generic approaches to the structuring and orchestration of learning activities. They express elements of pedagogic principle and allow practitioners to make informed choices.  To be effective and sustainable practice models should be grounded in authentic practice and represented in ways that are meaningful to practitioners.  In this sense practice models need to be both representations of effective practice (signify successful instances of good practice), and effective representations of practice (have high impact on practice).  The workshop addressed these issues by posing the following research questions:

Collecting case studies, exemplars, representations of effective learning designs
Where are there useful collections of learning designs?

How are the learning designs represented?  How do these representations map against practitioner communities?

How do we know these learning designs are effective?

Characterising effective learning designs

What characteristics of learning designs make them useful to practitioners?  How do these characteristics map against practitioner communities?

Who are the stakeholders in a learning design?  What do they need to know about it?  ie. What needs to be represented in a learning design?

What would an evaluation framework for representations look like?

The outcomes, and their implications for practice models, are discussed in sections 3 and 4, while the consequences for use and reuse of learning designs are considered in section 5.  First, though, we look at definitions of some crucial concepts in the project: “practice model”, “design for learning”,  “learning design”, “effective”., and “representation”
2 Definitions, Concepts and Debates
The JISC Design for Learning funding (JISC 2006) call defined “Design for Learning” as “designing, planning and orchestrating learning activities as part of a learning session or programme”.  A “learning design”
 or “pattern”
 is the outcome of this design process.  It may exist purely in the head of the teacher implementing it but, as pointed out by Vogel and Oliver (2006), “in order to be comprehended by others, designs must also be represented or articulated.”  The issue of representation of learning designs is, then, central to the concept of sharing and reuse at the heart of JISC’s Design for Learning programme.
However, there are a number of issues currently facing the representation and use of learning designs.  They are:

· difficult to describe in unambiguous ways
· difficult to describe outside their classroom contexts  because there is till some uncertainty in what aspects need describing 
· often well described at a macro level (eg. Problem-based learning), but not at micro level
· lacking shared understanding among practitioners

· integral to the successful use of LOs

A learning design may be of any degree of granularity, from a course down to an individual activity.  We will take it that the scope of the design is determined by the learning objectives to be met: a design contains the activities required to meet a learning objective.  For teachers, the most common learning designs are probably of a lesson lasting between one and three hours, or a course module of a number of sessions. 
Learning designs have often been represented in a number of different ways, for example, as lesson plans, case studies, units of activity in a VLE, LAMS sequences, or tutor notes.  However, while these representations clearly convey the “orchestration and planning” aspects of the JISC definition, there is some debate over the extent to which they communicate the “design” aspect (eg. discussion at JISC pedagogy experts meeting, Bristol, 27 June 2006; discussions at UNFOLD Community of Practice meeting, Barcelona, in Griffiths 2004).  
The Oxford English Dictionary contains a number of definitions of “design”.  The most pertinent here are:

“To form a plan or scheme of; to conceive and arrange in the mind; to originate mentally, plan out, contrive”

“To make the preliminary sketch of (a work of art, a picture, statue, ornamental fabric, etc.); to make the plans and drawings necessary for the construction of (a building, ship, machine, etc.), which the workmen have to follow out”

“A [mental] plan or scheme conceived in the mind and intended for subsequent execution; the preliminary conception of an idea that is to be carried into effect by action; a project”

“A preliminary sketch for a picture or other work of art; the plan of a building or any part of it, or the outline of a piece of decorative work, after which the actual structure or texture is to be completed; a delineation, pattern.”

The first two definitions are of the verb, as used in “design for learning”; the second two are of the noun, as used in “learning design”.  What all the definitions share, however, is that “design” entails a purpose, intention or outcome, and that a “design” is of a preliminary or outline form that requires action to realise the intention.

In designing for learning the intention is a pedagogic one.  Thus a learning design communicates more than just the sequence of activities; it expresses also the relationship between the activities and the path between them.  This relationship reflects the pedagogic intent of the design and communicates why these particular activities are orchestrated in this particular way to achieve a specified purpose.  Greller (2005) has pointed out emphatically that for teachers pedagogic intent is the primary feature of a design; it comes first, before any attempt is made to decide upon a methodology, activity or pathway.
In a concrete, technical, example, the distinction being made between “orchestration” and “design” is that made between a SCORM content package, that specifies the orchestration of content resources, and an IMS LD
 unit of learning, that describes the pedagogic relationship between roles, activities and content resources.
Thus whether a representation of a lesson or course counts as a learning design depends, among other things, on whether it can convey this element of pedagogic intent and rationale.
The other crucial aspect of design is action to realise the intent.  This distinction between intent and action might correspond to Goodyear’s (2005) finer-grained distinction between philosophy, high level pedagogy, pedagogical strategy and pedagogical tactics.  All four together comprise his pedagogical framework, but he notes that the first two are “declarative” or express intent, while the second two are “operational” or express action.  

This action might be taken by the teacher, or by a machine (computer).  In traditional, face to face teaching, it is taken by the teacher when implementing the design with a class of students, ie. the teacher takes the action in real time when teaching a lesson.  The design is a preliminary plan and the teacher on the spot has up to date information and is in a position to decide on appropriate action to realise their pedagogical objectives.   This active involvement in instantiating a design remains evident among e-learning practitioners in both the JISC Learning Design Tools projects: Vogel and Oliver (2006) assessing VLEs as design tools note that their practitioners “rapidly slid off into insights about the experience of running the designs”; Masterman (2006), evaluating generic tools, found a requirement for flexibility in plans allowing for contingency action during the lesson.  This has implications for the ongoing development of the design, and of pedagogy.  As Goodyear notes, “it is not uncommon to find strategy [which may be decided in advance] which is really emerging from tactics [fine scale activity during run time] - thus strategy becomes a way of describing the common threads woven by intuitive tactical activity” (2005) 

When the action is largely taken by a computer there is less scope for decision making during runtime.  The possible actions have to be specified in advance, so decisions about action have to be separated from instantiation of the design.  The difficulty many teachers find in doing this has been noted by advocates of Learning Design, who view it as a “breakdown in design” (Griffiths, 2004, Griffiths & Garcia 2003).  They argue, though, that it is necessary to overcome this difficulty in order to automate learning designs to handle large numbers of students.   They further argue that such a separation is beneficial to teachers in giving them a chance to reflect on their practice, and to share and reuse designs (eg. Britain 2004).  

Action being taken by a computer should not be confused with putting courses online.  Lockyer and Bennett (2006) have analysed the changing roles of teachers when a network-based learning course is put online.  They find that there is a shift in emphasis, with more time being spent in preparation and design of the course, partly to enable automatic computer-taken action, and partly to meet student expectations that online courses will be designed and produced in advance.  However, their analysis shows no decrease in teacher-student interaction during running of the design.  If anything, this component also increased; the teachers were not able just to sit back and let the design run.
Whether a separation between decision and instantiation is even beneficial is contested by Engstrom (1999), Taylor et. al (2001) and Vogel and Oliver (2006) who contend that detailed specification of decisions in advance and out of the immediate teaching context reduces teachers’ ability to be creative and to develop their own teaching constructively.  
All seem to agree, though, on the potential benefits of “practice models”.  Practice models are defined by JISC (2006) as “generic approaches to the structuring and orchestration of learning activities. They are abstractions of common learning designs which express elements of pedagogic principle and allow practitioners to make informed choices”.   
Although not necessarily related to Learning Design, practice models could potentially fulfil the demands of Learning Design developers for generic forms or patterns that model best practice without prescribing specific action, as evidenced in the discussions of the UNFOLD project (Griffiths & Blat 2005; Burgos & Griffiths 2005). These demands reflect the viewpoint of technical developers who are attempting to find a representation of teaching practice that is technically specific enough to be machine operable, and yet expressive enough to encompass the entire range of teaching practice.  IMS LD is currently the leading contender, but it is so expressive that it leaves the learning designer with too much choice.  Practice models are seen as a way of limiting the choices to those that have been found to be effective: “Firstly, the learning designer is confronted by a very wide range of possibilities, and has no guidance as to the kinds of pedagogic structures which she or he can create. Secondly, the modelling language is extensive. It is probable that on most occasions it has many more elements than are required by any particular learning design. This means that authoring using LD is not a simple task, at least with the current generation of available tools.” (Griffiths & Blat 2005).  
The problem of choice is particularly acute when modelling social constructivist or situative teaching practice, where a large element of the intent of the design is to pass control of decision about actions to the student: the action becomes a necessary part of realisation of the design and is context-specific (Jonassen 1994).  Any advance specification of action can provide only a framework and support environment based on general principles (Lefoe 1998).  This problem has not really been grappled with by teachers and learning designers who still tend to assume a need for teachers to control action (possibly mediated by computer) to realise the intent of the design.  However research in learning networks is beginning to tackle alternative approaches to enabling student-centred learning without teacher control (eg. Van Bruggen et al 2006).
To be of use to these developers, any representation of practice models should be mappable to IMS LD.  Such a mapping has recently been undertaken for the learning design “nuggets” representation produced by the DialogPlus toolkit  (Bailey et. al. 2006)
In response to these demands the E-Len project is establishing a collection of learning design patterns which, however, are little used by teachers at present.  As noted by Griffiths and Blat (2005), “the underlying concepts of the LD modelling language which make it possible to express a wide range of pedagogies are not complex. They are, however, not the same concepts that a teacher uses to think about in planning educational activities”.
From a teachers’ perspective the purposes of practice models is to save time and/or improve quality by providing guidance in moving away from conservative didactic methods of teaching towards more effective constructivist and situative approaches.  At the same time, the models should provide the freedom to be tailored to specific learning contexts.  Suitable representations, that prioritise the concepts and elements that teachers use, would, it is envisaged, help teachers meet the demands of increasing student numbers and diversity, by supporting sharing and reuse of tried and tested learning designs.  Finding such representations is one of the main challenges of the Mod4L project.
It appears then, from this discussion, that while teachers and learning technologists have a shared concern in practice models as an aid to scalability of teaching, their other interests in practice models are not necessarily convergent, and may, indeed, prove divergent.
3 Use and Re-use

3.1 What do teachers make of each other’s learning designs?
Central to the argument for scalability is the premise that teachers will be able to share and reuse learning designs.  Yet the extent to which this is desirable or possible is debatable.  Engstrom (1999) and Vogel and Oliver (2006) argue that teachers are impoverished and denied the opportunity to develop if their role becomes to assemble reusable resources and activities.  Burgos (2005) argues that what makes good teaching is the skill of the teacher in selecting strategies that are appropriate to the immediate context, rather than following some sort of best practice model.  Taylor et al (2001) similarly advocate that teachers should be operating in “discovery” mode rather than “recycling mode”.  Nor is it clear how reusable the components of a learning design are when separated from their original context (Downes, 2003).  However, Bailey et al (2006), writing about DialogPlus “nuggets” suggest that a decontextualised learning design, or nugget, may be more valuable for reuse than its component resources and activities.
To gain some insight into these questions, we asked teachers to bring to the workshop an example of an activity, lesson or course that they had documented.  The instructions were deliberately left fairly vague as we were interested in establishing the form of representation they chose, the components they recorded, and the reusability of the designs.  We put participants into pairs and asked them to swap designs with their partners.  They then filled in a questionnaire  about how reusable they found their partner’s design (see Appendix 2) and discussed the designs in pairs.  In total ten examples were discussed, two participants contributed four representations of the same design, and we collected nine completed questionnaires.  Participants then came back to a whole group discussion about reusability.  Notes of the discussion were taken while it was in progress.

The examples contributed may be categorised by type of representation (eg. case study, guideline, simulation), format (eg. book, database, DVD), and medium (eg. text, line drawing, photograph) (Littlejohn et al, 2006). Of the ten representations, seven were lesson or module plans, two were case studies, and one was a concept map.  The lesson plans were all in the medium and format of completed text forms.  One of the case studies was a verbal narrative.  The other was a largely text-based narrative, illustrated with a structure diagram.  The text based plans brought to the workshop were all in hard copy, but had originally been generated as word processor files.  The tenth design was a computer-based concept map which allowed drilling down through several layers to add detail. The design are summarised in Table 1.   

Table 1. Characteristics of designs contributed to the workshop

	
	Author
	HE/FE
	Representation
	Format
	Medium

	Design 1
	1
	FE
	Module plan
	Form (institutional)
	Text

	Design 2
	2
	FE
	Lesson plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 3
	3
	HE
	Lesson plan
	Form (institutional)
	Text

	Design 4
	4
	FE
	Module plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 5
	5
	FE
	Lesson plan
	Form
	Text

	Design 6a
	6
	HE
	Module summary (for students)
	Narrative
	Text

	Design 6b
	6
	HE
	Briefing document (for students)
	Narrative
	Text + diagram

	Design 6c
	6
	HE
	Storyboard
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 6c
	6
	HE
	Contents table
	List
	Text

	Design 7a
	7
	HE
	Module plan 
	Form (personal) 
	Text 

	Design 7b
	7
	HE
	Module plan
	VLE contents page
	Hypertext

	Design 7c
	7
	HE
	Lesson plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 7d
	7
	HE
	Case study
	Narrative summary
	Text 

	Design 8
	8
	HE
	Case study
	Journal paper
	Text + diagram

	Design 9
	9
	HE
	Case study
	Verbal narrative
	Verbal

	Design 10
	10
	FE
	Course plan
	Electronic file
	Concept map with a number of levels


Three participants have subsequently sent us further examples, summarised in Table 2

Table 2. Further examples of plans
	
	Author
	HE/FE
	Representation
	Format
	Medium

	Design 11
	4
	FE
	Module plan
	Form (institutional)
	Text

	Design 12
	4
	FE
	Lesson plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 13
	2
	FE
	Lesson plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 14
	2
	FE
	Lesson plan 
	Form (personal)
	Text 

	Design 15
	10
	FE
	Lesson plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 16
	10
	FE
	Module plan
	Form (personal)
	Text

	Design 17
	10
	FE
	Module plan
	Form (personal)
	Text 


Is the original design medium and format one that you could use?  If not, why not?
None of the participants registered any problem in principle with reusing the original media and format.   Word processor files were generally believed to be ubiquitous and easy to use and transfer from one person to another, although in discussion one participant pointed out that they were all using Word, and that while ubiquitous, it was not open source and not necessarily transferable.  
Although we had been thinking about technical issues when we wrote the question, other issues can also preclude reuse.  Design 1 relied on use of materials from a repository, for which the partner’s institution did not have a licence.
What medium and format would you prefer?

There were only five answers to this question.  Two participants would prefer electronic files to the paper copy brought to the workshop as the electronic files could be more easily edited and customised.  

One, commenting on an institutional form (design 3) which was originally presented on a VLE, would prefer “less of a blank form, more choice of existing text that can be re-used”.  This might imply a menu or database of chunks of text that can be dragged and dropped, or copy and pasted into the form.
Three participants commented approvingly on the amount of detail in the designs, particularly about teaching approach and its underlying rationale, and about the timings of activities.  These two issues recurred frequently in answers to subsequent questions, and in the whole group discussion.
Timing of individual activities within a lesson, flexibility of timing, and the total length of lessons or modules emerged from discussions throughout the workshop as of great concern to the teacher on the ground who is working within institutional timetable constraints, and has specified learning outcomes to meet in each lesson.  Lockyer and Bennett’s (2006) analysis of teacher roles suggests that this concern is not decreased when a course is put online.  The strength of these institutional constraints on the running of the design, and the problems they may cause for use and reuse of designs planned and timed in advance are well illustrated by author 2’s reflection on the reuse of one of his plans when the session was over-booked.
“In such a heavily activity-based seminar, with the activities originally intended to be undertaken in small-groups of around 3 before leading into a wider discussion, there were simply too many to allow for the activities and subsequent sharing of views to be undertaken in a focussed, timely manner. .. it was in observing how time-consuming the first activity was proving in larger sub-groups than intended,… that the tutor resolved to stick closely to the planned programme as the safest way to ensure that the session went to time and as smoothly as possible… the tutor explained what was about to follow and give the group the option of instead using the time for the second part of the session for further open discussion….  The mixed reaction to the idea of altering the programme reinforced the notion of going with the intended format, but admittedly also knocked the confidence of the tutor in what he was trying to achieve. … it was clear that some of the more experienced attendees were feeling some frustration at doing the remaining activities, and perhaps not having as much time to debate as they would have liked. “
This was not simply a problem of scalability of a face-to-face lesson, as numbers affect the time spent on discussion even in an online situation.

What did your partner have to explain in order for you to understand the design?

Four participants felt they needed to know more of the contextual background in order to understand the design.  This evidenced a need to understand the rationale behind the design, which would support a judgement about how effective the design, or elements of it, were likely to be in another situation.
Two participants asked about timings: one of the components of the lesson, another about how frequently the course itself was presented.  The latter was in response to a personal form which allowed a great deal of space for reflection.  The author commented in the reflection that this was a necessary aide memoire for a module that did not run very frequently.
One participant needed the structure of her partner’s text-based lesson plan drawn in diagrammatic form before she felt she understood it.

How the lesson or module was assessed required explanation for two participants.  In fact, in general, assessment and feedback was generally not well represented in the designs.  Only five of the fifteen forms contained any mention of assessment.  Only two give any indication of the assessment criteria.  Only the journal paper, and Design 7d (narrative summary) discussed assessment and feedback in a fair amount of detail.
One participant wanted to know about student evaluation of the lesson.  This was an aspect that was evident in only two of the designs (a personal form and the journal paper).  In both designs it was an element within the teacher’s reflection on the lesson, rather than being a separately specified component.

In general discussion both the above issues, of assessment and student evaluation, emerged as major issues for teachers. 
What form of representation would you prefer?
This was a badly worded question, as many of the participants did not understand what we meant by “representation”.  We were able to explain this verbally, however and six people answered the question.

Three of the participants appeared to be strongly visual thinkers, and another moderately so.  These participants would have much preferred the designs presented diagrammatically as a flow diagram, structure diagram or concept map, rather than as text.

One would have preferred a database supported electronic form to an unsupported blank institutional form.
One was happy with the existing personal form.

In general discussion the participants were very concerned about “how to capture exciting teaching”.  There seemed a general feeling that text-based accounts, and in particular lesson plan forms did not do this.  Three members of the group were very strong advocates of including video or audio snippets of the lesson in the plan, feeling that this would demonstrate the excitement of the lesson in progress, and enable others to evaluate both its context and its potential impact in their own situation.
Which, if any, aspects of this learning design would you reuse – eg. the content, the activities, the structure? And Why did you choose these aspects (or why could you not use any of the design?
We discuss the responses to these two questions together, as participants generally answered them together
Table 3. Summary of responses on what aspects of designs could be reused
	Aspect of design
	Number of participants who would reuse this aspect of the design

	Content
	4

	Activities
	5

	Learning outcomes
	1

	Timetable 
	1

	Suggestions for change
	1

	Structure 
	6

	Format of materials
	1


As can be seen from Table 3, the teachers were very split over what aspects of the designs they could reuse in their own context.  Only two participants felt they could reuse both the structure of the lesson or module and the content/activities.  
Subsequent to the workshop participants were asked to let us know which repositories of resources or designs they or their colleagues used.  Only two participants followed up on this.  However, one of these remarked that although one of her roles was to evaluate resources for a repository (NLN and SCRAN), and some of them were very good, she found it extremely difficult to work out how to use them within her own teaching context and had never actually done so.  This would support Downes (2003) suggestion that the difficulties of contextualisation may prevent reuse of content and activities.  However, it seems that context may also prevent  the reuse of structures (or decontextualised designs) that Bailey et al suggest (2006).  For example one participant remarked that he could not reuse the structure of a lesson as it was for a three hour session.  His institution timetabled only one hour sessions.

Other reasons were based on pedagogical belief.  For example one teacher rejected their partner’s activities because, “there were too many activities that were assessed.  I believe that would fragment the learning and result in a more surface approach.”
A further reason was attributable to the form of representation of the design, with the teacher observing that he found it very difficult to understand the structure of the lesson and how the components all fitted together without having observed the lesson.  Perhaps this is a case where a video snippet or case study would have helped.
What else would you need to know if you were reusing this design? And What else would you want to know if deciding whether to use this design?

We have combined the answers to these two questions as participants tended to answer them together and did not make any distinction between running a reused design and deciding whether to reuse a design.
Table 4.  What else participants would need to know when reusing the design
	What would you need to know
	Number of responses

	Timings of activities/lessons
	4

	Evaluation of activity by students
	3

	Evaluation/reflection on design by teacher
	3

	Form of tutor feedback/assessment
	2

	Format of content
	2

	Technical support required
	1

	Timings of activities if transferred to a distance learning course (ie. online)
	1



	Staff development required
	1


As can be seen from Table 4, the previously mentioned issues of timings, student evaluation and feedback and assessment were raised again here.  
Evaluation and reflection by the author of the design also emerged as important here.  It was even more prominent as an issue in the ensuing group discussion.  Participants wanted to see reflection on the author’s experiences of running the design; what worked and, more importantly, what didn’t work.  While the narrative case studies and journal paper all contained this type of reflection, only author 2 included space for reflection in his personal forms.  Although the institutional forms did include space for reflection, this was not used by teachers; as one participant remarked, teachers generally do not have the time to document their reflections formally.  In discussion participants raised this issue themselves, agreeing that reflection was not routinely documented in HE.  

FE lecturers, where there was a much greater institutional expectation of documentation, felt nevertheless that it was impossible to document a lesson in detail.  Several FE participants came from institutions that required “Master folders”, created by the course leader.  Master folders contain course descriptors, lesson plans, summaries and pointers to resources.  However participants agreed that the master folders are not entirely satisfactory to use.  The content becomes dated and needs updating which is very time consuming, a design that suits one lecturer’s style or mode of delivery does not suit another, they do not allow sufficient differentiation for students with different ability levels, and the “position” of the teacher with respect to the materials may vary from one teacher to another, especially in the social sciences.
One participant (from FE) felt particularly strongly about providing for differentiation in lesson plans, and rejected standardised master folder forms largely for this reason.  He felt that teachers may need different approaches and different levels of structuring questions across different student levels.  His own lesson plans (author 4) show a great deal of provision for differentiation, with alternative content, activities and timings shown throughout.  The group suggested that rather than master folders, ‘packs’ were needed, providing different delivery options for the same learning outcomes.  This sounded simple in theory, but was difficult to implement in practice.
Furthermore master folders fail to serve their intended purpose of helping others teach to subject, because, “implicit teaching methods (ie. wiggling around), is not documented in the representations”

There are also institutional problems with using master folders, in particular of recognising the contribution of those who had created the resources.  Fear of not being recognised and getting due credit is a particular barrier in HE where lecturers are very protective of their materials.  A peer review scheme to evaluate learning designs has been suggested by Taylor et al (2001) in Australia, who document the issues in considerable detail.  Although based in an Australian context, the issues they discuss appear to resonate with UK experience.  The intention of the scheme is to overcome these issues in HE, but it has so far failed to get off the ground in any significant way.  FE lecturers have fewer rights over their materials and are required to contribute them to the institution.
These issues were followed up in a whole group discussion around the questions: 

What criteria would you use for evaluating the design for your own use? What evidence would you use to test those criteria? How would you rate these criteria?
The main issues raised were assessment, student feedback, differentiation, rationale for design, staff confidence, and social interaction.
Alignment between content, teaching approach and assessment was felt to be essential, and information would be needed about all of these, possibly by providing a summary with the ability to drill down to further details of activities and timings.  

However, what participants essentially wanted to know about a learning design was whether it worked, and why.  Measures of student engagement and feedback were one indicator of whether a design worked.  Assessment pass rates might be another.  However, assessment is poorly documented at present.  The representation of the design needs to give information on assessment and how the outcomes were measured. The assessment scheme itself is essential since although marks give an overall feel for how well students are learning, teachers need to be able to evaluate what the marks mean by seeing how they were measured.  This is particularly important in a context where pressure from management to increase pass rates might push lecturers into using a learning design that allows lots of students to pass.  Knowing how these pass rates were measured would put the lecturer in a position to guard against “dumbing down”, or using designs that were less effective than they appeared from marks data.
One participant felt strongly that the rationale for the design would be her most important criterion - why the teacher had chosen the particular approach – and so this should be clear from the representation.  The group in general seemed to agree that approach and content were more important to them than the level of the lesson in evaluating for reuse.
Rationale was also important to the two participants who strongly advocated flexible learning designs which allowed for differentiation.  However, they wanted this flexibility to be informed and based on good practice or experience of what works.  It might be provided as hints on tailoring to different student groups and disciplines, or as drag and drop options as in LAMS.  Any such drag and drop options need to be backed by a rationale for their use.

The group felt that designs that were suitable for experienced teachers might be less so for the inexperienced.  They suggested that designs be badged with some sort of level of confidence rating and drew an analogy with progressing to higher levels in computer games.  One participant pointed out that the group were all experienced and innovative teachers and the designs they had contributed might be atypical and less usable by less experienced or more conservative teachers. 
Finally, one participant pointed out that implementing innovation could be very lonely.  She advocated reusing designs within communities of practice to support implementing designs.  Thus the representation of the design would become a focus for communication within the community.  This accords with the idea of a “mediating representation” which is widely used in knowledge systems and cognitive science disciplines.  In Falconer et al (2006) we define it as encompassing “any representation which enhances communication amongst participants and improves their understanding of a concept or practice”.
3.2 Summary and discussion of issues and approaches to reusing learning designs

Table 5. Summary of components and number of occurrences contained in submitted designs (number of designs in each category in brackets)
	
	Module plan (7)
	Lesson plan (5)
	Case study (2)
	Module sum-mary (1)
	Briefing docu-ment (1)
	Table of contents (2)
	Storyboard (1) 

	Session or module title
	6
	5
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1

	Level 
	2
	5
	2
	
	
	
	

	Module code
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Module credit value
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Timings (session number or time within lesson as appropriate)


	7
	5
	2
	
	
	1
	1

	Duration (of session or module)
	2
	4
	2
	
	
	
	

	Date/time
	2
	5
	
	
	
	
	

	Teacher
	1
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	Group size
	
	3
	1
	
	
	
	

	Location
	2
	2
	1
	
	
	
	

	Health & safety in teaching
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equality in teaching
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Planning & preparation
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Key points for session delivery
	1
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	Learning outcomes


	7
	5
	1
	
	1
	
	

	Aims and objectives
	2
	5
	1
	1
	1
	
	

	Approach/strategy explicit
	1
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	Format (free text, covers approach, summary of content and activities, and relationship between resources)
	
	3

	3
	
	
	
	

	Curriculum reference
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Themes
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Key skills
	2
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	Topics covered


	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	Content resources used


	3
	1
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Content is visual/audio/practical
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Equipment needed
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity (learner)
	5
	2
	
	
	1
	1
	

	Activity (teacher)
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	Assessment
	7

	
	1
	
	
	
	

	Summary of session contents
	2
	2
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Relationship between components
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	1

	Support for differentiation/flexibility
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Cohort profile
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	Reflection/teacher self evaluation
	
	5

	2
	
	
	
	

	Student feedback
	
	1

	1
	
	
	
	

	Future plans
	
	1
	2
	
	
	
	


Attempts to document learning designs for reuse appeared to be fairly standard practice in FE, where the use of some sort of master folder was common.  However, all participants agreed that the achieving a useful documentation was extremely difficult and no-one had found a method or representation that they felt was satisfactory.
Institutional and cultural attitudes to personal intellectual property precluded similar attempts at sharing designs in HE.
While, in principle, all participants were enthusiastic about the idea of sharing and reuse, and even those from HE had a track record of documenting their designs for sharing, they evidently find reuse in practice much more difficult.  None of these teachers showed any evidence of having actually reused designs.  Two said explicitly that they found it difficult to do so; even designs that they would evaluate as good and deem effective proved too difficult to fit into their immediate context.  Only one participant was able to name a repository that he believed his colleagues actually used (www.talent.ac.uk) but even this was mainly for content resources rather than for lesson plans or designs.  So far, this evidence tends to undermine Bailey et al’s contention (2006) that decontextualised designs may be more reusable than content resources, although, of course, reuse of learning designs is a more recent approach and expertise may develop in time.
Many of the things that the teachers most wanted to know about when assessing designs for their own possible use, such as rationale, assessment policies, and reflection and evaluation, were very poorly covered in most lesson and module plans.  Other indicators of effectiveness, such as student feedback were scarcely covered at all.  Although there is no reason why all these should not be included in standard forms for lesson or module plans they were, in practice, only covered by those authors who made extensive use of free and fairly unstructured text, either in narrative case studies or in a personal form.  
Timings, particularly the duration of each activity or topic within a design, are of crucial importance to teachers, and were included in all the forms for lesson and module plans.  Yet these seldom appear in representations of learning designs created by learning technologists, such as LAMS, DialogPlus nuggets, the AUTC system (www.learningdesigns.uow.edu.au), or IMS LD.
When it comes to running a reused design, or indeed any lesson designed in advance, rapid decisions may need to be made to meet the immediate context, such as different or unexpected learner needs, interruptions to the lessons, etc.  Yet only one participant (Author 4) supported differentiation, flexibility and contingency planning in his personal forms.  The quotation on page 9-10  from Author 2,  illustrates vividly the effect argued by Engestrom (1999), that a detailed advance representation of a learning design might inhibit a flexible response to the immediate context and needs of learners.  Our participants’ experience and concerns here support Britain’s (2004) call for learning design tools that support differentiation, branching and looping workflow, and also the findings of the JISC learning design tools projects (Masterman 2006; Vogel & Oliver 2006), and the Learning Activity Design in Education project (www.elframework.org/refmodels/ladie) that tools should allow for teachers to modify the design during run time.
Closely related to the ability to edit designs during run time is the issue of representing designs as an active and ongoing process, rather than a static product of the design process.  This has been noted by Vogel and Oliver (2006), Burgos (2005), and Taylor et al (2001), who note the dangers of disenfranchising teachers and perpetuating conservative teaching practices if teachers are expected to operate in “recycling” rather than “discover” mode.  Representing designs as active, and enabling activity and communication around them by a community of practice emerges also from the discussions of our workshop participants as a means of encouraging and supporting sharing and reuse.  This observation is one that LAMS, DialogPlus and the AUTC learning designs all try to implement, with varying degrees of success.  Most repositories, however, seem, so far, to have failed to establish communities of users (Margaryan et al 2006).  This is an urgent issue that may be related to the problem of representing design as an active process.
Beetham, Masterman and Laurillard (discussions on JISC Design For Learning Programme forums, http://glenaffric.co.uk/gem/mod/forum/view.php?f=12) have pointed out that what teachers say they want of a representation (eg. evidence of evaluations etc), and what they actually use in practice, may be two different things.  Beetham points to evidence from Amazon (www.amazon.com) who provide three indicators of value on their website, that the indicators are seldom actually consulted by users.  However, Amazon is marketing a product and it is possible that this evidence is less applicable if designs are viewed as a process.  What we do know is that teachers seldom reuse learning designs at present; we do not fully understand why.  The concerns of our participants for self evaluations, details of assessment, accounts of experience in running the designs, especially what went wrong, for a way of capturing the “wiggling around”, and for video clips, can all be understood if we view learning designs as a process rather than a product.  They can all be viewed as giving the teacher an insight into the action decisions that are constantly being made in implementing the intent of the design.  Perhaps, in order to be confident of reusing a design, teachers need to understand it as a dynamic process, and representations will need to support this.
4 Effective Designs
The JISC Design for Learning funding call defined effectiveness in the context of design for learning in relation to three main stakeholders, teachers, learners, and institutions.  Effective designs will “fit teachers’ existing approaches to learning and teaching, or develop them in positive ways, and make acceptable demands on practitioners’ time, resources and competences.”  They will, “provide learners with a learning experience that is appropriate, or adaptive, to their learning preferences, needs and goals.” (JISC 2006).  And they will be efficient for institutions and aid capacity building across institutions by enabling sharing, reuse, and the development of expertise.

However, this suggests an independence of interests between the three stakeholder groups that is not found in practice.  Our participants were concerned that their teaching should be effective for students.  They were also subject to institutional pressures for efficiency, management structures, etc and their criteria of effectiveness were wider than fit to existing approach and making acceptable demands on their time, resources and competences.  Particular concerns were with developing their own practice in positive ways as a route to improving the quality of student learning.  They were looking for designs that would provide effective student learning, and that they could understand how to implement in their own immediate context.  As Vogel and Oliver (2006) have pointed out, this evaluation is socially situated
Providing information from which teachers could evaluate the effectiveness of designs in their original context, and the likelihood of successful reuse, emerged from our workshop as of central concern.  Yet, as has been noted above, this information is seldom provided by practicing teachers, even if asked for.  The accounts they are looking for (reflection, student feedback, assessment, rationale) would be mainly based on real life experience of running the design,  although the element of rationale for the design might express a degree of pedagogic principle.
This differs markedly from the treatment of effective practice to be found in the education and learning technology literature, which tends to take it as axiomatic that basing designs on proven pedagogic theory will produce effective practice.  For example, Bailey et al writing about DialogPlus, state that “Nuggets are, or should be, designed with a particular [theoretical] approach to learning and teaching in mind (Conole & Fill, 2005). Our editor therefore prompts the user to specify or select an appropriate theoretical approach.” (Bailey et al, 2006, p2).  Similarly, one of the four drivers of the Australian peer review project for example, was, “ the need for this quality assurance, recognition and collaboration to be grounded in the concept of scholarship”, where two of the seven indicators of scholarship are taken to be, “evidence that the design is grounded in contemporary learning theory which has itself been informed by comprehensive and credible research,” and, “evidence that the integration of ICTs is based on proven theoretical background… and is driven by the application of this theory to the achievement of intended learning outcomes” (Taylor et al 2001, p22, p35).
However, Beetham (2005) and Greller (2005) have noted that teachers on the ground are far less concerned with pedagogic principle as a criterion of effectiveness, and this accords with our experience.  This may narrow down the number of learning designs that actually have to be considered considerably.  Thus, while Jonassen (2000) describes eleven different problem-types in constructivist learning, based on theoretical distinctions between the types of solution strategies required, Oliver et al (2002) show that the eleven are all encompassed by three basic forms of learning design, rule-based, incident-based, or strategy-based, which have distinctively different structures.  They add one further form, role-based, which covers two more problem-types that they distinguish in teaching practice.  Table 6 shows their suggested typology, while Table 7 shows the types of learning and teaching activities associated with each form.
Table 6.  Oliver et al’s framework for a learning design typology, taken from Oliver et al (2002)
	Focus
	Description
	Outcomes
	Examples
	Jonassen Problem Types

	Rule focus
	Applying learned processes and rules to achieve an outcome. 

The learning task requires learners to apply standard procedures and rules in the solution. 
	A capacity to meaningfully and reflectively apply procedures and processes.
	Solving a task which requires the selection and application of one or a set of principles to achieve the goal.

Creating a report within a writing genre where the genre has standard structures and form.
	Logical Problems

Algorithmic problems

Story Problems

Rule-using problems

	Incident focus 
	Starting from a critical incident or scenario learner argues a course of action (moving from incident to outcome or resolution) The learning activity is based around learners’ exposure and participation in events or incidents of an authentic and real nature.  The learning is based around activities that require learners to reflect and take decisions based on the actions and events.
	Disambiguate scenario using an understanding of procedures, roles and the ability to apply knowledge and processes.
	Read a scenario and identify what are the key issues, and how these influence what should be done.
	Scenarios*

Decision making

Case study tasks



	Strategy focus
	Application of problem solving strategy with multiple options to achieve the outcome (for design problems the criteria might also include innovative application of ideas) Often the strategy options are generated as part of the solution.
	A capacity to apply knowledge in meaningful ways in real-life settings often with time and performance constraints.
	Teaching in live class.

Arguing points of law before court.

Compose a fugue.

Design a vehicle that flies.
	Troubleshooting 

Diagnosis solution problems

Strategic performance tasks

Design tasks

	Role focus
	The learning is achieved through learners’ participation as a player and participant in a setting that models a real world application.  The position and perspective of the learner (the role they take on) assists in achieving an outcome for the dilemma (a focus on multiple perspectives assists in achieving the outcome) Learners apply judgements and make decisions based on understanding of the setting in real time scenarios based upon the particular perspective of the role they take to the learning task.
	Understanding issues, processes and interactions of multi-variable situations with outcomes based on the multiple perspectives of roles taken.
	Conduct negotiations for a peace resolution within the middle east based on each learner researching and taking a first person perspective on the role and negotiating from that perspective.
	Dilemmas

Social dilemmas*


Table 7: Learning tasks, resources and supports associated with Oliver et al’s learning design forms, taken from Oliver et al (2002)
	Learning design focus
	Learning Tasks
	Learning Resources 
	Learning Supports

	Rule based processes
	Closed tasks, logical and bounded tasks in authentic settings, procedural sequence of manipulations, Projects and inquiry-based forms
	Situation-based materials, authentic resources, multiple sources, algorithmic descriptions and tutorials
	Collaborative learning, teacher as coach/guide, opportunities to articulate and reflect 

	Incident based processes
	Story-based tasks with disambiguate variables, situational analysis tasks, simple decision-making tasks, trouble shooting tasks,
	Incident /event descriptions and scenarios, case materials, theoretical underpinnings
	Collaborative learning, opportunities to articulate and reflect, teacher as coach/guide

	Strategy based processes
	Complex and ill-defined tasks, diagnosis solutions, strategic performance and design tasks  
	Authentic resources, multiple perspectives, expert judgements, theoretical underpinnings sample tasks and solutions,
	Teacher as coach, collaborative learning, peer assessments, opportunities to articulate and reflect 

	Role based interactions
	Assumption of roles within real-life settings, assuming the role, playing the role in resolution of complex problem where the perspective is the focus of learning
	Procedural descriptions, role definitions, resources to define and guide role, scenarios, theoretical underpinnings. Researched roles and personalities
	Learners assume individual roles, teacher as moderator, opportunities to articulate and reflect


Similarly, Beetham, in mapping suggested pedagogical approaches to sequences of learning activities, produces a further mapping, of “priority for learners” to sequences of activities (2005, Mapping table B).  She notes that, “Many practitioners are unfamiliar with the different ‘approaches’, do not plan their teaching on the basis of ‘approach’, or make use of different approaches without using these terms to describe them”, and also that “there are multiple overlaps and redundancies among the different approaches…” .   Taking a practitioner-focused approach, she reduces the fifteen approach-based designs, down to eight basic priority-based designs: acquire knowledge (individual); develop conceptions (experiential - problem or case based); develop conceptions (experiential – lab or field based); develop conceptions (critical-discussion or research based); acquire domain-specific or practical skills; acquire general cognitive or academic skills; acquire social and communication skills; develop own practice.
Thus, in developing practice models that represent effective practice for practitioners, Mod4L will bear two main criteria in mind: that evaluation of effectiveness should reflect practitioners’ experience in running the designs, and that the designs should reflect practitioners priorities and what happens on the ground.  The practice models developed in this way may be mapped against pedagogical approach, but will not be derived from it.
Indicators that designs are effective for practitioners might include: evidence of use (eg. www.talent.ac.uk); evidence of self-evaluation or reflection by the author (eg. ACETS); practitioner evaluation ( eg. SCRAN).  An indicator that designs reflect practitioners’ priorities would be evidence that they are rooted in and developed from practice, rather than from hypothetical cases (eg. National Learning Network).  Designs from such repositories can be tested against Beetham’s and Oliver et al’s basic forms and designs, to test, and develop these if necessary.  
5 Effective Representations

5.1 What do teachers require of a representation?
However effective a learning design may be, it can only be shared with others through a representation.  Efficient sharing and reuse can only take place if the representations are effective.  They must convey the information that teachers need in a form that the teachers can understand.  
Several enquires have explored the use of representations by practitioners to communicate and improve understanding of practice (Beetham, 2001; Sharpe et. al., 2004; Falconer et al, 2006). The challenges raised in developing and using representations that are meaningful to practitioners include: 

Ownership of representations of practice. To be effective representations need to be ‘owned’ by, and meaningful within, each particular practitioner community. In addition, they should be the focus of active collaboration and interaction and should be richly contextualised, at least in the early stages of practice change 

Different forms of representation are effective for different communities of practitioners. Making representations meaningful is complicated by the wide range of different practitioner communities that exist. These communities are characterised by factors such as role (eg. teaching professionals, curriculum teams, designers, developers), type of institution, and discipline.  McAndrew, et. al. emphasise the need for representations at various levels and forms, supplementing learning designs with less formal ‘patterns’ of activity, to meet various user needs,  
Representations may be difficult to construct. Diverse types of representation are meaningful to different practitioner communities.  For example, the richly contextualised case studies customary among teachers do not lend themselves to easy sharing and reuse in an online or blended environment.

To gain further insights into what teachers required of a representation, we divided our workshop participants into three groups.  Each group was presented with a different representation of the same discussion-based learning design.  The three representations were, a pattern, an LDLite lesson plan (Littlejohn & Pegler, 2006), and an AUTC learning designs diagram.  These representations are shown in Figures 1-3.  The groups were then asked to discuss: 

· What did your group leader have to explain in order for you to understand the design? 

· Is there information missing from this representation that you would need?

· If you were documenting this learning design, how would you do it?
The group leader took notes during small group discussions.  The groups then came back together for a whole group discussion during which notes were also taken
Figure 1.  Workshop example of pattern representation
	Pattern: Supporting student dialogue

	Context: A group of students need to develop their ideas about a concept or issue in collaboration with other members of the group

	Body: Dialogue between students allows them to review and reflect upon the ideas of others, and to debate issues, promoting further development of ideas.  There is a tension between the potential benefits of an online discussion where tutor and students can review all postings, and the spontaneity of face-to-face conversations that allow students to formulate ideas rapidly.

	Solution: A balance of offline and online discussions enables student groups to discuss ideas face-to-face and then post group summaries online.  Discussions take place offline.  When a consensus is reached, the views of each group are collated by a group member and posted to the online bulletin board.  Each group of students can then review and reflect upon the postings of other groups (online) and debate issues (offline).

	Relates to patterns for SUPPORTING THE CONSTRUCTION OF MEANING

	Specific contextualization:

Aim: To outline key principles of designing an online course

Objectives: By the end of this lesson, you will be able to:

· Describe three theoretical models of learning;

· Illustrate each of these models with specific examples;

· Outline key similarities and differences;

· Apply these models to specific learning  scenarios


Patterns are based on the work of the architect Alexander, and are supposed to provide a standardised framework for analysis of a problem together with the outlines of a common solution.  The solution is suggested, rather than prescribed (Goodyear, 2005; McAndrew, 2004).  Patterns are widely advocated by technical developers as a way of providing standardised, but teacher-friendly representations of learning designs (eg. Burgos & Griffiths, 2005).
The pattern representation was generally disliked by our participants.  This was partly due to a poorly written pattern – they found the language off putting and generally incomprehensible.  However, even setting this aside, they felt that it was an over-complex way of representing a summary of a design.  They did not appear to appreciate its potential as a generic but customisable solution to a common teaching problem, and felt that it did not provide enough detail.  In order to implement it they would want to be supported by helpful hints, reflections on what went/goes wrong and what can be done about it, details of how to support students in practice, resources, skills needed or developed, and a link to a case study. 

Figure 2. Workshop example of LDLite representation
	 
	Tutor

Role
	Student

Role
	Resources

(Content)
	Resources

(Services)
	Assessment/

Feedback

	Online
	Divide students into  groups; Introduce students to task and article;
	Review task and download article
	Online article – link to university library (.pdf file)
	
	 

	 Offline
	Moderate discussion;

Offer feedback and encouragement to students
	Group discussion face-to-face 
One group member  summarizes discussion
	 
	Discussion board
	Feedback from 

peers  within the group

	Online
	Comment on summaries;
Post feedback to discussion board
	Submit  summary to discussion board Group should comment on summaries of 2 other groups
	Summaries generated by each group (.doc);Feedback comments from tutor can be reused across student groups
	Discussion board  
	Group summaries are formatively assessed Feedback from peers and tutor


LDLite has been developed by Littlejohn and Pegler (2006), based on experience with practitioners from a wide range of disciplines across several different countries. Looking something like a traditional lesson plan form (as evidenced by several participants in section 3), it is designed to be teacher-friendly while ensuring that essential components of IMS LD are documented.

The general form of this representation is fairly familiar to practitioners and their first impression was that it was easy to understand and useful, although they had issues with a number of the details, such as the lack of title and learning objectives, and found some of the terminology confusing.  In particular the use of “on-line” and “off-line” caused confusion, as did “resources” for what seemed to some to be “tools”.
Subsequent discussion showed that members of the group interpreted the matrix in different ways and at different levels.  In particular, it was not immediately clear that the grid represented a sequence of activities.  A timeline and timings for the activities or sessions should be added.
However, the significant additional requirements were for:

· extra detail, perhaps provided by pop-up boxes or the ability to drill down to more detailed layers; 

· the ability to modify and customise the design and append teachers’ own notes, perhaps supported by drag and drop options as in LAMS; and 

· added excitement in the form of audio clips: participants held that it is, “easy to understand but boring – a matrix cannot convey the excitement of a fantastic piece of teaching”.  One participant in particular said she has lots of similar matrices from JISC but doesn’t reuse them – because she wants to put her ideas into the matrix rather than take from the matrix’s.
Design details emerged as very important in whole group discussion.  This representation would be instantly more comprehensible and appealing if it had more white space.  At present it looks busy and off putting. 

Several participants felt that LDLite might be a useful representation to use with students, for example as a framework to help them organise tasks etc in problem based learning.
Figure 3.  Workshop example of AUTC learning design representation


[image: image1]
The AUTC learning design system was developed by Oliver et al  based on an analysis of the components of the critical elements of learning designs: resources, tasks, and supports (Oliver 1999; Oliver & Herrington, 2001; Oliver et al, 2002).
Participants were initially intrigued and excited by this representation, but found difficulty in understanding the details.  Its strength, they felt, was its simplicity which made an immediate impact, and it would be valuable for getting people to think about issues.  
On further discussion, the visual thinkers continued to like it, while the verbal thinkers expressed a preference for the LDLite framework.

They felt, in general, that the function of the arrows was not sufficiently clear; were these pathways, or timelines, or what?  Where do the arrows go to?  Should the diagram be read from left to right, top to bottom, or holistically? (And they noted that reading left to right and top to bottom was a cultural assumption that would not necessarily transfer globally.)  They also struggled to understand the definition of “supports” and what distinguished these from “resources”.   “Can one have a triangle within a circle?” they asked.  It is possible that this issue might be clarified by examining critically the distinctions made in IMS LD between “environment” and “resources”, and between “learning objects” and “services” (Britain 2004).
More significantly, they had trouble seeing how this representation could handle alternative pathways for different students, feedback loops, support for differentiation and contingency planning, and other non-linear structures.  
Like the other representations, the AUTC system needed more detail.  In particular it needed contextual information and timings.  One participant suggested that the range of shapes be expanded to enable to diagram to represent context and approach (who, what, when, where, why and how).  At present the system only encompasses “how”.  These could be supported by drag and drop options, as in LAMS, backed by a pedagogic algorithm that greyed out unsuitable options on the basis of the choices already made.
5.2 Summary and discussion of issues and approaches to effective representations

It was clear from the small group discussions, and stated explicitly by participants in the whole group discussion, that no single representation could encompass all practitioners felt they needed from a sharable learning design.  The three representations all gave different information, and this would be too complicated to show within a single representation.  Linking three representations together would give the ability to view the designs from different perspectives.  In this context it is significant that at least four of the participants already use multiple representations of their designs (section 3, authors 6, 7, 8, 10), and that the master folders used by FE institutions also contain multiple perspectives on any lesson or module.

Participants wanted something similar to LDLite, linked to a diagrammatic representation possibly similar to the AUTC system, linked to a text-based summary that would make the use and context of the design immediately obvious.  At least one of the representations needs to include timings, and there needs to be provision for differentiation and non-linear pathways.
The need for multiple perspectives on a learning design that was strongly evidenced in the workshop has been noted by McAndrew et al (preprint), and Masterman (2006) and is being implemented to some extent in the Phoebe pedagogic planner project (http://phoebe-project.conted.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/trac.cgi).
Participants made a distinction between representations that they could use to document an existing design, and planner tools that would help them create new designs or modify existing ones.  The representations might be the same in each, but a planner tool would need to provide support and guidance as to what was likely to be effective in practice.  This might be by drag and drop options, by some sort of hidden algorithm that made suggestions, or by a narrative description.  

The London Knowledge Lab/Institute of Education pedagogic planner (http://www.wle.org.uk/d4l/) is based on LAMS and will have drag and drop options as suggested by our participants, although the pedagogic support it will provide is not yet clear.

Participants also wanted the ability to summon up greater detail on components of the design, for example by pop-up boxes, by hovering the mouse over components, or by hyperlinking to more detailed layers.  Detail provided in this way might include location of resources, video or audio clips, reflective notes, key points for delivery, etc.

It is clear from the discussions both of representations and of shared learning designs (section 3) that sequencing and workflow information is of major importance to teachers.  Griffiths and Blat (2005) have noted that this is one of the barriers to teachers using IMS LD where, “the representation of the organisation [ie. UML] hides the sequence of events…”  However, Bailey et al (2006) list four tools that allow designers to create an IMS LD unit of learning using forms (Reload, CopperAuthor), or a graphical interface (ASK, MOT+), without having to engage with a UML diagram (Reload, 2005; CopperAuthor, 2005; Sampson et al, 2005; Paquette et al, 2005).  LAMS and IMS LD are also working towards compatibility.  To be useful to teachers these tools should provide an interface that represents sequencing and timing information.
Even when a representation is broadly teacher-friendly and in a format with which they are familiar, small details can prove a great barrier to use, as was shown by criticism of the language of our pattern example, and the lack of white space in our LDLite example.

Participants noted a current dilemma, that electronic representations should be in a ubiquitous and interoperable file format that everyone could read and edit.  However the only ubiquitous formats they could think of were Word, Powerpoint, and perhaps Mindmanager, none of which are interoperable.
6 Next Steps

Evidence from our workshop participants has gone some way towards answering the research questions set out in the introduction,  but has provided pointers to further research, rather than definitive answers. 

So far we have no evidence of any significant differences between different practitioner communities when analysed by discipline.  Differences between HE and FE seem to be institutional, in attitudes to sharing, rather than conceptual in understanding of learning design representations.
We have suggested some possible indicators of effective designs.  One of our next tasks is to map designs believed to be effective according to these indicators against generic learning designs such as those suggested by Oliver et al (2002) and Beetham (2005) and develop these generic designs if necessary.  Repositories of designs that are effective according to one or other of our indicators are:
X4L Staff development exemplars [examples of learning designs] http://www.x4l.org/objects/exemplar_howto.htm
http://www.talent.ac.uk/ [activity level resources used by a participant’s colleagues, resources have a facility for review, and a record of hits, but reviews are hardly ever contributed]

SCRAN [various resources, including a problem based learning one at http://athens.scran.ac.uk/packs/exhibitions/learning_materials/?id=64&PHPSESSID=6e5dec7619e775c00c23fa4454fe5b20  [a participant says materials good but difficult to integrate into her own lessons]

NLN [variable quality but user tested] http://www.nln.ac.uk/

LADiE use cases [designs based in practice]

LAMS (www.lamsinternational.com), DialogPlus, and AUTC (www.learningdesigns.uow.edu.au) communities [designs based in practice and a focus for communities of practice]

Our other immediate task is to develop representations of designs, based on our findings so far, and to develop an evaluation framework for the representations. Many evaluations of elearning resources conflate two things, the effectiveness of the activity/lesson/pedagogical approach, and the effectiveness of its representation, with the emphasis on the former.  It is the latter, though, that we are concerned with in this part of Mod4L.  However, for sharing and reuse of resources, this is complicated by the observation that one of the purposes of the representation is to allow the potential user (the teacher) to evaluate the effectiveness of the activity/lesson/approach.

So far we have come across only one evaluation methodology that explicitly addresses the issue of representation.  This is the Epistemic Efficacy used by Masterman et al (2006). It is a five-dimensional scheme considering ontology-fit, task-fit, process-fit, user-fit and circumstance-fit. 

However, simpler evaluation criteria and schemes might be derived from more general evaluations of resources, such as Taylor (2001) or the JISC effective practice evaluator (http://www.elearning.ac.uk/effprac/documents/evaluator.doc).  And, if simpler, these may be more effective for us to use, as long as they cover the significant features.

We have suggested that it might prove useful to view learning designs as a dynamic and social process, rather than as a product.  However, doing so is likely to raise significant difficulties of representation and evaluation.  We would need an evaluation that looks at the effectiveness of representations of/as process.  Logframe methods might possibly be appropriate.

Representations that we expect to evaluate and possibly develop for representing our practice models include:

Patterns
AUTC
LAMS
Concept maps
Flow diagrams
Narrative (+real stories - what doesn't work)
Matrices
Taxonomies
Video case studies
LDLite

DialogPlus

7 References

Bailey, C., Zalfan, M. T, Davis, H. C., Fill, K., & Conole, G. (2006). Panning for Gold: Designing Pedagogicallyinspired

Learning Nuggets. Educational Technology & Society, 9 (1), 113-122.
Beetham, H. (2001). "How do representations of practice enable practice to change?" Educational Developments 2(4) 
Beetham, H (2005) Draft template for describing a unit of (e)learning, www.jisc.ac.uk/uploaded_documents/Describing%20practice%20v12.doc 
Bennett, S., S Agostinho and L Lockyer (2005) ‘Reusable Learning Designs in University Education’ in TC Montgomery and JR Parker (eds) Proceedings of Education and Technology (ICET) 2005: ACTA Press. 

Britain, Sandy (2004) A review of Learning Design: concept, specifications and tools.  Report for JISC E-learning Pedagogy Programme

Burgos, D (2005) Contribution to “Primitives to Patterns” discussion, OUNL_LN4LD » Forums » Forums » Teachers and Learning Providers » Primitives to Patterns http://moodle.learningnetworks.org/mod/forum/discuss.php?d=137 

Burgos, D & D. Griffiths (2005) Unfold booklet http://www.unfold-project.net/project/UNFOLDbooklet.pdf
Conole, G. C., & Fill, K. (2005). A toolkit for creating effective learning activities. Paper presented at EdMedia Conference, June 27 - July 2, 2005, Montreal, Canada.

CopperAuthor (2005). CopperAuthor 1.0  http://sourceforge.net/projects/copperauthor/.
Downes, S. (2003). Design, Standards and Reusability, http://www.downes.ca/cgibin/website/view.cgi?dbs=Article&key=1059622263&format=full.
Engestrom Y (1999). Chapter 2. The emergence of learning activity as a historical form of human learning. In: Learning by expanding. Available from

http://communication.ucsd.edu/LCHC/MCA/Paper/Engestrom/expanding/toc.htm. 
Falconer, I., A. Littlejohn, G. Conole, & A. Jeffery. (2006) ‘Mediating between services and learning activities - the user perspective.’ Proceedings of Networked Learning Conference, Lancaster. April 2006.

Goodyear, P (2005) Educational design and networked learning: Patterns, pattern languages and design practice Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 21(1), 82-101
Greller, W  (2005) Contribution to “Primitives to Patterns” discussion, OUNL_LN4LD » Forums » Forums » Teachers and Learning Providers » Primitives to Patterns http://moodle.learningnetworks.org/mod/forum/discuss.php?d=137
Griffiths, D, and J. Blat:(2005) “The Role Of Teachers In Editing And Authoring Units Of Learning Using IMS Learning Design", International Journal on Advanced Technology for Learning (ATL), Special issue on Designing Learning Activities: From Content-based to Context-based Learning Services, vol. 2(3)
Griffths, D. (Ed.) (2004), UNFOLD, Transcript of the Barcelona CoP meeting, Universitat Pompeu Fabra, 2004,  available at http://www.unfold-project.net/project/events/cops/f2fbarcelona/transcript/.

Griffiths, D. and Garcia, R. (2003). Commentary on Rob Koper, Combining re-Usable Learning Resources to Pedagogical Purposeful Units of Learning, Chapter 5 of: Reusing Online Resources: A Sustainable Approach to eLearning, (Ed.) Allison Littlejohn.. Journal of Interactive Media in Education, 2003 (1) Special Issue on Reusing Online Resources. ISSN:1365-893X [www-jime.open.ac.uk/2003/1/].
JISC (2006)  Circular for Design for Learning funding call http://www.jisc.ac.uk/index.cfm?name=funding_01_06
Jonassen, D. (1994). Thinking technology: Toward a constructivist design model. Educational Technology, 34(3), 34-37.

Jonassen, D. H. (2000). Toward a design theory of problem solving. Educational Technology Research and Development, 48(4), pp. 63-85
Koper, R (2005) contribution at UNFOLD Community of Practice meeting, Barcelona

Lefoe, G. (1998). Creating constructivist learning environments on the Web: The challenge in higher education. Paper presented at the ASCILITE 1998, University of Wollongong

Littlejohn, A, I. Falconer and L. McGill (2006)  “Characterising Effective eLearning Resources”, Computers in Education (in press)

Littlejohn, A. and Pegler, C. A.  (expected 2006). Planning for blended learning. London, Routledge.

Lockyer, L. & Bennett, S. (2006). Understanding roles within technology supported teaching and learning: Implications for students, staff and institutions. In J.

O’Donoghue (Ed.), Technology Supported Learning and Teaching: A Staff Perspective. Hershey, PA: Information Science Publishing.

McAndrew, P (2004) Representing Practitioner Experiences through Learning Designs and Patterns, report to the JISC e-learning programme, available online at (http://www.jisc.ac.uk/uploaded_documents/practioner-patterns-v2.doc).

McAndrew, P., P. Goodyear, et al. "Patterns, designs and activities: unifying descriptions of learning structures." Int.J.  (preprint): http://kn.open.ac.uk/public/getfile.cfm?documentfileid=6000
Margaryan, A., Currier, S., Littlejohn, A., & Nicol, D. (2006). Learning communities and repositories.  CDLOR project deliverable 1. JISC, UK http://www.ic-learning.dundee.ac.uk/projects/CD-LOR/CDLORdeliverable1_learningcommunitiesreport.doc
Masterman, L (2006) An evaluation of generic tools used in design for learning.  JISC Learning Design Tools Project Report. http://www.jisc.ac.uk/uploaded_documents/LD%20Tools%20Report%20v1.1.pdf
Oliver, R. (1999).  Exploring strategies for on-line teaching and learning.  Distance Education, 20(2), 240-254.

Oliver, R. & Herrington, J. (2001). Teaching and learning online: A beginner’s guide to e-learning and e-teaching in higher education. Edith Cowan University: Western Australia.

Oliver, R., B. Harper, J. Hedberg, S. Wills, and S. Agostinho (2002) Formalising the description of learning designs.  Proceedings of HERDSA conference 2002, http://www.ecu.edu.au/conferences/herdsa/main/papers/ref/pdf/Oliver.pdf
Paquette, G., De la Teja, I., Léonard, M., Lundgren-Cayrol, K., & Marino, O. (2005). Using an Instructional Engineering Method and a Modeling Tool to Design IMS-LD Units of Learning. In Koper, R & Tattersall, C. (Eds.), Learning Design: A Handbook on Modelling and Delivering Networked Education and Training, Berlin: Springer, 161-183

Reload (2005). RELOAD Project Website, http://www.reload.ac.uk/.

Sampson, D., Karampiperis, P., & Zervas, P. (2005). ASK-LDT: A Web-Based Learning Scenarios Authoring Environment

based on IMS Learning Design. International Journal on Advanced Technology for Learning, 2 (4), http://www.actapress.com/Content_Of_Journal.aspx?JournalID=63. 
Sharpe, R., H. Beetham, et al. (2004). "Active Artefacts: Representing our knowledge of learning and teaching." Educational Developments 5(2)
Taylor, P. G., & Richardson, A. S. (2001). Validating scholarship in university teaching: Constructing a national scheme for external peer review of ICT-based teaching and learning resources (No. 01/3, DETYA No. 6683.HERC01A). Australia: Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, Evaluations and Investigations Programme, Higher Education Division. http://www.dest.gov.au/highered/eippubs/eip01_3/01_3.pdf
Van Bruggen, J., Rusman, E, Giesbers, B, and Koper, R (2006) Content-based positioning in learning networks http://dspace.ou.nl/handle/1820/576
Vogel, M. and M. Oliver (2006) Design for learning in virtual learning environments – insider perspectives.  JISC Learning Design Tools Project Report:

http://www.jisc.ac.uk/uploaded_documents/D4L_VLE_report_final.pdf
8 Appendices

8.1 Appendix 1: Mod4L Practitioner Focus Group

	Name
	Discipline
	Institution
	HE/FE
	23/6

	Simon Bates
	physics
	Edinburgh
	HE
	y

	Angela Benzies
	engineering
	Napier, Edinburgh
	HE
	y

	Douglas Chalmers
	economics
	Glasgow Caledonian
	HE
	y

	Liz Foulis
	art & design
	Lauder College
	FE
	y

	Kate Lennon
	business
	Glasgow Caledonian
	HE
	y

	Gavin Heron
	social work
	Strathclyde
	HE
	y

	Julie McCran
	
	Telford College, Edinburgh
	FE
	y

	Isobel McKay
	science
	Lauder College
	FE
	y

	Elaine Smith
	engineering
	Glasgow Caledonian
	HE
	y

	Keith Smyth
	online learning
	Napier, Edinburgh
	HE
	y

	David Young
	cabinet making
	Lauder College
	FE
	y

	Helen Day
	english (centre for employability through the humanities)
	University of Central Lancaster
	HE
	n

	Mel Cadman
	social work
	Strathclyde
	HE
	n

	Charles Docherty
	health
	Glasgow Caledonian
	HE
	n

	Roy Hanney
	film
	University College, Chichester
	FE
	n

	Allan Jones
	biology/environment
	Dundee
	HE
	n

	Alistair McNaught
	PE
	Independent
	FE/HE
	n

	Gavin Peake
	computer science
	West Notts College
	FE
	?n

	John Webber
	biology
	Sussex Downs
	FE
	?n

	Nigel Wynne
	health
	University of Central England
	HE
	n


8.2 Appendix 2: Workshop programme and questionnaires

Mod4L 23-6-06: Focus Group Meeting Timetable

10.30  Arrival – coffee

10.45  Introduction - Mod4L briefing session

11.15  Pairs discussions – discussion of examples of learning designs

12.00  Small group discussions – learning designs, representations and communities

12.45  Lunch

13.45  Whole group discussion of learning designs and representations

14.30  Pairs discussions – stakeholders, communities and representations

15.00  Tea

15.15  Whole group discussion – Next steps, characteristics of usable representations & and evaluation framework

16.00  Finish

Mod4L 23-6-06: Pairs discussion of learning designs

	Name:


	Institution:



	Discipline:


	Role (eg. tutor, lecturer, course designer



	Learning design author:


	Learning design title:



	What was the original design medium and format of the learning design – eg. Word file, Powerpoint presentation?



	Is the original design medium and format one that you could use?  If not, why not?



	What medium and format would you prefer?



	What did your partner have to explain in order for you to understand the design?



	What form of representation would you prefer?



	Which, if any, aspects of this learning design would you reuse – eg. the content, the activities, the structure?  



	Why did you choose these aspects (or why could you not use any of the design?



	What else would you need to know if you were reusing this design?



	What else would you want to know if deciding whether to use this design?




Mod4L 23-6-06: Small group discussion of representations

Representation exemplar:

Group members:

Questions for discussion:

Is the original design medium and format one that you could use?  If not, why not?

What did your group leader have to explain in order for you to understand the design? 

Is there information missing from this representation that you would need?

If you were documenting this learning design, how would you do it? (group or individual examples please)

� We follow emergent convention here in distinguishing between “learning designs” (lower case “l” and “d”) as defined above, and Learning Designs which are a specific representation of learning design conforming to the IMS LD specification.


� For a discussion of the uses of ‘learning designs’ see S Bennett, S Agostinho and L Lockyer (2005) For a discussion of the distinction between learning designs and patterns see P Goodyear (2005); P McAndrew (2004) 


� IMS LD models learning designs in terms of the learning objectives, the roles of learners and staff, the activities they carry out, the environment which contains both content and service resources, and the method by which these are put together into a coherent work flow.  The method is modelled on analogy to a play with acts which relate roles to activities (Britain 2004).





� Three examples of author 2’s personal form


� Assessment mentioned in timetables, no details given


� Although space was provided for reflection in all lesson plan forms, only author 2 made use of it


� Author 2
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