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Abstract

This thesis, at the meeting point of information systamd education research,
starts with a critical assessment of the theoretical assumptioleslying ICT-
mediated learning research, and takes issue with instrumeiagaistaches to
technology as a means of encouraging learning through collemoatd of
achieving innovation in work practices. | argue that technolagielsknowledge
(as well as what is considered worth learning) are imbricated ingoirg “scene
of struggle” where different interests, institutional logicdpratlities, and realities

are negotiated.

This research draws on an empirical case study which folloev&fforts of an
interdisciplinary research team in a 3-year project while deweand evaluating

a Learning Design Support Environment (LDSE). The expected aihe &fDSE
project was to foster a community of practice among academics that sltare
knowledge of teaching practices, and collaboratively discoveovative
approaches to technology-enhanced Ilearning. | also bring the broader
sociotechnical context into the discussion, to understanditferent institutional

logics entangled with this technology.

A conceptual framework is developed that integrates insights frecent
contributions in institutional theory and actor-networkdty. The former sensitise
us to the broader social context and the complex interaaforifferent
institutional logics. The latter emphasizes the entanglementedinology,
knowledge, and practices. This framework offers an effective lens tostsaer
how technologies aimed at supporting collaborative learning ak,wand
particularly in teaching, are bound up with practices and itisti@l logics in a
given sociopolitical context. Such understanding will rewbal assumptions of
straightforward means-to-ends innovation in technological intéiores aimed at
achieving learning and change, by laying bare the complex sociatathni
processes involved in making “a technology work” and in legitimgakhowledge

and practices.
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1 Introduction

1.1 ICTs, knowledge, learning, and innovation

Information and communication technologies (ICTs) have becomeageely
engrained in our social life, and they are implicated in the ioggeansformation
of organizational arrangements and practices. ICTs and tlugtiZdtion of
everything” play an important role in the accumulation and gdanarat data and
information. Furthermore, the networking capabilities of the letesapport new
forms of interaction, communication, and distribution of infation across
geographical and organizational boundaries, which have resulteztasstul non-
commercial international collaborative ventures, such as Wikipediad,Open
Source software production projects. In addition, Open Infmvawhich is based
on the idea of sharing knowledge beyond organizatiosges as a new paradigm
for firms that want to stimulate innovation in a “landscape ahdant knowledge”
(Chesbrough, 2003). Concepts of openness, peer collaboratiopeanshnovation
have also penetrated the discourse of the public sector, wijacisrdeing
developed in areas of eGovernment, eHealth or education. In thesetpimd
their discourses there is an association between ICTs, collaboratowledge

transfer, and innovation.

Furthermore, in the so-called knowledge economy or learning sgeetging has
become a pervasive discourse: there are learning organizations, learning
communities, learning cities, etc.; workers are expected to upaaté&nowledge

and skills, and be lifelong learners, reflective practitioners, teakess; and
policy discourses present education and lifelong learning asoatyp In this
context, a recurrent rhetoric praises the possibilities that ICEs tuff support
collaborative environments of learning and communities of pracesenating

with the now prevailing constructivist approaches to learningaming science

and organizational learning research.

Literature around knowledge transfer and learning in the fields of leasciemgces,
education, and OMS has traditionally been dominated by pBghospired

theories. Cognitive and behavioural aspects of knowledge eauchihg are
unquestionably important to consider, particularly when researisngs such as
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knowledge transfer and acquisition. However, constructivist petisps on
knowledge and learning have contributed in revealing the socialsiaumated
character of knowledge and learning. Among these theories, the @oituical
study of Lave and Wenger's (1990ommunities of practicdoecame very
influential, and it has been adopted by managers as a \pagrnmte collaboration
and learning among peers. However, the application of suchiaabtiieory as an
instrumental model for intervention does not come withoutlpros, as it assumes
that learning through collaboration can be engineered. Ini@aldm much of this
research the use of technology to support learning and commufipesctice is

taken for granted and it remains to a large extent undertheorized.

The underlying assumption of important investment in IGT$hat innovation
stems from purposeful action; that is, that the adequate desigehvfological
interventions will lead to the expected outcomes. From thisppetive ICTs are
reduced to their functionality. However, project failures, wended consequences,
resistance to use, are just some illustrative examples ofntitations of such
approaches in practice. Tinkering, improvisation and politicsalirpart of the

sociotechnical assemblage of IS (Ciborra, 2004).

Research in information systems (IS) has shown that the develbmndn
implementation of IS cannot be explained by focusing ekalyson technical and
rational perspectives, and that the development and use ofrl©figanisations is
only partly the result of formal decisions deriving from sfiececonomic,
managerial or technical rationales (Avgerou, 2002). The concéptfofmation
system”, in this regard, in contrast to IT or ICTs, has to kentéo refer not only

to the technology but the sociotechnical system. Especiatig sive 1990s, some
IS scholars have been engaged in developing more nuanced thewsizagarding
the entwinement otechnology and the social or organizational contexts of

development and use.

In the recent years OS and IS scholars have developed a grmiengst in
practice-based perspectives (Gherardi, 2009; Nicolini, 2012) acidnsaterial
approaches (Orlikowski & Scott, 2008) in their efforts to dep¢heorizations that

based on a relational ontology overcome the dichotomy saeuoatktial. They have
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suggested the need to consider the role of the material inribtation of reality.
In line with this research in this thesis | take the vieat technology design can
be understood as contributing to constitute the worlgéci§ic ways, as a process
of mattering taking place within a larger configuration of theldy@nd as such in

constant process of negotiation (Barad, 2007).

1.2 The case study: The LDSE

In the fields of organization studies and IS, empirical studiealysing ICT-

mediated collaborative learning and decision-support tools havemieahtly

focused on business organizations. More generally, a domiodptd literature

in IS is concerned with the analysis of IS in businessnizgdons. As Avgerou
(2002) argues, this is a limitation, because distinct concanise in different
organizational settings where processes of IS innovation tade. pla regards the
public sector, the important investment in information systersupport clinical
decision-making has been accompanied by an extensive bodgezfrch in the
area of health, most of which is published in specialized jogirbatk it has also
reached mainstream organization studies, information systemscesmte and
technology studies (STS) journals. Nevertheless, areas such ci@ulhave

received very marginal attention.

Admittedly, the use of ICTs to support workplace learningdeuision-making is
not as widespread in education as it is in other sectorst lolaes exist, and
technologies are increasingly being developed which aim to dugheotlesign of
learning and teaching plans, and facilitate sharing best praatidessources. This
thesis draws on an empirical case study of one of such tegiemlbfollowed the
work of an interdisciplinary research team in a 3-year research projelet whi
developing and evaluating a Learning Design Support Envirohméich seeks
to foster a community of practice of academics, and facilitate laumelsharing
of teaching practices to promote the discovery of innovative apbes to
technology-enhanced learning. The LDSE project team takes oth theaagenda
of improving teaching and learning quality in higher education (b#Sed on

contemporary views of learning and integration of technologwered learning
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(TEL) within teaching practices. Thus, it wants to encouraggtazh of TEL in
HE.

Educational technology literature is dominated by optimisticiastumentalist
views about the possibilities that technology offers to assishprove teaching
and learning. A recurrent rhetoric praises the possibilities that é@&r to support
collaborative environments, resonating with the widespreadstauctivist
approaches to learning in learning science research. However, asicoulslin
the literature review, this literature adopts a restricted view otidko
constructivist perspectives on learning. With some excepfiergs Selwyn &
Facer, 2013), this research tends to omit any reference to organizaimitiial,
social or cultural aspects implicated in e-learning. Despite tipeshand large
investment in ICTs, the claimed potential of digital tedbgg to reform education
has not been realized. Notwithstanding the gap between expectatimeality,
research in this area remains mostly uncritical and, as some authoredevéy
lamented (Selwyn & Facer, 2013; Selwyn, forthcoming; Oliver 3201 tends to
be framed with naive theorizations of technology, and psychefepired theories

of learning, resulting in reductionist views of the educagimtess.

Similarly, higher education research predominantly adopts learsimgnces
approaches, with largely psychological concerns. There are also rese#irahers
from a sociological perspective have studied issues sucle dsstory of higher
education systems or the change towards managerial forms ahiong
universities. Only recently some researchers in the education sciBelkes
(Fanghanel & Trowler, 2008) have started to show an interssiidglying teaching
practices at a meso-level, focusing on the teacher as a practitrorem
organizational setting; that is, it considers teaching praceyeru the teacher-
learner interaction, by situating it in the organizational conféxs is a promising
area of research, as it goes beyond individualist and ratioaedistints of human
behaviour implicit in literature and policy interventions conceérmwih changing

teaching practices.

Contributing to these recent calls in higher education reseactkedurcational

technology research to move beyond a-contextual studies of leaamdg
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technological change, | frame my research from a socio-technical |geptve

and the related fields of STS and organization studies, asffieeyruitful insights

in relation to the theorization of technological change and leammmganizations.
This thesis, at the point of intersection of information systeamd education
research, takes as its starting point the critical assessment dhedbretical
assumptions underlying ICT-mediated learning research, and seadditess
some of the limitations of received theorisations of learning anddéxdy, which

underlie important investments in developing technologieuuppat learning.
Furthermore, overcoming humanistic and individualistic vieiearning, in this
thesis | analyse how the technologies aimed at supporting lggraiticipate in

the ongoing configurations of the world.

1.3 Overview of the thesis

In chapter 21 present a critical literature review, starting with a brief discassio
the influence of design thinking in OMS and education. Nextfer an overview
of literature on teaching, learning and technology in higher educatiere | point
out the limitations of the dominant literature just mergarAfter a brief overview
of research on the sociology of professions, | refer to the chamafesaditional
professions have experienced since the 1980s and how, agguemse, research
tended to move away from the notion of a profession teniakie, more generally,
research on knowledge work. Connected to the spread of ICTs@ddtourse
of “knowledge economy” since the 1990s we have witnessed an unprekde
interest in studying aspects related to knowledge work and aegemial learning.

| argue that an important body of literature in knowledge manage{l{M) adopts
positivist and cognitivist views of knowledge. | then esviliterature that from a
social constructivist perspective has revealed the social andeditnature of
learning and knowledge. However, | conclude in accordance witie smthors
(Contu & Willmott, 2003; Selwyn & Facer, 2013) that popularizedsions of
constructivist and situated approaches to learning in orgamzatith management
literature, and in education, tend to be too localized, andigim@re aspects such
as contradiction, the entanglement of learning processes with poatevrre] and
the importance of considering the historical and social cownfeldarning. This

aspect, and the need to frame the discussion accounting for orgarakzaspects
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and institutional logics, is all the more necessary when wegstigmofessional or
work-based learning. In addition, | conclude that most of teraliure adopts a tool
view of technology; that is, it takes for granted the oukes of the implementation
of technologies, and it conceives technologies as neutral medtamswledge
and learning. Critical towards these dominant approaches, | takeard recent
calls to consider the entanglement of technology with practicdslesarning
(Gherardi, 2009; Nicolini, 2011; Fenwick & Landri, 201Znwick et al., 2011),
in line with the practice turn (Schatzki et al., 2001) and the nmecent
sociomaterial turn in social sciences, strongly influenced by the trecepf

science and technology studies (STS) literature.

After offering a critical review of theories in Information Systemd &TS that
delve into technology and social and organizational changeseént the research

guestion that this thesis seeks to answer, and three resdaighestions:

RQ: How is technology implicated in the configuration and negotmatof

educational practices in Higher Education in the United Kingtlo

In chapter 3| propose a conceptual framework integrating insights of recent
contributions in institutional theory, and actor-networaity. The former sensitise

us to consider the broader social context and the complenadation of different
institutional logics. The latter emphasizes the entanglementedinology,
knowledge and practices. | claim that such a framework offers an adéeupsito
understand how technologies aimed at supporting work-baS&emkdiated
learning are entangled with practices and diverse institutiogalsl@nd actors.
Such understanding will reveal the assumptions of straigiafol means-to-ends
innovation in technological interventions aimed at adhglearning and change,

by lying bare the complex sociotechnical processes involved akingn “a

technology work” and in legitimating knowledge and practices.

In chapter 41 discuss and justify the methodology of this research, whibased
on a case study, and ichapter 5 | offer a case study narrative, with a
contextualization of the LDSE project in the context of recent clsand€E in the
UK. As | explain in these chapters, this research is based pantigipation during

3 years in the LDSE research project, while they were developing reotegty,
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the LD, with the purpose of fostering a community of reflectrafitioners, with
the final aim of encouraging innovation in teaching practicesEinMy sources of
empirical data are my participation in monthly meetings, the dentsnand
articles produced by the research project, and the three different veosithres
software developed. | also participated as a researcher in workshtips w
practitioners to gather user requirements and to evaluateystens | also
conducted interviews with practitioners. Furthermore, second scalfoe®d me

to construct the contextualisation of the LDSE project presentelgaipter 5.

In chapter 61 offer the analysis of the case study, which | divide im@to give
answer to each of the sub-questio@kapter 7 contains the discussion, where |
present the key findings of this thesis. Finallyclapter 81 conclude this thesis
by presenting the main contributions, and | discuss thigaliions of this research

and possible future research.
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2 Literature review: ICT-mediated learning and
innovation in work practices — The case of teaching
in higher education

2.1 Introduction

The case study under research, the LDSE project, seeks to endonmggion in
teaching practices in higher education in the UK. To achiewe d&m, they
designed a technology to foster learning and knowledge sharinogg academics
in their role as teachers. Thus, the underlying assumptions atedhaology can
foster and support a community of practice, and that by leafrongeach other
practitioners will innovate their practices. As | will discusthiis literature review,
such an approach is not exclusive of this project. Virtualnconities of practice
and other forms of ICT-mediated collaboration have been presengeaddemic

literature as means to promote effective learning and innovation.

The LDSE was constituted by education researchers and compatersss, and

it was part of a network of ESRC/EPSRC-funded projects researeicimgology-
enhanced learning. However, while most research in education tefwtsisoon
students’ learning, this project was concerned with learningaaletvels: it aimed
to achieve that academics woldérn from each otheabout innovative teaching
practices to suppostudents’ learningThus, in this literature review | show where
LDSE seats within education literature, but then | justig/flaming of this thesis
from an organisation and management studies (OMS) and infomsgttems (1S)
perspective, as this project intended to encourage learninggapractitioners

(more specifically, academics as teachers).

One of the contributions of this thesis is that it bsitmgether these different fields
of research. Whereas learning has traditionally been studied f®readming
sciences perspective, other disciplines have been concernedssu#s isuch as
expertise, knowledge sharing, and learning communities, particin the context
of the knowledge economy. As | will show, different disciplifesus on different
concerns, but also commonalities are apparent, for instance thes$uloszs ption
of the concept of communities of practice and collaborative learningystodd

as means to achieve innovation.
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Another aspect shared by IS, OMS and education science thelyadre applied
social sciences; therefore an important part of the knowledgkiged in these
fields aims to provide practical insights. As a result, adlIisivow in this chapter,
an important body of the literature adopts instrumental or teghrational
perspectives; that is, they intend to guide practitioneqsrbgosing best practices
or satisfactory courses of action. This thesis sits amongilmatibns in OS
(Townley, 2008) and IS (Avgerou, 2002) who have adopted auniwersalist
view of rationality, and suggest the need to considerdhmlsembeddedness of
practices. From this perspective, practical action does not faltoversal rational

calculations.

| start this critical literature review by briefly discussing thiBuence of design
thinking in various disciplines, and | contrast it with gexformative perspective
that |1 adopt in this research. Then, | review literature in the aredsgbér
education and learning technologies, followed by literature on gwiofeal
knowledge, and knowledge and learning in organisationst, Néacus on how
technology has been theorized in terms of its implicatiomawkng and learning,
and social change. In the conclusions | point at the gaps foutlne iliterature.

Finally, | introduce the research questions.

2.2 On designing to achieve change

The LDSE, which constitutes the case study of this thesfisied itself as an action
research project. That is, concerned with the gap between theoryaaidepin
learning science, it aims to induce change in UK’s higher edudaiidnteaching
practice by following a design science approach. More specifidhigugh the
design of a digital tool it seeks to foster a communitgrattice in which teachers
can test, share, and take inspiration from each other’s learesigng (i.e. lesson
plans or instructional products). In this way, it is hotieat innovation in teaching
practice will result from a knowledge building process similath® one that
operates in the academic research community or other community-based,
innovation projects (Laurillard et al., In preparation).

While not new, the design science paradigm has recently attraeteddrest of a

growing number of researchers in diverse social science fields. Adiaation, in

Page22 of 290



20080rganization Studiepublished a special issue on ‘Organization Studies as a
Science for Design’, and the theme of the 2012 EGOS conferenaisimii was
Design. In 2004MISQ published ‘Design Science in Information Systems
Research’ (Hevner et al., 2004), the most cited article of a new dfodgsign
research that has reached mainstream Information Systems’ journiis.field

of education studies, design research has gained popularitg lasthcouple of
decades and has been frequently applied in the area of technétogesrning
(Cobb et al., 2003; Mor & Winters, 2007).

In the aforementioned researdihe Sciences of the Artifici@l996), by Herbert
A. Simon, remains highly influential. In this seminal babk author formulates
the relevance and characteristics of a science of design. He assertsehairie
designs who devises courses of action aimed at changing exggtiagons into
preferred ones” (p.111), and suggests that if natural sciences dieabaiiral
objects and phenomena, a different sort of sciences are needed ytoth&tud
artificial, the man-made. Historically, Simon’s efforts to depet science of
design can be seen as the culmination of a decade, the 60sdroatke aspiration
to scientize design, in a context where science, technology amdaism were
seen as the way forward to tackle human and environmentagprsithat politics

and economics were not able to solve (Cross, 2001).

In contrast to the natural sciences, the sciences of the artificiadrazeroed with
the contingent, not with how things are but “with homgjs ought to be in order
to attain goalsand tofunction” (Simon, 1996, p.4). Thus, Simon’s perspective on
design is framed by a technical rationality and concerned with aspedtsas

efficiency and utility.

Indeed, technology development and learning interventions shaesignelrly
disposition, and a focus on intervention and positive ahamich tends to be
frequently associated to discourses of innovation. Not surghsilS, learning
sciences, and education research and practice have tended totesthmtal
rational, or instrumental perspectives, in their efforts toelbgy for instance,
knowledge that can guide the construction of robust technoldgiesipport

organisations and work practices, or efficient methods to assigilepew
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organizations in the acquisition of new knowledge. In tHeviohg sections of this
literature review | will discuss the contributions and undegyiheoretical
assumptions of literature concerned with the use of technologyppwog learning
in the fields of education, OMS, and IS.

Research in IS, however, has shown that the developmeithplamentation of
IS cannot be explained by focusing exclusively on technical ratidnal
perspectives, and that the development and use of ICTs in sagans is only
partly the result of formal decisions deriving from specific eanepmanagerial
or technical rationales (Avgerou, 2002). More generally, a sociallyeedsu
perspective to the study of design and technological and leantémgentions can

contribute to our understanding of the difficulties of achieving gadiy design.

Design thinking tends to assume a position of exteynaiten of neutrality, in its
aim of taming the world, and it frequently assumes thagdess are the main
agents of design. However, some authors (Kimbell, 2011; éllarg2002;
Suchman, 2011) have argued the need to rethink designpolitisal dimension
and as a distributed social accomplishment in which humanthemdaterial play
a part. Furthermore, from a performative approach based on a relatitsiaggn
design can be understood as contributing to constitute tHd imcspecific ways,
as a process of mattering taking place within a larger configuratitre world,
and as such in constant process of negotiation (Barad, 2007)isTthis view

adopted in this thesis, and it will be developed furtheéhe theoretical chapter.

2.3 Teaching, learning, and technology in higher educain

Teaching and learning in higher education (HE) is quite a readdtdf research
in the UK. Following some sporadic works in the 1960s @04, scholarship in
this area started to thrive in the 1980s, coinciding with rdwestormation of HE
from an elite to a mass higher education system, and with tisecuent growth
of staff development in HE (Malcolm & Zukas, 2001). As sasoholars have
argued (Case, 2007; Haggis, 2003; Malcolm & Zukas, 2001;I&rp2005; Webb,
1997b), literature of teaching and learning in HE mostly drawdeaming

sciences.
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As stated inThe Cambridge handbook of the learning scieri8asvyer, 2006), the
goal of learning sciences is “to better understand the cogaidsocial processes
that result in the most effective learning, and to use this kngeléal redesign
classrooms and other learning environments.” From this definitis possible to
appreciate that the main concern of learning sciences is instalroetéchnical-
rational. That s, it aims to produce knowledge that can infyautitioners on how
to achieve the goal of students’ learning by designing effediagning

interventions.

The most influential learning theories, grounded on psychobrgybehaviourism,
cognitivism and constructivism (Carlile & Jordan, 2005hiM/ they tend to be
presented as competing theories, each of them have brought inhpwsigints on
to how learning takes place and can be supported, and havenaeitlesaching

practice in higher education.

Behaviourism is primarily associated with Pavlov (Russia) andn8ki(USA). It
posits that there is an association between stimuli andnespand concentrates
on developing strategies to achieve desired changes on obsdrehblgours.
From this perspective, teachers can condition the behaviouteamnthg of their
students, and this can be reinforced with rewards or punishnkentsnstance,
established practices in higher education in the UK suclexasninations,
assessment, and feedback are forms of recognition that do ha¥eann the
effort students put in their studies and what they learn (Bo&al&hikov, 2007;
Walker, 2014) and assume a certain correspondence between learigngades
achieved changes in students’ behaviour or learning. In trasdetipe established
practice of defining tangible learning outcomes is based on a behavi
perspective, which assumes that teachers can design courses ofeactiog to
specific changes in learner’s behaviour, skills or knowledge. ieghunderlie
Gagné’s (1974) instructional learning sequences, whichressaucorrespondence
between the design of a learning action by a teacher and a givense$pyothe

learner.

From another standpoint, cognitivism focuses on how learnerseggoand

organise their knowledge in their brains. Cognitivism has be#mn influential in
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the development of pedagogical knowledge, and in the studypeftdsnowledge
underlying important contributions in artificial intelligence (RigdL954; Bobrow
& Collins, 1975; Liebowitz, 1997). Techniques and learnimigrventions that
develop strategies for thinking draw on cognitivist intsgfio exemplify these, in
HE, cognitive approaches underlie the “Critical thinking eroent” (Carlile &

Jordan, 2005, p.18), which has resulted in explicit effortgractice to develop
student’s critical thinking, and has lead to a questioningoofidant didactic
approaches. Also influential are studies on memory and knowlsztgation

(Miller, 1956), the theory of scaffolding learning (Cameron, 2603ingold et al.,
2008; Vygotsky, 1987), and Bloom’s (1956) taxonomyepoiffg a model of the

different levels of cognition that students need to develop.

While much of the teaching practice in HE is grounded on tlee grevious
perspectives, we can perceive a certain shift towards more consttuctivis
approaches among educational theorists in the recent years, aiehalso
penetrated in discourses of best practices in higher educatiotutioss.
Constructivism has highlighted that our knowledge istoicted and that we build
it on previous knowledge and experience. Thus, learningiésethat draw on a
constructivist paradigm point at the importance of considetumests’ previous
knowledge and experiences, and have put forward notionsasuetxperiential
learning (Kolb, 1984), and student-centred learning. Whereas behamiou
assumes that teachers have control of learning interventions andtander
students as passive receivers, constructivism understandsetioé tiod teacher as
a facilitator that supports students’ learning. As a result, reskascéuggested the
need to facilitate students’ independent learning (Biggs,)198Rective learning
(Brockbank & McGill, 1998), and to support a variety of leagrstyles (Gardner,
1983; Honey & Mumford, 1992), by adopting a range of teacsiirajegies.

A branch of constructivism that has recently gained support geuuncationalists
Is social constructivism. Grounded on Vygotsky’'s research @isky, 1987),
social constructivism reacts against the view of the learner a®lated rational
being. They suggest that knowledge is socially constructedhagidight the
importance of others as learning mediators (Carlile & Jordan, 200#9 has

resulted in the view that collaborative or peer learning shoujordraoted. As |
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will discuss later, it is interesting to see how such netibave been mutually
reinforced by a positive view of ICT-mediated learning as facilitatolgborative

environments for learning.

While social constructivism is gaining acceptation, Case (200m)ends that
dominant theories on students’ learning are grounded on psgshaind they still
predominantly focus on the cognitive aspects of the learnipgrexce, with
concepts such as ‘learning styles’ or ‘approaches to learning’ciitical review
of the literature on learning styles, Coffield et al. (2004) clthat research on
learning styles is overall not convincing and that it dogtsseem to be the most
straightforward or effective way to support students’ learning. Agaie of the
criticisms is that this literature tends to focus on intrinsid aognitive

characteristics of students, disregarding important social anextoal aspects.

In this regard research such as that of Mora & Escadibul (2007)rsiwseveral
aspects related to students’ previous learning experiences haird social
environment affect their performance at university: the kind of dcthat they
attended, school location, mother’s work, etc. Furthermore, as (@87, p.330)
puts it, “a wide range of aspects of student life all have a croeaing on the

guality of learning that they are able to experience.”

Similarly, Towler (2005) suggests that research on teaching anthigarrigher
education tends to adopt psychologically-based approaches,iamdatérested in
analysing how the process of teaching and learning can be enhartl ¢
body of research has resulted with some helpful advice for praetiipand has
been influential in the way teaching quality is assessex fdbus of analysis
situated at the level of interaction teacher-student in the classmmo@motes a
“limited conceptualisation of pedagogy as an educational ‘transatiiween
individual learners and teachers.” (Malcolm & Zukas, 2001, p.BBjs focus
leaves out of view the influence of the socioeconomic and culturdaéxioon
learning experiences (Case, 2007; Mora & Escardibul, 2007))eanding is
usually discussed without consideration of the content oféhating, or the aims
of education (Biesta, 2005). Thus, the aforementioned scholggestua shift

towards a view of learners and HE as socially and historically lacated
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Trowler (2005) argues that literature in the area of HE mostly fallsirwitvo
groups. On the one hand, a dominant body of research adeptsrihsituated,
cognitive view of learning just described, and focuses omtbe-level of analysis
of teaching and learning practices in the class setting. On teehahd, research
in the field of the sociology of education has traditiona#ivdd with compulsory
education, but some scholars have studied aspects of HE. S&@sale adopts a
macro-social perspective and discusses issues such as the bissolycation
systems, education policy, and the differential effects of socia, @#snicity, or
gender on educational attainment (e.g. Case, 2007; Mora & Hadara007).
From a social science perspective there is also research on HE undégaken
organization studies and education science scholars at thefldweboganization;
however this literature tends to focus on organizational aspémtsnstance the
introduction of new public management forms of organizing—enothe research
side of academic work (Bleiklie & Henkel, 2005; Bleiklie &#&an, 2007; Glaser,
2012; Kogan, 2000; Prichard & Willmott, 1997). Only retesbme researchers
in the education sciences field have started to show interstidging learning
and teaching practices at a meso-level, focusing on the teacher astiapeadoh
an organizational setting (Fanghanel & Trowler, 2008; Trowler,5R0This
research examines teaching and learning from a socio-cultural theoretical
perspective of practice, and explores how the institutioe, dmscipline,
pedagogical beliefs, academic labour, and external factors, alaplalg in how

teaching is practiced. This thesis contributes to this litexatu

A similar diagnosis can be applied to research in the area afatahal
technologies. While there is some literature with a sociologaagitivity that has
analysed issues such as the relationship between the knowtsdgemy
discourse, economic interests, and the expansion of informagiod
communication technologies (ICTs) in HE (Clegg et al., 200&king, 2004;
Garnham, 2000; Selwyn, 2008; Selwyn, 2013), research in ergaror
educational technology, is overwhelmingly dominated by “learrsognce”
approaches, which adopt psychologically inspired perspectivésaamning. This

research is concerned with analysing how the use of ICTs can enbamntrdg.
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Research in this area has tried to provide advice on how different arediie-
learning practices can support different approaches to learning (Coab|&604;
Laurillard, 2002); for instance it has been suggested that.&veb2 promote the
interaction among learners and active learning as learners can becaer con
producers (Siemens, 2008). Without adequately considermggnizational,
institutional, or contextual aspects implicated in the impleatem and use of
technologies for learning, much literature tends to focus on hefutittionalities
of certain technologies can support pedagogical interventioms.inStance,
research praises and analyses how ICTs can support personalsataigration
and socio-constructivist approaches of learning (Conole & Alev2@lQ, p.10).
In fact, as some authors have suggested, the advent of ICTs ini@uuce
mutually reinforced the adoption of diluted versions of sociaktantivist
approaches to learning that talk about facilitating learning tihra@aefjaboration
(Haugsbakk & Nordkvelle, 2007; Holley & Oliver, 2000).

While some education technology researchers seem to assume thatiliddad
to social forms of learning, as some research suggests (S&0§9;, Selwyn,
2010b) there is no evidence that the penetration of ICTs in farduaation has
significantly changed learning practices, nor that the idea of mamaty
participation fostered by Web 2.0 corresponds to reality. Indaet) in successful
projects outside education, like Wikipedia, most people conpaissvely instead
of contributing to make the content, as the enthusiagaodrse about Web 2.0

would have it.

Despite the remarkable influence of social constructipgtr@aches in learning
sciences, it tends to be narrowly reinterpreted in consonande thvé
psychologically inspired orientation of this research. In fact, litezatuthe area
of learning technologies that refers to “socio-constructivism” fredyentits any
reference to organizational, political, social or cultural aspeqgbtidated in e-
learning. Social constructivist approaches like communities atipea(Wenger,
1998), which are analytical, are taken almost as a normative tbet@grning to
justify the advantages of collaborative environments and ewendh of TEL in
formal education (e.g. Evenbeck & Kahn, 2001; Hodgkinsoltiai'is et al., 2008;

Rogers, 2000). However, collaboration is frequently reduc@adoaction among
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individuals, in an acontextual way, resulting in indiatlstic and monistic
perspectives of learningln the recent years these received perspectives of CoP
have received several critiques from some educational scientists (B&arton
Tusting, 2005; Hughes et al., 2007).

Furthermore, this body of literature has been dominated bynigpt and
technological deterministic views of technology, with discourarging from the
assumption of the transformational effects of technology in edag@&@mnk, 2009;
liyosh & Kumar, 2007), also present in policy discourseébenUK and Europe, or
a milder, more common version, which focuses on the potentfalsuch
technologies to support learning, with the implicit or expssumption that it will
improve education (Conole & Alevizou, 2010). There are also tlhagesee it as
an imperative in the digital age, because digital literacy is gas@Plowman et
al., 2010), because students are digital natives and thawighey are used to
doing things (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008), or because this isrtlyeway to ensure
that education can expand despite limited resources (Laurill@@8a® In much
of this writing there is a sense that education is laggthat it needs to keep up
with changes in society, which generates the impression thaeea to keep

“running just to keep in place”. (Boody, 2001).

The lack of consideration of social aspects in both theoriegarhihg and
technology in dominant approaches in the study of eductectanology results
in this gap between rhetoric and outcomes. As some autaeesrécently argued
(Oliver, 2013; Selwyn, 2011b) more research is needed thatsnbeyond
instrumentalist views of educational technology. Indeeth few exceptions, and

mainly by authors who are not educationists (Darking, 2D04ton et al., 2004;

11 share with Kotzee (2010) the view that in muélthe literature in learning sciences the notion
of constructivism used to refer to pedagogicalrirgations is very different than what
constructivism as a theory of knowledge conveysuwrhimg collaboratively or through discussion
in formal education, does not lead to a social tanton of knowledge, because “what needs to
be learned” has usually been (at least to a degiagdy determined by the teacher. Indeed, a
social constructivist approach would emphasizeirfstance, that the teacher, with the influence
of the discipline, institution, etc. has the auityoto establish what the legitimate knowledge is,
what is considered correct or incorrect. And frogritical perspective (which is present in some
social constructivist theories such as CoP), om#dodiscuss which voices cannot speak, and
which sort of realities the dominant discourses lamalvledge of a discipline helps reinforce. All
these issues are out of view in most of the literabn teaching and learning, particularly in HE
research.
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Selwyn, 2011b), not much research has considered the organizatooial-
economic, cultural and political contexts in which educatioeahriology is
designed and used to try to explain why and how educatiechhologies are
implemented and used (or not) in practice. While literatutiearfield of education
tends to undertheorize technology and give it for grantey renéntly there seems
to be an effort by a small number of authors to consider seribagl technologies
and materiality are implicated in learning (Fenwick & Edwards326&nwick &
Landri, 2012; Oliver, 2013). Finally, adopting a criticapagach, Selwyn (2011b),
and Selwyn and Facer (2013) are spot on when they argue thatsoizstgntial
guestions remain unasked in the area of educational technoldglgast why

technology is really needed in education, or whose interestsahies.

Not only many questions remain unasked and many assumptéemnain
unchallenged, but also there is not much discussion ardbed implications of

the introduction of ICTs in educational settings beyond atea of students’
learning, while in the meantime, for instance, an important prafetsta-driven
audit culture is taking place, in a move towards “governinga&tin through data”
(Ozga, 2009). In this regard, there is almost no research angghiv technologies
affect or support teacher’'s work, or properly addressing why educational

technology is adopted or not.

However, technologies are starting to be developed which amppos the design
of learning and teaching plans, and facilitate that teachers can shanageach
practices and resources. Learning design is an incipient but imeaidteld of
study, and several research projects have developed technelagidse view of
facilitating the exchange of ideas about teaching (Agostinab, &009; Conole et
al., 2006; Dalziel, 2012; Koper & Olivier, 2004; Laurillarcaét 2013). Thus, these
technologies are frequently presented as collaborative environmentsetktig
help teachers learning from each other’s experiences, and buildihg aotk of
others. It is an area of research developed by educational tecktobgil it has
an important component of trying to promote the reuse of digdalkational
resources and to encourage the use of educational technologligptot learning
in formal learning (especially in higher education). Therefore, it &ety takes

for granted that the adoption of ICTs for learning is necessampeoove the
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quality of education (e.g. Agostinho, 2006; 2009), #mat what is needed to
promote wider adoption and innovative uses of technology enhdeaatng

(TEL) is to help teachers to do so with such tools.

Some of these technologies are just prototypes, but someeing used, for
instance LAMS and Cloudwork® The still marginal but increasingly influential
literature on learning design technologies tends to be undertakémose that
promote or develop them. It refers to the aims and underpinafrgygh projects,
and even to design aspects and methods. We also find researclalinatesvhow
this technology is being used in individual cases. Thereforgai literature that
assumes the positive potential of such technologies, andiraglap technical
rational perspective is interested in developing technologiesdhdietter capture
knowledge about teaching practice and students’ learning, andaitingat to
facilitate that practitioners can share this knowledge (Agostinalb, &009; Bond
et al., 2007; Britain, 2004; Conole et al., 2004; Conokd.e2006; Conole, 2010;
Hernandez-Leo et al., 2006; Koper & Olivier, 2004; Laurillat@l., 2013; Lucas
et al., 2006; Masterman & Lee, 2005). Research remains to becdosielering
the entwinement of such technologies with their social conteptanfuction and
expected use, and critically assessing the rationales and valuieg dhese
projects. Such research would challenge some of the impligteeplogical
underpinnings, perceptible in developingural frameworks and representations
in technologies that support the design of learning intervesntio HE, and
knowledge sharing among teachers / academics, with the aimhaviag

innovation in teaching practices.

This thesis addresses this gap. To do so, | draw on OM$aliterature as the
Learning Designer can be seen as a case of professional ICTedddaning. In
fact researchers of the LDSE project have drawn in their publicatiorenoe s
such as organisational learning, knowledge management, amd ilmpovation

(Laurillard, 2002; Laurillard et al., In preparation). | take tBXSE as a case of the

2 The Learning Activity Management System (LAMS), isauthoring tool, and it is a project led
by James Dalziel: http://www.lamsinternational.com/

3 Cloudworks is defined as “a social networking &itefinding, sharing and discussing learning
and teaching ideas and designs” (http://cloudwarkak/).
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more general phenomenon of ICT-mediated collaborative learning iregativ
aimed at achieving innovation in work practices, based on canceph as
communities of practice and reflective practitioners; therefore, | discussre
detail the specific characteristics and theoretical underpinnings dfegmming
Design approach in the case narrative chapter and | analyse it anahesis

chapter.

Historically research on learning has been developed mainly iridlus of
psychology, learning sciences, and education research. Howeverth&noed-
1990s, in the context of the so-called knowledge economy, Igaanith knowing
in the workplace has attracted strong interest in management aaizatgpn
sciences (Fenwick, 2008a; 2008b). In what follows | review lttesature, but
before doing so, | will briefly refer to an area of research that haedlevith

“expert knowledge” decades before: | am referring to the sociologyptdgsions.

2.4 Professionals and expert knowledge

A profession has been defined as “an occupational groupsaitie special skill”
(Abbott, 1988, p.7) that possesses specialized expert &dgeyl a certain level of
autonomy and power, and shared norms and values that estagismdte
professional conduct (Johnson, 1972). In the mid-20th centagitibnal
professions (medicine, law, architecture, scientists and academit®mngoyed a
“golden age”; with it the classical sociology of the prefess flourished and
established professions as one of the institutions sirgjasoncial order (Parsons,
1951; Merton, 1958). Professionalism was seen as aaligérway of controlling

and organizing work, differentiated from the hierarchical, bureaucratic and
managerial forms of organization and control of industrial and comahegttings
(Evetts, 2013). Earlier studies mostly adopted an essentiatistexonomist
perspective, and concentrated efforts on conceptualizing professidn an
professionalism, and in determining which occupations metethiadinitions,
without reaching a clear agreement (Carr-Saunders & Wilson, 1983anCb953;
Goode, 1957; Becker, 1962). In addition, the definitiorraditional professions

as being an essentially different category can be seen to reproducesh \@éss

system that reinforced the hegemony of some occupationstirasbto others, by
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establishing what counts as knowledgeable jobs. In tryingpviercome the
difficulty of offering a clear and fixed picture of what a profession vgaspe
authors turned to study professionalization (Freidson, 1978)paofessional
projects (Larson, 1977). In this way they introduced power ks @&xplanatory
variable and offered analyses of the complex processes by whigbadions tried
to achieve power and gained the status of a profession (Glasgj, Eédm this
perspective an occupation becomes to be considered a professibacaate of
its intrinsic characteristics or the sort of knowledge usetdt gia status achieved

through complex social processes.

Four main attributes of professionalism were emphasizeckiedflier literature:
1) expert knowledge, 2) technical autonomy and professionaliassnc3) high
status and income, and other rewards, and 4) a normative ooerttatard the
service of others (Gorman & Sandefur, 2011). For Abbot (1888) others, a
hallmark of professionals is that they draw on expert, abstrextlkdge, which
they apply to solve particular issues. The possession okswetiedge legitimises
the status and prestige of professionals, and it is a soupmver and authority.
Some scholars suggested that when this knowledge canndgilyecedified and
professionals need to draw on tacit, experiential knowledge, tiienagy of such
profession might be more easily sustained as it is noasiy eppropriated by
others (Wilensky, 1964; Jamous & Peloille, 1970). In aoidjprofessionals exert
control over their specialist knowledge and enjoy technical autpnamexperts,
they are the ones with the power to determine what is correot.ofmprotect this
autonomy professional groups are typically organized intocaggms that
regulate the profession without interferences from outside (Freid€xQ).1
Professional associations act as gatekeepers and boundary-makéne of
professional jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988), by protecting théjhts and interests,
and by regulating access to the profession. Associations definedbssary skills
to become a legitimate member, and establish standard profedsebraafiour,
values and norms. Thus, professionals are bound to a specifierefjivork.

Furthermore, Goode (1957) suggested that a main distindiigg of
professionalism is a normative orientation toward the servicehafrgitthat is,

professionals serve the public good and they serve the clietg’sst above their
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own. Professional communities and associations are the ones mgpfethical
norms through socialization and social control. Finally, psifemls enjoy a
relatively high status and income, and they receive other rew@atholars have
offered divergent explanations for this. Functionalist apgres claimed that the
tasks professionals perform are of vital necessity for society ([Zawkore,
1945), while others suggested that professions protect thisdligtion and rights
(Abbott, 1988), and actively seek to achieve status, power anthwEetidson,
1970).

In the 1970s and 1980s, while the classic sociology ofepsmns was still
focussed on determining the essential attributes of professiomatteaealoping a
taxonomy of professions, the important process of transformatiprofessional
and occupational work, still under way, had already started (&@o&nSandefur,
2011). Traditional professionals are now mostly employeatggnizations, which
have increasingly adopted managerial forms of governance. sncthitext,
professionalism is mostly defined and imposed “from ab@VieClellend, 1990);
that is, the relation professional-client and the services tad@edfare decided by
the employing organizations. In addition, in our auditisty (Power, 1997),
management enforces audit and performance measures that interfereewith th
autonomy of professionals, and trust becomes suspendeithisirculture of
performativity, faith in the judgement of professional or experdwledge is
relegated in favour of sophisticated regimes of accountability, edinclency
measures (Brint, 2001; Dent & Whitehead, 2002b). In the pgelctor, with the
implementation of the new public management the state is meugfi
professionalism so that it becomes more commercially aware, effi@adt,
entrepreneurial (Hanlon, 1999, p.121), blurring the boundagie#slen public and
private sectors, and between professionalism and managerialiins bontext,
the discourse of professionalism becomes a new disciplinary teehmgwhich
professionals are in a constant quest for improvement in an inmglasi
competitive and scrutinized environment (Dent & Whitehead, 20&2fetts,
2013). As Dent and Whitehead put it (2002a, p.3):

“The new professional that is given birth is identified by discourses that

usher it into existence. These discourses speak of the flerefilective

Page35 of 290



practitioner, the teamworker, lifelong learner, a person concerned to
constantly update their knowledge and skills base, to be tranikatated,

managerial, if not entrepreneurial”

In this milieu, decision-support systems and ICT-mediatetegsmnal learning
have been heralded as a means to improve, rationalize, and innovassipral
practices. In addition, the internationalization of the economydurthallenges
the control that professionals had over their jurisdiction: the one hand,
professional labour has become transnational, and professionastddace
market and labour competition beyond their jurisdiction (Facidge & Muzio,
2008); on the other hand governments have made an effaanidasdize higher
education degrees—specially across Europe—to facilitate workerbilityyo
interfering in professionals’ control over the skills required wob®e a legitimate
member of the professional community. Furthermore, with theioger higher
education to larger—and previously excluded—portions of thellptpn in the
1980s professions have faced a demographic transformation (Efs36i).
Besides, new occupations have emerged that offer services basexpert
knowledge (financial analysts, public relations and managemersultants,
biochemists, etc.) without sharing other characteristics of thditibnal

professional logics (Gorman & Sandefur, 2011).

As Gorman and Sandefur (2011) argue all these changes undermgitrediional
theoretical frameworks in the sociology of professions. Medit¢ave, etc. could
not be seen anymore to be essentially different from other ocmugatnd from
1990s the field became quiescent. However, framed in different aaysn
various disciplines research on professional (now understoodrimaddr sense)
and expert or knowledge-based work has continued, and gai@esd momentum
due to the importance and growth of what is considered latlgetbased work in
our economy. While contemporary research is not interested aaymoffering
categorical definitions about professions and professionalisogh nof this
literature explores some of the themes of the traditional Isggief professions,
which are still relevant, namely issues of expertise, autonstatys, etc. Now the

attributes of the traditional professional work and the differenesvden
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profession and occupation are seen as a matter of degree (Evettsad@Bg

scope of research has broadened to new forms of knowledge-baked wo

Across different disciplines, substantial attention has beehtpainderstanding
what constitutes expert knowledge and how it is acquiredy{ise& Dreyfus,
2005). Research has also examined how professionals or knevidadgd workers
apply their knowledge to solve specific problems (Barley, 1¥3asi, 1995;
Cimino, 1999; Mertz, 2007). A significant body of literatuestbeen concerned
with exploring how expert knowledge is or can be commued;atodified and
transmitted, and how learning can be supported (Brown & Du@gil; Nonaka,
1994). A smaller but instructive body of research, mainlyéarea of health, has
examined processes of rationalization and codification of expertl&dger and
the implications for the nature of professional work (Berg, 19&vimermans &
Berg, 2003). As | will discuss later, a central theoreticalaewi all this research
is the distinction between tacit, experiential knowledge, aralioix formal
knowledge (Collins, 2010; Polanyi, 1958). Finally, a derajroup of researchers,
from critical perspectives have questioned the discourses on é&xpeviedge,
knowledge economy, and learning as reinforcing a specific sodat ¢Contu et
al., 2003; Contu & Willmott, 2003).

In what follows | expand the discussion on these issuasféyng a review of the
main topics and perspectives in the fields of organization aadagement
sciences, and information systems, regarding the role of &Ckgport knowledge
sharing, learning, and innovation within organisations bagond. | start by
framing the burgeoning of this area of research in the context ofotballsd

knowledge economy.

2.5 Knowledge and learning in organizations

2.5.1 The imperatives of the knowledge economy & the blooming of a new
academic field

ICTs play an important role in the accumulation and generatfodata and
information. In the context of what has been labelled the rinédion age’ or
‘Knowledge society’ (Bell, 1999; Castells, 2001), ICTs haverbportrayed as
making a wealth of information readily available and drivingdéeelopment of a
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knowledge society, in which knowledge work and innovatake central stage in
the economy, and education and lifelong learning are presentegbracrity in

policy discourses.

Furthermore, the networking capabilities of the Internet, whidbwaleasy
distribution of information across geographical and organizatlmmatdaries, has
supported geographically distributed collaborative projects, taed rise of
nonmarket production undertaken by effective, large-scale coomesdtorts, in
what Benkler labels Commons-based peer production, and othersaput under
the umbrella of crowdsourcing. In addition, Open Innovatiore@@hough, 2003)
IS seen as a new paradigm for firms that want to stimulatevation in a
“landscape of abundant knowledge”, which suggests that firms cashanttl use
external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and expathal to the
market. (Chesbrough, 2003, p.xxiv). Learning and knowledgergy are therefore

conceived as resources to achieve innovation.

In this milieu, information and communication technologiesT@Chave been
perceived as key ‘tools’ to facilitate knowledge sharing, collab@&iarning, and
as means to improve, rationalise and innovate working practibesefore, since
the 90s, important investments and research efforts have been dimtcted

devising technologies to foster learning and knowledge sheriogyanisations.

In the field of organization studies the discourse on knowledgkelearning in
organizations finds its origins in the concept of organizatideaining (OL),
introduced by Cyert and March (1963). These authors proposedig¢heof
organizational learning as part of their behavioural theory of the fanefer to
the fact that organizations learn from their experience and leamafu & the
environment. The book by Argyris and Schon (1978) on orgéinhal learning is
regarded as laying the foundations of this area of research; howevas, it the
90s that the identification of knowledge and learning ascesuof competitive
advantage gave rise to an unprecedented interest in the $tkdgvdedge and
learning in the research fields of management, organisation studg)s §ad

information systems (IS).
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A special issue oDrganization Scienca 1991, with articles broadly concerned
with how to maximize the efficient use of knowledge, popularitedstudy of
organizational learning. In the same decade, and coincidinghgithternet boom,
knowledge management (KM) arose as a new managerial practice apchacad
field. The work of Nonaka (Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 19@&E a
certain academic legitimacy to this field, and it became very popuhamg

management consultancies.

2.5.2 The codification debate

One of the most central and controversial issues in the literdiateg knowledge
in organization studies is the very definition of knowledgienilarly, the concept
of learning is used to refer to a broad range of phenomena, “fromdudivi
information acquisition to cultural transformation or evetitigal emancipation”
(Fenwick, 2008a, p.231). Diverse epistemological perspectiggs penerated
different views on the ways in which individual and orgamset learning takes
place, knowledge is created and shared, and the way ICTs carnrtsopje
involved with these tasks. As | will further discuss, we carchfg distinguish
the more positivistic approaches, which objectify knowledge) fipproaches that
take a more interpretive or constructivist perspective regardingl&dge, and
conceive it as embedded in and inseparable from practices.

A key concept in this debate, grounded in the highly intiaémwork of Polanyi
(1958), is that of tacit knowledge. In contrast to explicit atifted knowledge,
tacit knowledge has been described as residing within thedndiy “known but
extremely difficult or in some cases impossible to articulate ornuamcate
adequately” (Newell et al., 2002). An example repeatedly useitustrate this
notion is riding a bike: it is something that you can asilg once you have learned
how to do it, but it is difficult to explain or to arti@ié the rules behind the ability
to balance the bike. Based on this dichotomy, the debate acodifttation and
transmission of knowledge dominated the early literature of KMatwWhowledge

can be codified? Can tacit knowledge be transferred? How can ICiarsiip

In the mid-90s, coinciding with the optimism of the pdiEs of ICTs, some
literature was concerned with the use of ICTs to facilitate and rezhsts of
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knowledge codification and transfer. In the more extreme view, all lecle is
considered to be codifiable. Tacit knowledge, in this viewknmswvledge that has
not been spelled out, and it is more difficult to codidyt with enough effort and
“codebooks” it can be made explicit. For example, Dasgupta avid 1#94) and
Cowanet al (2000), consider that ICTs favour the falling costs ofittiesmission
of information, and that codification reduces the degree of tacitRefswing an
economic rationality, the decision as whether knowledge oogh¢ tcodified or
not should be based, in their view, on an analysis of esstdenefits. Adopting
an objectivist perspective of knowledge, in their argument ueddHe assumption

that codified or codifiable knowledge is the most relevant to@uasts.

We find also some KM literature that while acknowledging thsterce of some
tacit knowledge, still focuses on the use of ICTs to codify sansmit explicit
knowledge. In this view, tacit knowledge is embedded in meapld highly
contextual and sticky (Hippel, 1994), and it cannot be propeolyified or
decodified. Yet, the use of ICTs to codify and transmit exgtietiwledge is seen
as fairly straightforward by some commentators (e.g. Meso & Srad@0).
Similarly, in management practice Davenport and Prusak (2000 fibxah 80%
of the knowledge management projects they reviewed involved $omme of

knowledge repository.

From a managerial perspective, articles such as Desouza (2003gntéaral
(1999), Kankanhallet al (2003) or Zack (1999), put forward best practices to
manage knowledge in organisations and discuss the roleTaf ilCsupporting
knowledge exchange. In all cases a knowledge-based view afgdeisation is
somehow present, and knowledge is seen as an asset tocbmilgktitive
advantage. As Zack (1999, p.45) points out, “to remain cativeet an
organization must efficiently and effectively create, locate, capture, aard sh
knowledge and expertise in order to apply that knowledg®liee problems and
exploit opportunities.” Hanseet al (1999) and Kankanhalkt al (2003) make

reference to two possible approaches to manage knowledge, ifecatmti and

4 The knowledge-based view is based on the restnamed view of the firm, but knowledge is
seen as the main resource or asset to achieve ttwepadvantage.
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personalization. In this second approach “more tacit and unstrudtoogdedge
Is shared largely through direct personal communication.” (Kankargtal.,
2003, p.69). These articles suggest that firms should focas@approach or the
other, depending on the characteristics of the organisation.

Some of the previous articles (e.g. Desouza, 2003; Robert), Z@0at an interest
that is focal for many contributors in KM and organizational legi(@L): given

the importance of tacit knowledge and the fact that it cannot bexb(br can be
codified only with great difficulty), how can it be transmiti@ad shared? In this
sense, one of the recurrent concerns of managerial approachesasamswre that
expertise is shared. Much literature suggests that organizaaongreamote the
sharing of tacit knowledge by facilitating face-to-face communicatoal

observation of practices. Changes in organisational culture are seeceasary,

so that those who are experts are rewarded for sharing their knewledg

Nonaka, one of the most influential authors in KM, criticides fact that many
researchers and managers have focused on the transfer and sharingleddmo
as if information and knowledge were inputs given to organisstiwhich needed
to be processed. This implies a static and passive vieweobrgpnisation. In
contrast, he offers a processual perspective, and proposes a “dyheamic of

organizational knowledge creation™ (Nonaka, 1994), conveying theeaanhd

creative character of organisations. The importance of organisationalekiye

creation in a managerial perspective lies in the fact that igtdyhsituated and
therefore difficult to imitate and becomes a competitive advang&seeral other
models share this perspective and the idea of the processualménedided

character of knowledge.

For Nonaka, the most important role of KM is to facilitate a dyioacreation of
organisational knowledge and its distribution. Grounaedmpirical research of
Japanese companies (see also Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), hasaggeslytical
and normative model, in which he identifies four different procebssesgh which

5 Some authors distinguish the field of organizatikmawledge from knowledge management
(Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2012). The latter has apantant focus on the use of ICTs to transmit
knowledge, understood asinformation; the formewnuhtices a processual view of knowledge
acquisition and creation.
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knowledge is created: socialization, combination, externalization and
internalization. He concludes that organizations play a critical moheabilizing
tacit knowledge held by individuals and provide the forton a “spiral of
knowledge” creation. In his view, a middle-up-down managemetiteismost

appropriate to facilitate such knowledge creation.

All in all, an important part of knowledge management litemafalls within the
“codification debate” (Ancori et al., 2000). That is, concerned wimblementing
strategies to create and exchange knowledge, it has put forward different
taxonomies of knowledge (tacit/explicit, know-what/know-hete,) and different
strategies to facilitate the generation and management of these differesnof
knowledge. Therefore, it mostly takes an instrumentalist pergpetit addition,

KM grants an important role to ICTs in leveraging knowledgetdtag-Smith et

al. (2000) assert that 70 per cent of publications on knowledgmgement focus

on technological aspects. Indeed, much of the earlier literature wtewvirom an

information technology perspective that neglected social angralfactors.

As regards organizational learning, an important body of literaagalso adopted
a cognitivist perspective, and it has discussed issibsas knowledge acquisition,
information distribution and interpretation, and organizatiomemory (Huber,
1991). From this perspective, organizational learning is an eftiaghethod to
acquire and respond to internal and external information (Ghikkegre, 2005).
One of the long-standing debates in this literature is whetlganizational
learning refers to what individuals learn in the context of an azgiian (March
& Olsen, 1975; Simon, 1991), or if organizational learningase than the sum of
the individual learning (Hedberg, 1981). From this second ppetse,
organizational memory preserves certain mental maps, behaviaurss and
values over time, while individuals come and go. The problethi®perspective
Is that it tends to project theories of individual learning mriganizations, treating

them as if they were human beings (Cook & Yanow, 1993).
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2.5.3 _Social c_onstructivist perspectives on knowledge: Knowing and le@ng

in practice
Several authors (Brown & Duguid, 2001; Cook & Brown, 1,988@erardi, 2000;
Newell et al., 2002; Orlikowski, 2002; Tsoukas, 1996)ehbeen critical towards
the way knowledge and learning in organizations has beendtundmeainstream
KM and OL literature, tending to conceive knowledge as an astsic and
objective, and therefore universal. Even authors such as Nonakagodgnise
social aspects in the process of knowledge creation, thdyassume the
separability of tacit and explicit knowledge and they tend to famusthe
importance of making knowledge explicit. Conversely, authdapting practice-
based theories of learning suggest that tacit knowledge is presdrknowledge,
and that it cannot be separated from explicit knowledge. They reeotiras
knowledge is dynamic, provisional, socially constructed #ndted, and that it is
continuously shaping people, and being shaped. This literatastly situates
knowing and learning in practice, and has adopted new unéeabysis such as
“‘communities of practice” (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Brown & Dugui®91),
“activity systems” (Engestrém, 1999) or “actor-networks” (Law, 1992

In the 1991 special issue @rganization Scienceledicated to organizational
learning, Brown and Duguid (1991) published an article thétated this
alternative tradition in the study of knowledge and learningrganizations. They
draw on Lave and Wenger's (1991) concept of communities of pegothighlight
that those are sites of learning and innovation frequently mlkextb by
management. But it was the article by Cook & Brown (1998) dffered a full
critiqgue of the epistemological underpinnings of the codificatielbate in KM and
introduced the concept of knowing. Drawing on structurateory, they suggest
that much KM literature is based on an “epistemology of possgsand they call
for the need to consider the interplay of knowing and knoveleldgowing is seen
as dynamic, concrete and relational, in contrast to knowledgeh is a tool for
knowing. Knowing needs action and interaction with the sacidlphysical world.
Therefore, the authors argue, the management of organisatiomdekige should
not focus only on the knowledge that is possessed bydundls and organizations,

but on organisational practices.

Page43 of 290



Orlikowski (2002), however, also drawing on structuratiogotry as well as the
anthropological studies of Lave (1988), Hutchins (1991; 1986d Suchman
(1987), suggests pushing Cook & Brown’s (1999) argumettidyy emphasizing
the concept of knowing in practice. While Cook & Brown (19@&)oduced the
concept of knowing, they maintain the distinction between taod explicit
knowledge. Tacit knowledge, in Orlikowski's view, is a forfnkmowing. She
asserts that much literature treats “knowledge as either a thing @apbured,
stored, transmitted, etc.) or a disposition (whether indalidor collective)
resulting in ‘objectivist reification’ on the one hand or ‘sdijvist reduction’.” (p.
250). In this second literature she includes the work of astliice Brown and
Duguid (1998), who distinguish between know-what andwhow, and define
know-how as the ability to put the know-what in practloecontrast, Orlikowski
(2002) stresses the mutual constitution of knowing and ipeacErom this
perspective, knowledge does not exist out there; knowirgasted in every day

practices over time.

Critical of the concept of ‘best practices’ and transfer of knowledgeanagerial
approaches, Orlikowski highlights that “continuity of congmete, of skilful
practice, is thus achieved not given. It is a recurrently but felests situated and
enacted accomplishment which cannot simply be presumed.”5@). Phus,
competence or expertise is provisional, always enacted, alwbgsatthieved, and
it cannot be transferred. What is considered a “useful practicehiextual and

provisional.

What approaches based on structuration theory did not acmruedequately is
the role of technologies and the material in mediating social peaand learning,
as they are based in a humanist tradition that makes humarenthe of action.
As Ira Cohen (1996) suggests, a clear distinction can be masdedpeton the one
hand, theories of action that privilege the study of indivislaald the intentionality
of actors and assume meaningful action, and on the other hane@shafqrractice
interested in analysing how conduct is enacted, performegdraddced, and that

assume that agency is distributed among humans and non-humans.
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Gherardi (2000) criticises the commodification of knowledge and #atistic
view of knowledge that dominates much of the literature orwledge and
learning in organizations, particularly in the KM discourse. Intiast to such
functionalist views of knowledge, underpinned by notioh$ixity and control,
analysing knowledge as a practice invites us to research the pooégmnowing
at work and in organizing, and to articulate them as historicakpses, material
and indeterminate. Thus, practice lens approaches assume amelugical
approach that is critical towards the modernist conceptions @fledge dominant

in management and organization studies (Gherardi, 2009,)p.115

Gherardi (2000, p.212) groups under the heading of practice-tasmizing on
learning and knowing in organizations several traditions of reseawtlvity
theory, actor-network theory (ANT), situated learning theory anttural
perspectives to organizational learning. It is specially theribotion of ANT,
which has offered comprehensive accounts of the constitutivefrtdehnologies
or artifacts in practice. What these approaches have in commat thely move
away from individualist accounts of human behaviour, and doggtiapproaches
to learning and knowing, and share instead an interest ilo¢ied sonstruction of
knowledge, and a view that knowing cannot be separated ftoatesi practices.
Research undertaken from these perspectives also challenges the omjeeryis
much present in KM accounts, which seem to assume that édgevland the
objects of knowledge exist prior to and independently ekimowing subject and
the social and cultural context of its production. Practiceebaseounts have
explored how learning and knowing are mediated by social relaind$)ave shed
light on the mutually constitutive nature of the objeatstruments, and subjects
of knowledge.

Practice-based approaches do not constitute a homogenousfhadearch, as
they draw on a variety of schools of thought, such as phemalegy, Marxism or
Wittgenstein’s linguistics (Gherardi, 2000). Practice theory Imalead been
influential in a wide range of academic disciplines in areas of saeéhkcultural
research, and we find a broad range of theorists that share art imesteslying
social practices, such as: Bourdieu (1977), Foucault (12980), Garfinkel
(1967), Giddens (1984), Lyotard (1984); and more recently Knetin& (1999),
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Pickering (1995), Rouse (1996) and Schatzki (1996). Whatipeaapproaches
share is that they promulgate “a distinct social ontologystwal is a field of
embodied, materially interwoven practices centrally organized arounédshar
practical understandings. This conception contrasts with accoat privilege
individuals, (inter)actions, language, signifying systemse thfe world,
institutions/roles, structures, or systems in defininggb@al.” (Schatzki, 2001,
p.3)

Orlikowski (2010a) distinguishes three modes of engagingipeactresearch: 1)
as a phenomenon: this research emphasises that practices matter,a2) as
perspective: from this view practices shape reality, or 3pad@sophy: practices
are constitutive of reality. These are not mutually exclusive. Tie ribtion—
practice as a phenomenon—draws on the dichotomy theory / praciite,refers
to research that is committed to analyse what really happens in prdoéce,
everyday life realities, in contrast to how abstract scientificl@dge represents
it. What this research emphasises is that practices matter. Wanfiesample in
the article by Brown and Duguid (1991) previously merg, in which they
analyse practitioners at work, to overcome some gaps inKMeabstract
representation of knowledge. This sort of research challenges thacalzsid
universal models that portray organizational life as an orderly,nedtiand
invariant phenomenon. This research uses methods that rangeniroersive
participant observation to action research, which allow researtthersnerse in

the field and observe working practitioners in action.

Practice as analytical perspective is grounded in practice theoiedh, vas
mentioned before, are multifarious. This research pays attentiba toutines an
everyday activity as well; however, the purpose is not to offeroatevel analyses

that reveal the mundane, but it connects the micro and macrodededsserts that

“it is through the situated and recurrent nature of everyday acthatystructural
consequences are produced and become reinforced or changed over time.”
(Orlikowski, 2010a, p.25). Practice, from this view, hasratitutionalizing and
normative dimension: it reflects and at the same time it repesdoiorms, values,

and knowledge over time. When practices become institutionatizey become

the taken for granted way of performing an activity (Bourdielr,71%oucault,
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1973). Practice is, at the same time a site of variation and chEmge.what this
research emphasises is that practices shape reality. We find an egértipte
approach in the previously discussed article by OrlikowskiZ208ho draws on
Giddens (1984); another example is Lave (1988), who offered a renvesveof

human cognition as enacted in practice, which has beeryhighlential in the

study of knowledge and learning in organization sciences.

Practice as a philosophy is a mode of engaging practice in researesshates
that practices are reality, that is, that social life is consttuh and through
ongoing practices. Research adopting a practice philosophy engtygésevhree
modes of practice: empirically, theoretically and philosophicdllyis literature
postulates an alternative social ontology from the dominant amdisidualism
and societism (Schatzki, 2005). From this perspective, s@ahtyris seen to be
“an ongoing, dynamic, and practical accomplishment” (Orlikowa®d,0a, p.27).
In addition, this literature posits an anti-essentialist andakdtontology, which
assumes that there are no independent entities with inheremitattribut shifting
and heterogeneous associations; thus, it postulates thegioéblentanglement of
humans and non-humans. Furthermore, in contrast to theindot
representationalism, this literature adopts a performative epistgynaldich
posits that “knowing does not come from standing at amtigt and representing,
but rather from a direct material engagement with the world” (Bardd,, 2049).
Thus, knowing is not, as realists would have it, likeytag a mirror to reflect the
world, but “our models also helgonstitutethe world we experience” (Tsoukas,
1998, p.792). An important contribution in this literatemmes from proponents
of actor-network theory (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1987; Law, }@®2Zewer versions
of it—sometimes referred to as after ANT or material semiotics— (La@2;20
Law & Singleton, 2005; Mol, 2002), which have revealedt thknowledges,
rationalities, and orders are sociomaterially constructed, anddeeakia material

forms.

2.5.4 The reception of practice-based theories: The success of communities
of practice

| have just presented the diversity of research orientations assatiti¢ue study

of practice, which reveal and offer alternatives to cognitivist and edisbn
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approaches of learning dominant in KM. | now want to draw atterto how
practice-based theories have been generally received and interpreted ienmanag
and organizational studies, and in IS studies. In agreementsatie scholars
(Contu & Willmott, 2003; Geiger, 2009; Gherardi, 2009; éfisind & Carlile,
2005) | will argue that the diffusion and acceptance of practice-blasedes has
been accompanied by a loss of critical power of the practice concepil. |
exemplify this by focusing on the theory of communitiesratfice, as it has been
very influential in organisation studies and also education&arel, and has
frequently been adopted to guide educational and managerial intengetti fact,
this is one of the theoretical underpinnings of the researgbcptbat constitutes
my case study. | will first present the main tenets of theryh@Communities of
Practice, and | will then discuss how this theory has been nmgieted in

managerial and organizational studies, IS, and also in edudigrature.

An important body of literature in managerial and organizaticigies engages
with practice research as a phenomenon; that is, scholars are interegfddring
what people really do, the activities performed by individiralerganizations
(Brown & Duguid, 1991; Orr, 1990). In addition, the tepmactice is frequently
used to refer to routines (Feldman & Rafaeli, 2002). Geiger (2008)ests that
these approaches tend to employ practice as process perspectieeusehil in
challenging static views of organizations, and abstract, rgalist views of
knowledge, as Geiger (2009) and Gherardi (2009) suggestappobaches do not
unfold the critical power of practice theorizing as a critique of enudt
conceptions of knowledge. In addition, practice-based theoridmearg used and
presented as a device to design interventions, convertisg toealytical and
critical theories as tools for rationalization and innovatiowlaustood in economic
terms. | will illustrate this by discussing different versionstloé theory of

communities of practice and a variety of ways in which it has appropriated.

Situated learning theories, and more specifically the concept of anites of
practice developed by Lave and Wenger (1991), have attracted remarkagstin
in organisation studies, information systems and educatieanas In contrast to
traditional approaches that conceive learning as an individgaiitoge process,

situated approaches to learning stress the social character of leamihgay
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attention to the cultural and organizational artifacts involveadd the

embeddedness of learning practices in power relations.

Following the work of the anthropologist Lave (1988), Lavd #enger (1991)
analysed inSituated learning: Legitimate peripheral participatidhe situated
process of learning that takes place in apprenticeship. Interestadlying how
the process of learning takes place outside formal educatenettplored how
apprentices learn from other members in a community of practiceohdovhings,
and what is considered to be adequate knowledge on that ecotypnmuwhat they
named legitimate peripheral participation. By patrticipating ftenperiphery and
contributing with their work, novices gradually learn to madter firactice and
gradually gain legitimacy within the community untieghbecome full members.
Thus, to know is to be able to participate competentlyahdbmmunity. They also
offer a social explanation to the distinction between tacit apticé knowledge,
by revealing that the knowledge that remains tacit or needs toalde explicit
depends on the community of practice. Furthermore, this stwégpled the mutual
relation between learning and the construction of identities, letvatienging the
view that learning can be reduced to acquiring information or a new =k
instance, being an engineer—i.e. being considered one by otheeers—means
showing to have certain knowledge, using certain vocabutking things in

certain ways.

This study stresses the reproductive and historical dimemgigmactices, and
routine practices take central stage in their analysis; however thefedsis on
change as they follow the evolution of newcomers. Thersasaaknowledgement
of the changes in the practices of the community when thereggenerational
change. In this regard, communities are seen to shape practituiers turn,
practitioners shape the community and its practices. In additiowing the
critical tradition of Marx, Bourdieu and Giddens, Lave and Wenger adtiress
unequal relations of power within communities and how gro implicated in
enabling or excluding access to learning practices that might allperson to
become a legitimate member. In this regard, masters exert contrahevaccess
of new members to the community. In addition, they referaaitteven access and

control over resources of different members in the community. Fortne,
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resonating with a Foucaultian critical approach to knowledges tngtors suggest
that what comes to be considered knowledge is a contestest,mast established
within the communities where power relations exist, and it vagesss different

communities of practice.

In this work by Lave and Wenger, the authors also refer tarttaelbr sociocultural
context and shared systems of meaning in which communitigsactice are
embedded. They argue: “it is important to consider how sharadaludiystems of
meaning and political-economic structuring help to co-constiaaming in the
communities of practices.” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p.54). Howeagrsome
authors have pointed out, perhaps as a result of the choiwerohunities of
practice studied, there is no reference to the interconnection or relatvween

communities (Dsterlund & Carlile, 2005).

The work on communities of practice was then taken up by Wemgkismwn,
who helped to popularize the term ‘communities of practice (Coi)’his book
Communities of practice: Learning, meaning and iderfiitfenger, 1998). Based
on the theoretical ideas explored in the previous book ttwead with Lave, here
Wenger organizes the book as an exposition of a social theaggrairig that is
positioned in the intersection of several theoretical perspectivescial theory,
and which adopts as a unit of analysis neither the individoalsocial institutions

but informal communities of practice.
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Figure 1. Social theory of learning, and related tieso
(Wenger, 1998, p.14).

Wenger points at the difference between institutionalized plahpraatice: what
happens in a community of practice is not the result of desiga beaction to
design. He also asserts that “learning cannot be designgtiearning happens,
designed or not” (Wenger, 1998, p.225) In this senge, tag previous work with
Lave, he presents CoP as a theory of informal learning; thusgételoes not
embrace the idea that CoP can be created, but that they can beesiigoaol
nurtured. However, he dedicates a full chapter to “design for ledyrang the
subsequent chapters are dedicated to “organization” and “education”, vehere h
reveals how CoP can be nurtured in organizational and educagttnags. In this
regard, we see a slight turn towards a more normative view of &wRe other
differences can be perceived between this and the previous publwédhdmave:
Related to the previous point, in this book reference to powerregualities
becomes marginal; in addition, there is a stronger focus oisgbe of identity
formation, and he suggests that individuals need to reggdtieir participation in
multiple communities. In this regard, there is a stronger focuthig book,
compared to the previous one, on the individual idefdityation and learning.
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In management and organization science, interest in situated tetirearies grew
in parallel to an interest in understanding and promoting a @aeakespproach to
organizational learning, which was already considered in the iniiendrk of
authors like Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), previously discugsdlis context it
might not be surprising that some authors selectively approprsatee@ of the
ideas of situated learning, diluting or ignoring the more cribcahdical elements
of Lave and Wenger’s theorization (e.g. Hildreth & Kimble, 2002sder et al.,
2000; Pan & Leidner, 2003).

In the 1991 article published by Brown and Duguid in thecsp issue of
Organization Sciencéedicated to organizational learning, the authors draw on
Lave and Wenger’s (1991) concept of communities of practice tdighglhat
those are sites of learning and innovation frequently overlodkexy. conclude by
proposing that organizations should redesign their architecturessiare that
communities of practice enjoy enough autonomy to fulfil tigiovative potential,
and simultaneously to facilitate the communication and linkengndifferent
communities. However, doing so is not straightforward asauld involve
loosening procedures that are traditionally in place to ensure rdabdity and
competition, define responsibility, etc. As we can see, BrowdrDaguid’s interest
in CoP is as a tool to support innovation, and everavoid conflict in

organizations:

“It has been our unstated assumption that a unified undersgadin
working, learning, and innovating is potentially highgnieficial, allowing,
it seems likely, a synergistic collaboration rather than aflicong
separation among workers, learners, and innovators.” (Brown guinu
1991, p.55)

As Contu and Willmott (2003), and @sterlund & Carlile (2PSuggest, an analysis
of the adoption of situated learning theory in organizationesuahd management
shows that the popularization of such theories took placeghrtne reception of
influential authors such as Brown and Duguid (1991), which tado@and
disseminated the more conservative aspects of situated leaneioxy.t These

authors discussed situated learning “as a medium, and evereasnalogy, of
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consensus and stability” (Contu & Willmott, 2003, p.R84nd presented
communities of practice as significant sites of innovatiorusTlthe popularized
version of situated learning tends to ignore aspects such as ooidrgdihe
entanglement of learning processes with power relations, thguahaccess to
resources, and the importance of considering the historical andat@ontext of
learning (Contu & Willmott, 2003). Even Wenger, joininge tlbandwagon,
continued publishing extensively but, somehow in coigtaxttion with his first
publications, he further shifted the theorization of CoP towarasanagement
audience. That is, we see a move from a heuristic and critical thearyadoption
of CoP as an instrumental approach to improve performancenaodaition, and
adopting a consensual view of progress. For instance, mbteact of an article
published inOrganization Wenger (2000, p.225) states: “This essay argues that
the success of organizations depends on their abildggmnthemselves as social
learning systems” [my emphasis]. Also in Wenger et al. (2@82puthors frame
CoP theory within the field of knowledge management and difiey advice on
how to foster communities of practice to improve economic conyestéss. Thus,
far from the Marxist-inspired vocabulary and critical sensitivityLave and
Wenger (1991), he seems in his later publications comfortabtteaniteoliberal
narrative. Such drift corresponds to a more general “translation” citesitu
learning theories in the field of management into a functidnapgroach for
organization, from a radical analytical theory into “a technocraim bf

organisational engineering.” (Contu & Willmott, 2003, p.289)

Similarly, CoP became very well received in the area of educatiomaswdivist
approaches to learning became dominant. Educational science litevaticie,
shares with management an interest in devising intervertbosigoport learning,
has tended to adopt a diluted and uncritical version wéteitl learning and CoP
theory that focuses on the idea that we learn from each other. &lgpedhe area
of e-learning CoP has been taken almost as a normative thfdegrming, and it
has been used as a justification for promoting collaborativeonments and even
the use of TEL in formal education (e.g. Evenbeck & Kahnl126dgkinson-

Williams et al., 2008; Rogers, 2000). We can exemphig/rutual reinforcement
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of the optimistic discourses on technology for learning analoothtive learning

with the following excerpt:

“The social interface of Web 2.0 offers novel ways for connectinglpeo
and sharing and discussing ideas. It can be used to suppoenhance
existing communities or to foster the development of new camities of
inquiry and exploration. There seems to be a tantalising afighbetween

the affordances of digital networked media (the focus ongeeerated
content, the emphasis on communication and collective collatyoyaind

the fundamentals of what is perceived to be good pedagogyo-(so
constructivist approaches, personalised and experiential learning).”
(Conole & Alevizou, 2010, p.10)

Such adoption of CoP to design interventions in formal legrdismisses any
aspects that relate to power relations, issues of legitimacy, eobrthader
sociocultural context in which learning takes place. Sumplsstic notions of CoP
have received in the recent years several critiques from some educstientibts

(Barton & Tusting, 2005; Hughes et al., 2007), and some $izygested bringing
back the critical power of practice-based conceptions of learnirdyawing on

actor-network theory, which foregrounds the materiality of educatimmcesses
(Fenwick & Landri, 2012). This is the view | take in my research.

2.5.5 Critical perspectives to organizational learning: Reclaiming the critica
power of the practice lens

From the previous discussion it becomes apparent that critpf@aioaches to
organizational learning and knowledge management are not abuawicdibat the
critical power of some theories has been diluted. Critical approaelvesmuch to
contribute in this literature dominated by instrumentalisioms of knowledge and
learning. In an assessment of the organizational learningliteratth suggestions
for future research, Easterby-Smith et al. (2000) argue that issueseat politics

and trust are fundamental dimensions of learning that have been eégtette

literature, but that there is a renewed interest, and they centtedarticle by

stating:
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Maybe the times in which the organizational learning debatt i
consensual and conflict-free flavour could be accused of being auwover
for non-developmental, and at times authoritarian, managemenesegmn
finally behind us. The time is ripe to start addressing legrand knowing

in the light of the inherent conflicts between shareholderssgeabnomic
pressure, institutionalized professional interests and polagahdas. This
should also enable us to address the diversity in the persgmedtations
and fears, which characterize this important aspect of the oajanal

learning process. (Easterby-Smith et al., 2000, p.793)

Contu and Willmott have significantly contributed to thisrature with several
publications that, adopting critical theory and going badkéooriginal practice-
based theorizations of learning (e.g. Lave & Wenger, 1991), offezatriisights
to dominant conceptualizations of learning in organizationsesof which have
been previously outlined (Contu & Willmott, 2000; Cor&uWillmott, 2003;
Contu et al., 2003; Contu & Willmott, 2006). Somdludf issues revealed by these
authors are that dominant views in knowledge managemenbrgagizational
learning literature tend to take it for granted that knowledgdearding is useful
for achieving competitive advantage, but, to be true, knowledden@wing) and
learning is present in all sorts of activities. Power relateoramplicated in what
comes to be considered worth learning or knowing. In addithe discourse of
knowledge management and organizational learning by valuing rcedéis of
knowledge and learning over others tends to legitimate a dartidivision of
labour. That is, the discourse on knowledge and knowledge aveates anther,
the non-knowledge work. Furthermore, they are critical of uraistsviews of
learning, and they emphasize that learning is specific to particudeoribal
conditions, and “implicated in social structures involving retetiof power” (Lave
& Wenger, 1991, p.36). In this regard, we need to condiderideas of openness,
sharing knowledge, learning from each other, which are sometakes for
granted, are conditional to issues of power, trust, jolsd€ourity, motivation and
rewards, and from a critical perspective the questions that arise isd¢gfmwhat

purpose? for whose interest?
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In this regard, in an article with the provocative title “Against leayh Contu et
al. (2003) offer an insightful critique of the dominant “learnitgcourse”, which
has become pervasive and naturalized in the context of the learniaty s the
knowledge economy, and which presents learning as an inherentlytiging for
all, as benign and apolitical. In this regard, organizationalilegia seen as more
than a management fad: it is part of a wider discourse of learrahfak invoked
learning as empowering and progressive, whilst legitimizimg einforcing a
neoliberal ethos. Even further, organizational learning draws uporearidrces
this discourse, with actual effe@#lost organizational learning literature justifies
the need for it by reference to the relentless changes in the egonelping to
maintain the “knowledge era” as the actual and only reality. In addiibering
an interpretation that resonates with an ANT sensitivity authors add:

“when learning is invoked in one context it stands in relatiothe whole
network that is learning discourse. It is this ensemble, whiéesiaarning

a significant ideological tool and a real, practical force. It expres&exl

of mood, or summons up a nebulous but seductive and fidwision, in
which ‘old’ conflicts, whether organizational or social—e.g. access to
resources, the distribution of wealth, the operations of powes+rendered
invisible.” (Contu et al., 2003, pp.946-947)

In the economic sector, the lifelong learning discourse and some disitourses
in organizational learning that link learning to innovation @itlout knowledge-
workers with enquiring minds, creative, critical, and innosatiHowever, the
enquiring and critical mind is expected to be at the service ohoeto

competitiveness. In addition the learning discourse tends tdoree an

individualistic and individualizing view of learners, as respble agents of their
employability. Among the various agents that constituéelélarning discourse in
the UK, an important one is the programmenafdernizationnitiated in 1997 by

the New Labour government.

6 Related to this point, see in the next chaptedisgussion about the performative effects of
science.
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In this knowledge era and in the programme of modernization, lkdge and
learning are presented as drivers of the economy, and sint880e a utilitarian
conception of education has gradually become established. Learr@dgcation
institutions and in the discourse of lifelong learning becamaésing for economic
functioning. In this sense, it is significant and concernirag mot only much of the
policy discourse and quality assessment measures, but atsatiedal literature is
preoccupied more with the procedural aspects of learning thardefitiing the
content of what is learned or critically challenging the assumpkiat the aim of
education is to serve the needs of the economy (Biesta, 2012ickeh908). As
Biesta (2005) points out in an article also titled “Against legf) the discourse
on learning in education focuses on the learners and the nagaptart their needs,
styles, etc., characterizing them as costumers whom teachers and oeducati
institutions need to serve. And this is, he adds, thterdnce between a
professional and a market model: in a professional model the pooigsdefines
the needs and offers a service accordingly; in contrast, in a marldgl mo
consumers define what they need and producers bid in priceuafty qo offer
the services. Thus, Biesta’s insights offer a good completoe@ontu’s et al.
(2003) arguments, as they show how education is shapaddyeinforces this

learning discourse.

Also offering a critique of the dominant discourse of the kedgé economy
Tsoukas (1997) and Strathern (2000) suggest that whilellkdge is always
presented as enlightening, the dominant view of knowledgda@snation and the
wealth of information that ICTs make possible bring some jpaesd For instance,
ideas of accountability and transparency, which are seen as brjogtiog and
better services, have performative effects that reshape and reframe thaiswhic

audited, in some cases with contradictory and unexpected censegu

Contributing to the critical literature within organizationahining, we can also
mention the work of Coopey (1995), who offered an early andhtfal critique
of organizational learning as a possible new form of control; Fen{a3b;
2013), who has contributed to organizational learning andagidmal literature by
offering critical approaches to learning at work and in educatiett@gs, and has

recently elaborated on the critical power of ANT; Fox (2000)p vilas also
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contributed to both organization studies and education slgéature, suggests
combining CoP with insights from ANT and Foucault, tdogk its potential
critical power; Gherardi (2009) has discussed the critical power ofiggebased
approaches; Marshall and Bradi (2001) from an IS perspective andhdrawi
Habermas offer a critique of knowledge management literature bysdisguhe
politics of knowledge; Ortenbald (2002) offers a good literataevéew of critical
perspectives within organizational learning; and Pant (20019, ckhllenges the

idea that organizational learning empowers workers.

In conclusion, we can see that scholars draw from classical criimadigts and
critical discourse analysis, and are also exploring the criticablgoractice-based
theorizations such as ANT, which challenges the modernist ciooeepof
knowledge dominant in management and organization stutlws. éngage with
what Orlikowski (2010a) refers to as practice as a philosoptili, approaches
such as ANT, new and largely unexplored research questiang knowledge and
learning arise. While the cognitivist approach asks questabout the objectivity
or truth of knowledge, and is interested in exploring the jpestedures to learn,
that is, to acquire that knowledge (frequently understood as iafmm), now we
might want to ask questions that refer to how knowing isioseaterially
constructed and sustained in practice; how materiality is impligatézhrning;
how what comes to be considered knowledge travels, and ®wansformed in
the process of circulation; or what agents are involved irciticalation of that
knowledge (Gherardi & Nicolini, 2000). It is also possildedevelop Contu’s et
al. (2003) exploration further by analysing how the learningcadirse is
sociomaterially sustained. In line with this, in this resedrehll be exploring
sociomaterial practices of knowledge-technology construction, lagents—
humans and non-humans—mobilized or implicated in the ergerpti will
consider the contingency, plurality, interaction and divergencatiohalities, the
situatedness of the knowledge-technology and why it migtdierter difficulties

to travel and become institutionalized.

In the next section | will justify further the need to theorigehhology when
studying ICT-mediated learning. To achieve this aim, | will offerief mverview

of the way technology is presented in organizational learning andl&dge
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management literature, and the ways in which technology has leatizéed in

organizational studies and IS literature.

2.6 Theorizing technology

There is a kind of reinforcing mechanism between the discoursarmig in the
so-called knowledge economy and the use of ICTs. On the onethar@bncept
of the knowledge economy or information society is conneatatid spread of
ICTs (Castells, 2010) and a paradigm of globalized economyhisnmilieu,

learning and “producing” knowledge is perceived as an imperatitvéheAsame
time, ICTs are seen as facilitating learning and knowledge shgrovoking what
Tsoukas (1997) refers to the persistent temptation to reducelddgev to

information. In this context, we find a shared interest in soma@agers and
educationists in devising interventions that use techndedgster learning and

knowledge sharing.

A dominant body of academic literature in organization sciencasagement, and
education technology, but also an important part of infoonaystems literature
that study the use of technologies to support knowledge egelaand learning with
technologies, tends to adopt what Orlikowski and lacono (2@@ér to as a tool
view of technology; that is, technology is presented as athadl supports or
mediates learning or knowledge exchange, implicitly assurhiagtie effects of

the technology will be those that it had been designed for.

Such approaches have two main limitations, which are interretatékde one hand
technology is taken to be neutral, just a conduit to transroivledge (in fact, data
or information). On the other hand such views are based on a tedtaticahlity
that assumes that, through technological intervention racsin be unambiguously
steered towards the desired outcomes (Avgerou & McGrath, 200&3eTiwo
limitations result from not adequately considering the signifieani the social and
organizational context of technology design and use, and thagé&reent of
technology and society. In what follows | will offer an overviefahe literature
discussing these issues, drawing from social studies of IS @adcs and

technology studies (STS).
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As | have already stated in the previous section | believe that éfffers a
particularly adequate lens to study how technology is implicatéearning, and
in knowledge construction. The following discussion vallow me to further
justify why | believe that it offers robust theoretical undenpgs for the critical
study of technology and modernist notions of knowledgahétsame time, | will
explain that one of the possible limitations of such apgmois that it is not
necessarily the best suited to account for the wider social milgwatfects the
actions of localized actors. That is why | will argue that instital logics
approaches can offer a good complement. In chapter 3 | will develapcaptual

framework that combines insights from both approaches.

2.6.1 The role of technology in knowing and learning. The codificatio
debate revisited.

As | will further discuss in the following section, a gdoaldy of literature in IS
takes an exogenous, autonomous view of technology, whichiesgi&with IT,

and is “based on the “input-process-output” model accordinghiohwdata are
collected (input), stored and processed in order to producenafimn (output) for
the users.” (Boell & Cecez-Kecmanov, 2012, n.pag.) The undgrggsumption
is that technology can objectively record knowledge, practicgxooesses, and
thus, represent reality. From this perspective, technologesievised to store
repositories of knowledge or to build decision-support tdodgjuently assuming
both that they are able to map the reality of working practiceisthet there is an
unproblematic fit between the tool and its rationality (assiito be acontextual)

and the practices.

Critical with such approaches, we find authors like Col({2810) or Dreyfus
(1992) who have argued that machines cannot capture knowledgeertise
because of the embedded and embodied character of knowledge. Vit we
know, they argue, cannot be formally expressed, because ittexctwound. Both
arguments, and the codification debate in KM, are based on a repteselist
view of knowledge, according to which there is a realitytbare that we can (or
cannot) be captured through knowledge, language or technologlyisT it posits
a separation between tools and the practices they try to sBpogt 1997), and

between knowledge and the reality it represents.
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As some authors have suggested (Berg, 1997; Boell & Cecez-KecnzdXi@®),
the problem with such perspectives is that they do not atleguconsider the
entanglement of practices with the material. As Berg (1997) hasncamgly

argued in his study of diverse decision-support tools in megtiaatice, “the tools
and the worlds in which they become embedded thoroughly tramsfach other”
(p. 165). In contrast to predominant representationalist gfe® and knowledge,
| agree with STS and ANT scholars who propose a performativeofi&€sv From

this perspective there are no entities, practices, etc. out thenegnaithe mapped
in a technology, independently of the sociomaterial contestta@® 2003; Latour,

2005). I will discuss these ideas further in the next chapter.

2.6.2 ICTs and social change

The debate in the theorization of technology mainly turns arotwal
interconnected concerns. The first one delves with the relatiorstigeen
technology and society, and its mutual influence or entanglethensecond one
tackles the debated issue in social sciences of the limits esfcggand the

relationship between agency and structure.

As regards the relationship between technology and society, avatfome extreme
technological deterministic positions that posit that techgyldetermine (or
enable) social or organizational change. At the other extreme detéaiminism
tends to see technological innovation as determined by sdociatuses. As an
example, some Marxist and Feminist analysis portrayed technatogppressive
instruments in the context of capitalist or patriarchal societigisput considering
that there is a degree of re-interpretation of the technology totitext of use.

New technologies and scientific innovations tend to capturkdpes and fears of
people and are frequently perceived as drivers of social, econ@mct,
organizational change. Nowadays the Internet and ICTs are embraseabéers
of economic development and democratization, and frequently portesyath
inevitable necessity in the context of a globalized knowlesp@momy. The view
that technology and material forces determine the outcome of swaats is
known as technological determinism, a term first coined k& American

sociologist and economist Thorstein Veblen (1857-1929).
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Technological determinism tends to assume a non-problematial caletion
between the characteristics of technology and the social or organaatitects
resulting from its implementation. In contrast to “hard” techgigial determinism,
a “soft” version of it implies that technology enables rathan tthetermines social
change. However, in both streams technology tends to be wesdstractly as a
relatively stable artifact with its inner logic, and as an autonordouer of social

change.

A large body of literature in Information Systems, Organizatitudi8s, and
Management has implicitly or explicitly adopted elements of reldgical
determinism by taking for granted the technological artifact andamkeng its
interdependence with the social context of development andruseo recent
literature reviews Orlikowski & lacono (2001) and Orlikow$RD10b) revealed
that the majority of research in these fields either ignores temiyaleferring to
it in passing (that does not apply to IS literature), withoansidering the
significance of artifacts in the phenomena studied; or technololghack& boxed
and taken for granted as exogenous force of organizational chignggdly at the

service of managerial, economic or administrative requirements.

Indeed, the study of IS innovation and organizational changfeeitnformation
Systems field has been dominated by a functionalist research paradiggarned
with providing prescriptive and predictive lessons to imfopractice in the
development, implementation, and use of ICTs in organizatims underlying
assumption of these studies is that innovation stems fropogeiful action, and
drawing from technical-rational theories they provide methodsvardels for the
efficient and reliable development or deployment of ICTs (Avg&dicGrath,
2007, p.295). However, project failures, unintended consegsieresstance to
use, are just some illustrative examples of the limitatidrsuoh approaches in
practice. Tinkering, improvisation, politics, are part of thecistechnical
assemblage of IS (Ciborra, 2004).

Research in IS has shown that the development and impkoendf IS cannot
be explained by focusing exclusively on technical and ratiosapectives, and

that the development and use of ICTs in organisations yspamtly the result of
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formal decisions deriving from specific economic, managerial or technical
rationales (Avgerou, 2002). Specially since the 1990s, sorsehi@ars have been
engaged in developing more nuanced theorizations as regards trgdesnéant of
technology and the social or organizational contexts of developamd use.

Sociotechnical approaches in IS do not constitute a uniform dfoesearch, but
they tend to adopt an interpretative stance—in contrase odsitivist ontology of
mainstream IS. This body of research has drawn on insights #eenad social
sciences disciplines to theorise the relationship of the techaivdl social
dimensions of IS innovation. We can highlight as speciaflyential science and
technology studies, particularly actor-network theory (WalsHg97; Monteiro,
2000), ethnomethodology (Suchman, 1987), structurationryth@orlikowski,
1992; Orlikowski, 2000), and activity theory (Kuutti,a9.

Researchers in the area of STfve particularly contributed to the critique of
technological determinism since the publication in the mid-1688go influential
books (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1985; Bijker et al., 1987). Feopnoad variety of
perspectives and schools of thought, this research has chaltbegeadrtrayal of
technology as a neutral and exogenous force, and the concefptemtnnological
development as a smooth enterprise. Moving beyond the fodhe dimpacts” of
technology in society, this literature revealed the technical, sasahomic,
political, and institutional aspects involved and intamed in sociotechnical
change. The Social Shaping of Technology approach (MacKenzie &Vagj
1985; Winner, 1980) illustrated with diverse case studistbchnology is shaped
by the social context of production (including social relatj@tonomics, existing
technology, etc.). This research took issue with the idea of tlegical neutrality
and autonomy, and argued that social interests and beliefs are edsanib

technology, with consequences for subsequent deployment.

While this critique to pervasive technological deterministievgievas welcome,
some researchers suggested that some of this literature tendsrito féde other

”In much of this section | will draw on contributi® from science and technology studies, but it is
not my aim to offer an in-depth account. For a goeerview of the reception of STS in IS, see
Howcraft et al. (2004)
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extreme and does not give due account of technology. As Butt®g,(19.6) puts
it, “technology seems to vanish from view” in many of these naesatHowever,
it should be noted that this literature was able to slhavthere are many actors,

interests, and previous technologies influencing the develdpmhéschnology.

Another limitation perceived in some of this research—e.g. inn@f's (1980)
account of the construction of Moses Britlgés that it tends to grant unduly
power to the designer of the technology, and it does not aidowsocial, material,
or historical factors influencing the technological design. Finalhjhas been
pointed that this literature tends to focus exclusivelyhendevelopment process,
and it seems to take for granted that technology is a finisgtatic product.
Alternative accounts suggest that technology can be reinterpdetesticated,
and reconfigured in use (see for instance (Orlikowski, 1992).

This final aspect is linked to the concept of interpretatieilfility, which has
become a heated topic of debate. The Social Construction of Teghr(8ICOT)
(Bijker et al., 1987) emphasized that the development of technalogs not
follow a smooth, linear, teleological path, as portrayed by n@olgical
deterministic accounts. Instead, relevant social groups, with differrests,
interfere in the development of technologies. These authordiumed the concept
of interpretive flexibility to convey that different people perceivffecently
problems and solutions associated with technology; th#tas,there is no “one

best way” of designing technology.

The term interpretative flexibility has been used beyondtimtext of design to
refer to the fact that technology is reinterpreted in use (OrlikoWSKi2; Cadili &

Whitley, 2005). Focusing on the implementation and @i$€Ts in organizations,
IS researchers have highlighted that technology is not a cldabte ebject, but
emergent in use. In this regards, the functionalities of a teawaoe not

sufficient to predict its use. The question that remainshhiggbated is the extent

8 In this article Winner discusses how the constonoof that bridge contributed to racial
segregation, as it was too low to allow buses iwedsnder it, and therefore it become a barrier
that limited the access to the other side of tlgglerto those using public transport.
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to which technology is interpretable, or if technology imposesiceconstraints

of use and behaviour.

In an extreme position we can find anti-essentialist posittbas defend that
technology cannot be defined by some inherent or essential feg@nias &
Woolgar, 1997). Inspired by postmodern literary studies, apphoaches defend
that technologies are open to multiple “readings” by different geiopdlifferent
social contexts. Most IS researchers are uncomfortable with suttfopoand
while acknowledging a certain level of reconfiguration in usey ttave also used
concepts like affordances, scripts, enframing, etc., that capture thehaethe
logics inscribed in technologies matter. The debate has also reached
epistemological and ontological discussions, with someoesitheing critical with
the strong constructivist claims in research that view tecggoks locally
negotiable (Kallinikos, 2004).

Orlikowski (2010b) groups under the label “emergent propesspective” several
conceptual positions on the study of technology in organizdtsattings that share
the view that “technology results from the ongoing interactiomuonan choices,
actions, social histories and institutional contexts.” §1.)1From this perspective,
technology is socially shaped and produced in a specific cofitieist. however,
does not constitute a homogeneous body of research. On tihemshethe social
shaping perspective previously discussed (MacKenzie & Wajcrh8ap),
accounts for the sociohistorical processes involved in shapitgchnology.
Another group of authors like (Kling & Scacchi, 1982; Kli&glacono, 1989)
developed the idea of considering the broader ecology of peofpiestinctures,
policies, and social relations that affect the development, adppjpnopriation
and adaptation of information technology. Finally several autlaospted
Gidden’s (1984) structuration theory, and studied how “thee$aechnology was
differently appropriated in different organizations, resultingigtirect structuring
dynamics (Barley, 1986), or studied how work practices and sstiattures
mediate and are mediated by ICTs, developing concepts like teghessin-

practice (Orlikowski, 2000) to refer to the idea that technofogieerge in use.
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It is especially this very last sort of accounts that Kabei (2004) and other
authors (Pollock & Williams, 2008; Orlikowski, 2010b; fvier, 1993) criticise on
two accounts. Firstly because in focusing on the socialrdatpretative side, it
does not duly account for the technology; but also, iirest to other “emergent
perspectives” because situated approaches, by focusing onntiregeat micro-
interactions and located interpretations of technology, netiieavider milieu of
technology development, and also the political and societadeqoences of
technology. As Pollock and Williams (2008) have revealed I8 tenbe such
complex systems that they cannot be fully pinned downarhére and now of a

particular setting of use.

This debate is also concerned with the limits of action, iitkeality, and free will.
The tension between agency and structure, and the limits of fineefdaction, is
an ongoing and fundamental debate in social theory. The lo@mdlu this debate
moves from individualist and atomistic perspectives that geetonsider actors
as autonomous and able to make rational free choices, to strstipeasipectives
that understand human behaviour as constrained and pattersecddystructures.
Underlying this debate is the ontological question of winasbcial world is made
of, and if there are discernable mechanisms governing social and lagtiam
Some authors like Bourdieu (1977), with his theory of praatic&iddens (1984),
with his structuration theory, have tried to find a balancgulageh as regards this

tension.

A growing scholarly attention has been paid to practices irsab&l sciences.
Practice-based approaches (Gherardi, 2009) offer a valuable theoretical
contribution, in trying to overcome the dichotomies agenaygire and
social/material, and therefore some of the limitations of previesearch in the
“emergent process perspective” and technological deterministicaag@®s. Under

the label of practice turn (Schatzki et al., 2001) a variety of acadesearch has
been grouped that “promulgates a distinct social ontologysdhbial is a field of
embodied, materially interwoven practices centrally organized arounédshar
practical understandings.” (p.3). In the area of organization sciences, resgarch
are recently drawing on practice-based approaches (Gherardi, 2009) or

“entanglement in practice” perspectives (Orlikowski, 2010Db); ihiadn theories
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that emphasize that human behaviour cannot be separated fromatbgal
conditions in which the unfolding activity takes place. 3haction cannot be
reduced to human intentionality, but is the result of treeeble of humans and

materiality.

Actor-network theory has been one of the most influential appesaohS, among
those that Orlikowski (2010b) labels “entanglement in prattidere recently
sociomateriality (Orlikowski & Scott, 2008; Orlikowski, ZDQ which draws on
STS theorists like Barad (2007), has also become an influewdtadn in IS
research. Orlikowski, who had previously been one of the interd of
structuration theory in IS, suggests that emergent process pefmspeninimise
the role of technology and adopt human-centric views, diamgistie agential
power of technology. In contrast, as she (Orlikowski, 2010b)uesg
“entanglement in practice” approaches such as ANT are able to overheme t

ontological priority given to humans in most social scier@esunts.

ANT transcends any sort of determinism by adopting a relatatalogy, which
rejects the separation of humans and non-humans (Latour, @a06n, 1986).
From this perspective, reality is in constant constructiomqutfh the agency
resulting from heterogeneous networks of various actors. As AMEBSts argue,
by focusing exclusively on human action, social sciences Iationally
disregarded the important role of materiality in the constitutf reality. As | will
further justify in the next chapter, this theoretical perspedivery well suited to
understand the implication of technology in the constitutibreality, and | have
also argued that it offers strong theoretical underpinnings thdécgaldominant
modernist views of knowledge. In this regard, ANT providesugable lens to
critically assess the weaknesses of dominant instrumental vielwsoofedge,

learning, and technology, in managerial and educational intésment

Critical with structuralist conceptions, Latour offersReassembling the Social
(2005) a strong critique to the ‘templates’ imposed by social tsstienn their
analysis of social facts, who see the social as a sort of externalaindtemain
with stabilized state of affairs. In this sense, ANT scholarseatigat “the social”

(i.e. reality) is in constant construction, and therefore tmegged their research
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by following assemblages of human and non-human actorsthendiays and
processes by which those hold together or not. However, like entgrgrspective
approaches to the study of technology, ANT has also beised for offering
localized descriptions that are unable to account for contextuahatithtional
aspects, which are important to understand the actions of actegerOd, 2002;
Kallinikos, 2004). Indeed, a limitation of ANT is thattimis suggestion of having
to trace the actors every time anew, and situating them in afdaliula rasa it
can easily overlook those forces (let them be actors, or instig)ti which

transcend the specific setting of study.

In trying to overcome this limitation, some IS scholars haveboosd insights of
ANT with the analysis of institutional forces (Avgerou, 2D0As Avgerou (2002,
p.45) points out: “Innovation involvemstitutional actors not just individuals
applying their particular skills and technologies, but netwofkactors who are

immersed in institutions.”

Institutional theory, one of the dominant theories in organizastudies, is
interested in the study of the processes by which socialtstes or patterns
become taken for granted. The concept of institution can leededs “more-or-
less taken-for-granted repetitive social behaviour that is uimthexgh by normative
systems and cognitive understandings that give meaningcta saxchange and
thus enable self-reproducing social order.” (Greenwood et al., BGD8,

Institutional theory has been criticised because in its applic&tiarganization
studies, research tended to focus on isomorphism and staHititvever, more
recent contributions have shown that the institutional forces)arganizational
field may be contradictory, and exert conflicting pressures on orgamgaand
actors. In addition, neoinstitutional theory has been ceticfer not being able to
account sufficiently for agency. Trying to give answer to thisne researchers
within institutional studies have recently developed a newdvaork to study

institutional logics, that moves beyond neoinstitutichabrisations:

“Our aim is not to revive neoinstitutional theory, but to tfarm it. Recognizing
both its strengths, the original insights on how macnecgires and culture shape

organizations, and its weaknesses—Iimited capacity to expigncg and the
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micro foundations of institutions, institutional heterogigyy and change—the
institutional logics perspective provides a new approhahihcorporates macro
structure, culture, and agency, through cross-level processes (singtitytional

field, organization, interactions, and individual) that explaow institutions both

enable and constrain action.” (Thornton et al., 2012, p.vi)

As regards the agency / structure divide, institutional logissarchers, in trying
to account for agency, have suggested that it might be preedctadopt insights
from practice approaches (Lounsbury, 2008; Thornton et al.,)20i2ead of
considering practices as institutionalized and stabilized, as pexitrizny some
neoinstitutionalist approaches, the institutional logiesspective “provides an
embedded-agency approach that locates the identities and praicéices ®within
broader cultural structures that both enable and constrain behgVioornton et
al., 2012, p.132) Some of these authors (Lounsbury, 2088 adopted ANT

insights in their research.

Following these recent calls to combine institutional logite ANT, | will offer
in the next chapter a conceptual framework that draws insigits these two
perspectives. With this approach my aim is to tackle the tam nveaknesses
present in dominant theorizations of both the study of tdogg@nd the study of
learning and knowledge sharing in organizations: 1) theyotlduly account for
the role of technology in the constitution of reality, and 2ye¢hs a tendency to

overlook the social milieu in which learning and technologysétsated.

2.7 Conclusions

In this literature review | have identified several gaps and dimits in the
literature. First, research in e-learning in the area of educationttedésuss the
use of ICTs for teaching and learning in reference to students’ leanththere
is not much discussion around other implications of thedattion of ICTs in
educational settings. More specifically, there is almost no m&seanalysing
technologies aimed at supporting teacher's work and collaboraienond,
literature in education that deals with teaching and learningstakher a very
situated view and studies at a micro-level the teaching practites ¢tass setting,

or it takes a macro-social perspective and discusses issues sdobai®a policy.
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Research in organization studies on academic work tends to fothie msearch
side of academic work. Only recently some researchers in the educatiocesci
field have started to show interest in studying teaching pescat a meso-level,
focusing on the teacher as a practitioner in an organizationalgsektard, e-
learning literature frequently adopts a restricted view of social cmtisist
perspectives of learning. With the exception of literature engagidinformal
learning, this research tends to omit any reference to organizatiditalahsocial
or cultural aspects implicated in e-learning. Therefore, in these pgvesec
collaboration is frequently reduced to interaction among individualsan
acontextual way, resulting in individualistic and magigierspectives of learning.
This frequently results from applying descriptive theories asatve theories to
design learning interventions. Finally, in relation to e-leagronly recently there
seems to be an effort to consider seriously how technologies apdatist are
implicated in learning. In general, literature in the field of edanatends to
undertheorize technology and assumes a tool view of technologyes it for

granted.

For all these reasons | consider that the analysis of thetoagepsesented in this
thesis can contribute to the literature in the area of educatiovsidening these
gaps, or under-researched areas in the literature, and that the casecsisely dm
the design of a technology to support academics-as-teachers’ learoungjtpeer
collaboration, | suggest that framing this research from a seclotical 1S
perspective and the related field of organization studies offerfufrimsights as
regards the theorization of technology and organizational learnargsequently,
in the following section | reviewed literature in areas of knogéeavork and
professions, knowledge management and organizational learning doedfinal

section | offered a review of the theorization of technology andn®vation.

| briefly exposed the main tenets from the traditional sogiolaf professions and
| explained the important changes that professional workdsrgoing since the
1980s. | referred to the blooming of knowledge-based work diedaternet boom
and the expansion of the knowledge economy. Coincidingtiwtbe changes since
the 1990s we have witnessed an unprecedented interest in gtadgects related

to knowledge work, knowledge management and organizationaligabiawing
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mainly on literature in the organization sciences, managementSafidlds, |
distinguish two main schools of thought. On the one hamrchave a large body of
research interested in knowledge management and suggesting wenyshnCTs
can support the codification and transmission of knowledges fdgearch is
functionalists and mainly adopts a positivistic stance.dptslan individualist and
cognitivist view of knowledge, and it frequently focuses kmowledge as
information. On the other hand, we have a body of research crititfalthe
previous one that adopts a social perspective on learnidgpanses on learning
and knowing in practice. Practice-based theories of learning andingdave
many flavours and engage in approach the study of practicéserrent ways. In
general, these theories recognize that knowing and learning are sandtéuht
they are co-constitutive of practices. Especially in the recent yesearchers are
increasingly recognizing the implication of materiality and artifactpractices,
and are starting to adopt approaches like actor-network theory (ANTe Mo
marginally education researchers are also starting to adopt suspegtives.
Finally, like in the area of education, we can see that theigedzdsed theory of
communities of practice has become very popular in organizational rigarni
initiatives, as it is seen as a site of innovatiokelin the case of education, we can
see that in many occasions this theory, which is in iggraricritical and analytical,

Is being used in an instrumental way and stripped of iisalrinsights.

2.8 Research questions

Learning tends to be studied as “learning about the world”, lrmdubject and
object of knowledge tend to be taken for granted. In this ieghnology is seen
as enabling the connection among a community of practiticaresoffering a
platform to share knowledge. Conversely, adopting a performagngpegctive, in
this thesis | want to study how reality is being confeglithrough learning and

technological interventions.

Practice-based perspectives have suggested the need to consideatdhnial
entanglements in knowing and learning, and have analysed praatiin action,
in their local settings (Gherardi, 2010; Nicolini, 2011). Whhere has been some

consideration of the broader setting (Nicolini, 2009), theésearch has not
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sufficiently considered the ways in which expert knowledge laagning is
negotiated beyond the local setting of practice in procesdestuiology design.
In this thesis | will analyse how the LDSE and the LD pgéte in the ongoing
becoming of the world.

In the last part of the literature review | offered an overview of the teaysology
has been theorized in IS and STS, and | have argued thabpptdaches offer a
particularly suitable lens for the study of technology, knogdednd learning. On
the one hand, ANT offers strong theoretical underpinnings riaatal the
limitations of dominant modernist views of knowledge. tha other hand, the
relational ontology of ANT, and the concept of performatigignsitise us of the
implication of knowledge and technology in the constitutéreality. However, |
also referred to critiques that argue for the need to consel@ndtitutional forces
affecting the actions of actors. | have argued the suitability ofretieg ANT and

institutional logics theorizations, which | will presenttive next chapter.
My research will be guided by the following research question:

RQ: How is the LDSE implicated in the configuration and negotidon of

educational practices in Higher Education in the United Kingdon?

To give an answer to this question | consider the followBisgb-questions:

Sub-Q 1. How are institutional logics entangled with the devepment of the

Learning Designer?

Decentering the designers, with this question my aim is talyse the

entanglements of the LDSE with institutional logics attter actors.

Sub-Q 2. How does the LDSE frame the problem of education drhow is this

framing constituted?

In answering this question my aim is to show the modesd&ring that the LDSE

helps sustain.

Pager2 of 290



Sub-Q 3. How is the LD “received” by academics and why?

In this section | will explore possible tensions betwess talues and logics
inscribed in the technology and how the institutional Isgit the context of
implementation are revealed by academic users of the LD.
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3 Conceptual Framework

3.1 Overview

Drawing on the previous discussion, | will present a coneggtamework that
seeks to address the main limitations found in previopsoaphes. | suggest that
Science and Technology Studies (STS) literature, and more specifically
contributions from Actor-Network Theory (ANT) and post-ANT, edfivaluable
insights to approach the study of ICT-mediated learning, adiéhd of research

has developed a very strong theoretical construct to understarentanglement

of humans and non-humans in social practices, the situatedcamedsted

construction of knowledge, and the important role of artifactsaming.

However, | will suggest that institutional theory offers a ahle lens to overcome
the limitations of overly situated approaches to learning tanthe study of
technology, as it considers that actors and their practices are influepdbd
values and norms that have become institutionalized. Whakettwo theoretical
approaches might seem at first sight epistemologically ipeitsle, | will justify

the way they can be fruitfully combined.

Thus, in what follows | will first present some of the mé&iedretical tenets of STS.
More specifically, | draw insights from actor-network theory and nedteri
semiotics’ No body of research is homogeneous, and of course we can find
different “flavours” within this research; however, my aim is rmtoffer an
exhaustive and detailed overview of this field, but to presemiesof the more
relevant insights of this literature that can equip me withedutgramework for

my research. At the end of this section, | indicate some limitatbthis approach,

and | suggest that new institutional theory can offer a gootblement.

In the next section | offer an overview of the main insights of mestitutional

theory, and of the more recent conceptualization of “institutidogics

9 Actor-network theory (ANT) emerged in the 80s nhafmom the work of Bruno Latour, Michel
Callon, and John Law. It has since then been webived in other social science fields, including
organisation studies, information systems, and megently education research. Law (1999;
2009), however, has adopted from Donna Harawayetine “material semiotics” or “semiotics of
materiality” to refer to his recent research.
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perspective”, which addresses the coexistence of multiple lagitcthe negotiated
and political nature of institutional change. | will also d@wecent research that

considers how ICTs are intertwined with such processes.

Finally, in the last section of this chapter | justify my ceptual framework, which
combines insights from both theoretical approaches, and | willeattgat this
conceptual framework contributes to recent calls in new instialtitheory to
understand how institutional logics interact and are materialyyotraged in
practice (Lounsbury, 2008). It also contributes to tackiel@evant concern in IS
literature which is how to reconcile situated and emergent accoaht
sociomaterial practice with the recognition that such practices aredeliad in a

broader institutional context.

3.2 A posthumanist performative approach to practice
3.2.1 Introduction

Until quite recently, social sciences have uncritically accepteddtbhotomy
society / nature, and the related human / non-human, witregoesces for the
study of technology and social change. Researchers in the aresgewntéSand
Technology Studies (STS) have contributed to the critique oé thealisms by
revealing the entanglement of human and material agénEwrthermore,
investigating areas that social sciences had traditionally excfooi®dthe social
realm, and influenced by insights from the sociology of scienkfiowledge
(SSK), STS has revealed how facts and objects are socially constiamdedas

evidenced the social nature of knowledge.

While the important contribution of these studies in chgillegn dominant
technological deterministic positions and positivistic viesfsscience has been
recognized, some of the earlier research in STS has been criticised fop\migg
social deterministic, and in some cases for giving too mucleptm~the inventor”
in their accounts of technology design and its social impdcat However,
research in STS has increasingly and more explicitly distancedfrts®lfsocial

10 Other disciplines have contributed to the dehatéably Feminist studies, with prominent
authors such as Donna Haraway and Judith Butler.
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constructivist approaches that give predominance to ‘social exiplasiaand has
further developed performative, posthumanist perspectives. Irawingdy in this
research on authors such as Latour, Callon, Law, Pickeringaki®iBerg, which
under the umbrella of STS, ANT and especially post-ANT or matenaiesies

have offered posthumanist, performative accounts.

Such theoretical underpinnings challenge modernist concepfidmowledge in
OMS, IS and e-learning that underlie an important body of reseanckreed with
how to best support learning with technology. From a perfavegiosthumanist
perspective new questions arise, such as how knowing densaterially
constructed, negotiated and sustained in practice. Thus, thretibabapproach
supports our exploration in this thesis of how techgwyland knowledge
participate in the ongoing negotiations of our world in lpéiog. This theoretical
approach, with its anti-essentialist underpinnings, encoutegdo question
categories such as “the community”, “the practice”, “the experts and their
knowledge”, and thus “what is considered worth learning” veugh present in
interventions aimed at fostering virtual communities of practichifts our focus
of attention, instead, towards trying to understand the paation of
heterogeneous actors in the contested negotiation of such cegegorthe
construction of reality. Consequently, it also helps expigirthe difficulty of
achieving change by design.

This perspective, which we present in detail in the follgnsections, is in line
with recent calls in OMS and IS to analyse sociomaterial camfigumns. That is,
to research the entanglement of humans and non-humans in gtgution of

reality.

3.2.2 A posthumanist approach

Actor-Network Theory (ANT) has become an increasingly influefteahework
for the study of sociotechnical systems, and it has been adioptetbrmation
Systems research (Walsham, 1997; Monteiro, 2000; Hansadth2004; Ramiller,
2007), and also recently in education research (Fenwick & L&@iR; Fenwick
& Edwards, 2013). It provides a valuable lens to tackle thep&tase” need for
theorizing the IT artifact in the social study of IS (Orlikow&kiacono, 2001), as
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it foregrounds the role of technology in society, by treatingneldgy as an actor
in its own right. It also allows us to explore the waysvhich “human and non-
human materialities combine to produce particular purposes ancupareffects
in education.” (Fenwick & Landri, 2012, p.3)

Proponents of ANT suggest that there is a need to transcendcibftschnical
divide and pay attention to the “missing masses” (Latd@®2}, by recognizing
the important role of artifacts in the construction of social ortato(r, 2005;
Callon, 1986). Imagine, Latour (Latour, 1992, p.155p&sts, what humans would
have to do in every given situation if nonhumans weretmerte to help. Let's
assume we have no doors, for instance. To be able to livesincdosed space, you
would have to destroy and build up a new wall every time yant&d to get in or
out. In fact, if we look around us, we realize thatdeéegatemany programs of
action to nonhumans. To be true, any social interaction isrialf mediated.
Society is an heterogeneous network of people, machines, aniexéts,money,
organizations, etc. (Law, 1992), and therefore reality is sociotwalhni
sociomaterial. Furthermore, ANT scholars argue that agencyrnibdistl between
humans and non-humans, and that despite the appearance diestabiihe world

reality is in constant construction.

Bruno Latour, one of the leading proponents of ANT, offeRaassembling the
Social(2005}* a poignant critique of the way ‘the social’ is generallyl&d, and
justifies the contribution of a sociology of associations. Heetsgthat social
sciences have not only tended to disregard objects, facts, raattepjcs of study,
but they have also constructed ‘the social’ as a sort of external malmgalin
with stabilized state of affairs. Critical with structuralist conime s and with the
taken for granted categories of sociology, Latour argues thatiagisis tend to
impose ‘templates’ in their analysis of social order; howevernepjacing the
object of study by social functions or social factors, sogiste do not really

elucidate anything.

11 For a briefer account, see (Latour, 2000)
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In Latour’s view, “the social has never explained anything; duakhas to be
explained instead” (Latour, 2005, p.97). That is, societyldhmat be taken as the
source of causal explanation for the existence of stability,tbig such very
(provisional) stability that needs to be explained. “Society’ toalse composed,
made up, constructed, established, maintained, and assemblathiir(L2000,
p.113) Thus, it is the aim of ANT to trace heterogeneous assgesbof actors,
and describe them without imposing predefined categori¢iseon. ANT is not a
grand theory that tries to explain society, but is a methappfoaching reality
and explaining how specific actor-networks are bound togethdgllbying the

actors (or actants) that constitute it.

Thus, ANT researchers not only challenge the dichotomy agémcyise, but
they also challenge the traditional sociological notion atdd, which derives
from the philosophical construct of the “rational man”. ANT'Bnpiple of
symmetry suggests that non-humans also act, they “do"sthimthe world, and
therefore they should be given the same analytical status of astdramans.
Action cannot, in this view, be reduced to intentionalitgny thingthat does
modify a state of affairs by making a difference is an actor—at, has no

figuration yet, an actant? (Latour, 2005, p.71).

This implies that we cannot reduce the concept of agency axtiom of a single,
well-defined actor. Action is distributed, and “actors are network eff€bts; take

attributes of the entities which they include.” (Law, 1999, p.5)

“The actor network is reducible neither to an actor alone nor tonsoriet
(...). An actor network is simultaneously an actor whosevigctis
networking heterogeneous elements and a network that is able to@edef

and transform what it is made of” (Callon, 1987, p.93)

12 atour offers different justifications for the tiisction actant / actor. In (Latour, 1992, p.258) h
asserts:” We use actant to mean anything thaactactor to mean what is made the source of
an action.” However, in (Latour, 1999b, p.303) ffers the following justification: “Since in
English “actor” is often limited to humans, the wdactant”, borrowed from semiotics, is
sometimes used to include nonhumans in the defimfti
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Actors and networks are therefore irreducible to each other. Actors are the effec
of networks, because they are dynamically shaped and re-shaped by their
relationship with other actors in an open-ended network of asemsaBut while

they are effects of the network, at the same time, they are caustpatts of the
network. Callon (1991) offers a clear example when he describes a nuclesr pow
station as an assemblage of heterogeneous actors such as machimss, ato
engineers, managers, operators, etc. In this sense, the nuclegirspaton is a
network effect; but at the same time it is seen as an actoheaswuclear power
stations are referred to as a safety threat in environmentalist dischuthescase,

the elements constituting the actor-network are black boxed.l\Jsue only

when there is a conflict that the black box is opened.

As we can see from this conception of actor, ANT adopts an aertiedsst
relational ontology, which Law (1999; 2009) describes as dg@®ioof
materiality®® Like semiotics, ANT assumes that entities are produced reddltion
that they do not possess pre-given qualities; but ANTiegpfhis to all materials
and not only the linguistic or symbolic ones. Thus, Bogiology of associations’
traces assemblages of human and non-human actors and offerdigdesmgounts

of the ways and processes by which such actor-networksdgsther or not.

13 Actor-network theory (ANT) emerged in the 80s niyafinom the work of Bruno Latour,

Michel Callon, and John Law. While ANT has achiewegood reception in several social
sciences fields, Latour and Law suggest that tineenaf the theory is confusing. As Latour put it,
“there are four things that do not work with actetwork theory; the word actor, the word
network, the word theory and the hyphen!” (Latdi899a, p.15) The problem is that these words
take a renewed meaning for these authors, whicletioras gets lost when the theory travels.
Actors are not well-bounded entities and they aandn-humans; the term network has come to
be associated with the Internet, and in its pojmédrversion is taken as neutral means of
transport; however, for ANT the word network imgligansformation. Finally, Latour claims that
ANT is not a theory but a method to follow the astdecause unlike traditional sociology it does
not aim to explain society by imposing theoretizatiegories. However, some time later Latour
(2005) detracts himself. While he admits that stenens that have been suggested to refer to
these approaches might be more accurate—"sociabggsociations”, “sociology of

translation”, “actant-rhizome ontology"— in thisdlohe defends the use of the catchier name
ANT. Law (1999; 2009), however, has adopted fronm@Haraway the term “material
semiotics” or “semiotics of materiality”. Such changf name comes with a critique towards the
specific image of connectivity associated with tieéwork metaphor, and the consideration of
“other, non-Euclidean, non-network, spatialitigd.&w & Mol, 2001)
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3.2.3 The heterogeneous assemblage

Analytically, ANT is interested in describing associations agnactors, and in
providing accounts of the complex negotiations and disph#tsesult in more or
less stable heterogeneous assemblages. While ANT has bdiex appecent
years to other areas of research, ANT scholarship was originédisested in
exploring processes of knowledge-creation and innovation iensei and
engineering practices, by studying “science and technology makmg” (Latour,

1987). Particularly earlier ANT research (Callon, 1986; Latour, 19&four,

1988; Latour, 1992; Law, 1991) strived to uncover heshhoscientific projects
get accomplished (or not), by following engineers and sciemiskeir efforts to

enrol actants to achieve their aims. From this perspective, eacpsajcceeds if
enough actors are aligned and assembled in a relatively stablerknefwso
summarized by Law (1992, p.381):

“this is the actor-network diagnosis of science: that it is &qs® of
“heterogeneous engineering” in which bits and pieces from thal ste
technical, the conceptual, and the textual are fitted together,sand
converted (or “translated”) into a set of equally heterogeneous saentifi

products.”

For instance, Latour (1988) reveals how Pasteur was able to creapeated and
heterogeneous associations, which resultedrhe pasteurization of France
Unexpected, for example, because sometimes experiments did twoplgn and
substances seemed to be in charge, they would “speak back aamehtie had to
change his course of action. Moreover, Pasteur had to associatevnatttorsry
heterogeneous interests through a series of translations. He needadblto
microbes, cows, machines, farmers interested in healing, pudithhworkers
interested in a theory of disease and pollution, statistidgi#erested in data, etc.
Latour evidences with his analysis that scientific ‘discoveries’ iandvations
cannot be explained as a simple matter of reason, as the rational moeagta
scientific theory. “Science is not politics. It is politics bther means” (Latour,
1988, p.229). In addition, it shows how, speaking gisokesperson of the network,
the scientist tends to black box the complex actor-netvibgik he and his
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‘discoveries’ depend on. Pasteur was inventive and a good strabegigthile he
appears as a hero, we can see that nobody acts alone. The acfimi@s others

are attributed to him, but an actor is never single: it is an-aetarork.

These earlier ANT works developed a whole range of vocabulary to detuoeb
actor-network, and the mechanisms by which actors are aligned serdbdsd in
support of a project or program of action. Such vocabulary has dubspted in
Information Systems research to describe processes of systeiga des
implementation (Monteiro, 2000; Ramiller, 2007). Frons therspective, actor-
networks are built and temporarily stabilized by enrolling adtogsrocesses of
translation.Translationis political in nature, and it refers to “all the negotiations,
intrigues, calculations, acts of persuasion and violence thianksich an actor or
force takes, or causes to be conferred to itself, authority to speak on behalf
of another actor or force.” (Callon & Latour, 1981, p.279).

Callon (1986) distinguishes four main phases of translatiorblgm@tization,
interessement, enrolment, and mobilization. In a first phagpeoblematization

an actor—in this case a group of researchers—who has identified amprolds

to persuade other actors of the significance of the problem andegtalylish
themselves as indispensable. Then, they align and negbgatifferent interests

of the actors, so that their interests can be served by a aopnmject, which then
becomes an obligatory passage point. In this process ofeprabization the
identity of the actors, and what they want is defined in reiaiothe problem.
Interessemeris the set of actions by which the researchers “attempt tcsergoad
stabilize the identity of the other actors it defines througpibblematization.”
(Callon, 1986, p.207) In this way actors are persuaded to camsoiirces to the
project by playing a role in the programme. If interessersenutdcessful, the actors
becomeenrolled to the network and they perform the roles assigned. Finally,
mobilisation is the process by which researchers try to ensure that the actor-
network can be sustained in the future. For this, the initiatsbve to be able to
represent adequately a relevant collective, and make sure that membwees of
collective will align to the project. If all these processes of translaare
successful, closure is achieved. However, closure is always fragitause

networks are inherently unstable.
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This earlier ANT work (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1987; Latal®92; Law, 1991) has
been criticised for imposing a priori theoretical concepts, degT’s critique

of sociology for doing this; and for offering overly managefsttategic), even
Machiavellian stories, that privilege the powerful, male, techiansst actors
(Star, 1991). More recent research has taken on board some of theses;rand
the vocabulary of ANT has been simplified and diversified atstrae time. In
addition, some authors prefer to focus on practices and enactoenat they do

not need to predefine actors (Mol, 2002).

In the recent years some authors have adopted new concestitute the term
network (assemblagagencementand have also challenged the idea that stability
of the network is necessary to make an object work. They have alssetbon
actors that do not necessarily try to strategically dominate dfiler$Pasteur, or
the scientists described by Callon, 1986), and that are nétbaehded. For
instance, adaptable, fluid, objects like the Zimbabwe BushpPcan travel as
mutable mobiles, being redefined in each new location. The poigimt just be
successful because the network never does come to a closure,candebthe
“inventor” is also fluid, he has disappeared from view, withtrying to take
control or recognition from it (Laet & Mol, 2000; Law & Siegbn, 2005).
However, Mol (2010) argues that the use of new terms anek{fleration of new
topics is not a matter of new research overcoming the oldluses because ANT
is not a theory that offers an overarching explanatory framewottk fixed
categories. In addition, ANT always tries to open new territoead; with new
stories, it develops new vocabularies. We could say that, AKH the objects it
studies, is fluid. It just tells us to trace the associatitresprocesses of translation.

3.2.4 Theorising technology with ANT

From an Information Systems perspective, ANT offers usefulhisip theorize
technology in a way that overcomes social and technological detemms, by
focusing on sociotechnical or sociomaterial systems. ANT dersithat artifacts
are embedded in a heterogeneous assemblage; they are always part of-an acto

network.
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Latour (1991; 1992) offers several simple and clear examples to Bbaw
technologies can be aligned to programmes of action througtegses of
translation. For instance, in order to remind customers intel tereturn their
room keys at the front desk before they leave, we could attach a note e
exit door asking customers to please return the keys. Howeweringiuription
tends to be insufficient and most customers keep forgettirggum the key, or the
moral obligation is not sufficient for them to care. To presdhieedesired pattern
of action, a more effective translation was proposed: attaching adadgkeeavy
weight to the room key. In this case, most customers beconodleel to the
programme, because they prefer not to carry the weight around. Rism t
perspective, the strength of the translation does not dep&ndrothe inscription
but also on the “listener”.

What we can also perceive from this example is that translagiaiwiays a
displacement; it implies the transformation of the actantséractor-network. In
this example, the message, the customers, and the key &egeo the same:
customers do not return the key because they are well manneredethéey of it

because it deforms their pockets. (Latour, 1991) Thus, anyatioa embodies
scripts of behaviours (Akrich, 1992), it prescribes patterns ofreatid it redefines
the actor-network. It creates new actors, and new divisions invaoiniel. It is

performative (more on this in the next section). If we take the d¢asteohnology

implemented in an organization, as Ramiller (2007, p.S198jgout:

“an information system, by its very design, involves assitmptabout
what kinds of information will be captured when and by whond, laow
that information will be used and by whom. The system, acugiydi
stipulates a set of relationships with its target users Iq. this way the
technology, by virtue of its design, speaks for other actorjidgftheir
duties, the knowledge and skills they must have, their @ornion of value
to the organization, and their very identities.”

In addition a new translation and a new actor-network mabate (new)

exclusions. For instance, some workers might not be neededh@inew system,
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or they might need to possess different skills and thereforentiggyt be valued

differently or considered unsuitable for the redefined role.

It has been argued that technologies embody scripts of bemayAkrich, 1992),
that they can be important allies to maintain a specific sodak ¢Latour, 1991),
and that they play an important role in structuring power reldtipagCallon,
1986). However, this should not be taken as a deterministic of technology,
because the acceptance or expected appropriation of the technologllmataken
for granted. Recall that different actants negotiate their forces in a protes
translation and the actor-network results from the alignmenftfefeint actors. If
interests do not become aligned, the network does not hold. quite well
established in information systems literature that the uptake ofiravation
cannot be taken for granted. Resistance to adopt the system qecteex
consequences are common. From an ANT perspective this can be wdlassto

failure in the process of translation.

Actor-networks are sociotechnical systems, so we cannot teastéhapsaotial and
the technical. If we go back to the example of the hotel key, étles innovation

has been appropriated, the stabilization of the network dependstmelements;
so, if for instance the hotel manager omits the note saying &ledgrn your

keys”, customers might carry the keys with them and jusk tihiat the weight is
rather annoying, without understanding that they were medaave them at the
desk.

As we mentioned, actors are defined in relationship to tiher @lements of the
actor-network, therefore the concept of affordance, which has receivedesn
interest in information systems since recent calls to attend to alygfieonardi,
2011; Faraj & Azad, 2012; Robey et al., 2012), shouldadbaken as laying in the
technology itself, but as a relational concept. Affordances sheulthderstood as
possibilities for action that arise from sociomaterial arrangemenistammation
systems literature, to move away from essentialist conceptionscbhology
Orlikowski (2000) introduced the concept of technology-in-pcadb convey that
users interpret the technology in use. However, considerd@ ildsights, this

concept should be complemented by its counterpart: practidassars change as

Paged4 of 290



well with the introduction of a new technology. Technology prattice are not
pre-given but emerge through the development and intertwiningaf@etworks
(Berg, 1997). Thus, in trying to understand the success lorefanf several
decision-support techniques in health care, Berg (1997, psLi§gests:

“The tools and the worlds in which they become embedded thbkpu
transform each other—and these mutual transformations are key to an
understanding of their (non-)functioning. A working tool, |w@gis the
outcome of these mutual transformations: ofdbevergencef tools and
settings into a network in which heterogeneous elements areannected

and transformed.”

Thus, beyond social and technological determinisms, thingsadreonceived as
“simply the hapless bearers of symbolic projection” (Latour52@010), nor do
they impose causality or determine outcomes a prioricefarence Langdon
Winner's (1980) phrase that “artefacts have politics”, Law (19983) argues:
“artefacts may, indeed, have politics. But the character of thosecgoltow
determinate they are, and whether it is possible to tease peoplachities apart
in the first instance—these are all contingent questions.” Smtinical systems
result from negotiations between humans and non-humansafdbgterogeneous

networks of people, organizations, machines and other objects.

Not only artifacts are enacted and enacting as part of an actarrketout
“objects” of an actor-network can belong to more than one actor-netvairig
redefined in each of them. Or in fact, becoming different objects. A{2040,
p.260) puts it:

“as actors come to participate in different “networks”, discoursgsdp
modes of ordering, practices, things get complex. The “actors”ctiftdr
from one network, discourse, logic, mode of ordering, practice tothies.
The anaemia diagnosed in the laboratory, is not the same thing

entity/actor/object as the anaemia diagnosed in the clinic.”
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3.2.5 Performativity: against representationalism and the universality o
neutrality of knowledge

“We can perform, transform, deform, and thereby form and inform
ourselves, but we canndescribeanything. In other words there is no
representation, except in the theatrical or political senses okethe”t
(Latour, 1988, p.229)

Laboratory studies (Latour & Woolgar, 1979; Knorr-Cetina, 128, later, ANT
research (Callon 1986; Latour 1987) have engaged with the sttelshnoscience
In practice, questioning the modernist assumption that teciembiéic knowledge
is able to map or control a reality out there, and thatprasluced by a subject
detached from the object of study. The dualism subject / objdccmety / nature
IS seen as a construction of modern science. Latour (1993) pwitiie double
movement of translation and purification: On the one handemmoscience creates
hybrids of nature and culture. On the other hand, it thedlgms the separation
of nature and society, and tends to present problems andossl#s either

technical or social.

Influenced by the sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK), wdikes (Latour &
Woolgar, 1979) offered detailed empirical accounts of how scientific &auds
objects are constructed in the ‘making of’ science, and showedittificiality and
objectivity go hand in hand. However, the concept ‘construaifdiacts’ should
not be taken to mean—as some did—that facts are invented and are ttHalsfore
Saying that a fact is fabricated does not imply that it isresis As Latour (2005,
p.91) puts it:

(11}

constructivism’ should not be confused with ‘social constristn’.
When we say that a fact is constructed, we simply mean that wenaémou
the solid objective reality by mobilizing various entitvéisose assemblage
could fail; ‘social constructivism’ means, on the other hamat, wereplace
what this reality is made of with som¢her stuff the social in which it is

‘really’ built.”

Latour (2005) exemplifies this with the image of construcéitgilding: a building
is constructed, artificial, but very real and objective. In addition,paying
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attention to the construction process one can realize that thinlgsh@ve gone
otherwise, that different decisions, pressures, arrangements, etthagalled to
constructing a different object, perhaps one that was equallyasuadi stable. One
can also experience that some construction efforts sometimes faiarious

complex reasons, which involve many human and non-humarsacto

To avoid the misunderstanding of equating social construetitm invention,

ANT authors frequently use the term “assemble” or “assemblageChwrndicates
the need of mobilizing and enrolling heterogeneous actamtske a fact or an
object hold. “Knowledge and action are never individual, tme@pilize entities,
humans and non-humans, who participate in the enterprise oflddgmvor in

action.” (Callon & Muniesa, 2005, p.1237)

The idea that (scientific) facts and objects are constructed has lstand by
some critics as a postmodern, deconstructionist moverdaaices reality to
interpretation. However, ANT researchers, like other STS autlissance
themselves as much from the modernist, positivist, dream dfotlorg and

dominating an external world through science, as from postmotiacosunts that
reduce all to text. Such authors share with other contemporakethia critical
view towards representationalism, and tend to adopt instpad@amative idiom
(Hacking, 1983; Butler, 1990; Rouse, 1991; Pickering, 198&, 2002; Barad,
2003; Law, 2002).

Representationalism is the belief in the ontological distnctbetween
representations and things, and the confidence in language to pn@rexisting
phenomena. Science and technology students started to quette
representationalism that dominates scientific realism by shiftanptus of study
from issues of knowledge, to the production of knowledug; is, from questions
regarding scientific representations and issues of correspondence between

descriptions and reality, to an interest in how science is actimtie in practice.

ANT and material-semiotic authors distance themselves as much frentifsci
realism as from social constructivism, which shares a representaticsiain. As
Barad (2003) argues, since the linguistic turn, the semiotie, tand the

interpretative turn, everything tends to be explained as a firncultural
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representation, in which “the only thing that does not seematter is matter” (p.
801). Social constructivism seems to assume that we can grecit access to
language and culture, but not to matter, and that only cultutdaaguage have

historicity and agency.

In contrast, a performative idiom challenges the belief in the pofvenords to
represent pre-existing things. It does not treat knowledge asnstatsabout
reality, but as a practice that interferes with other practicesality. From this
perspective, “knowledges and the objects that they knowbeaaynderstood as
being produced together.” (Law, 2000, p.349) Thus, thiy lod research does not
study objects, but objects-in-practice. It explores how realitiésodpects are

being done, how they are enacted in practice.

In addition, focusing on practice and enactments evidences “thearharigrplay
of human and material agency” (Pickering, 2002). And it isoirtigmt to highlight
this idea of ‘emergent interplay’, or the similar concepts mfaraction’ (Barad,
2007) or ‘interaction’ (Mol, 2013), because a performative idismat claiming
as ‘new materialists’ do that we need to attend to ‘matter itselfitarontological
essence (e.g. Coole & Frost, 2010). Performative accountsssuggelational
ontology that acknowledges that whatever the entities \nedoin a practice are
able todo inevitably depends on adjacent entities they may do samgettith.
(Mol 2013) It is only in interaction that “objects afford eawher their (always
local, often fluid) ‘essence™ (Mol, 2013, p.380).

In analysing how objects are enacted in practice, this literaturessiat things
that we usually take to be solid, single objects, are inrfadtiple (Mol, 2002;
Law, 2000; Law & Singleton, 2005). In the language of actonort theory, we
could say that they are reshaped in different networks, with nevadétitns. In
this regard, the performative turn also challenges the foousneanings’ and
‘interpretation’ of social constructivism: It does not convey thia¢ object is
perceived differently in different contexts and by different subjecisitlargues
that different objects are enacted in different pracfites.

14 Mol (2002, pp.42—43) prefers to talk about the ‘enactment of objectstéad of using the term
‘construction’, because the teonstructionwas introduced to mean that objects gradually come
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The multiplicity of objects, and their relational ontolodyosld not be taken to
suggest fragmentation. As mentioned, performative accountscréieal of
postmodernist deconstruction. Attending to multipliciyeg hand-in-hand with
analysing the various coordination strategies involved insegalsling multiple
versions of reality (Mol & Law, 2002, p.10) Different ways of enidg the world
coexist and interfere with each other; some reinforce the sanpdicsiies and

silences, and some might have some overlaps.

To exemplify, Mol describes ifihe body multipl¢2002) the day-to-day diagnosis
and treatment practices for atherosclerosis and she illustrateghthiaive usually
understand as a single condition, atherosclerosis, is in faciplaulDifferent
‘atherosclerosis’ are discussed, measured or observed by different sfgeaslg
different apparatus. There are many versions of it. Mol argues thas thot an
indication of a variety of perspectives on a single diseasegstmedical practice
generates its own material reality, in this case, for instanceipfeutiodies. It is
through the important work of coordination of these different profeakpractices
(or actor-networks, we could say) that the disease is made ¢oecdnd in the

process, through these assemblages also different patients aord doetenacted.

In the area of medical practices as well, Berg (1997) and Berg and Tiranmgerm
(2000) are concerned with the different orders (with their others, tiseirders)
that several decision-support technologies construct in peactihe different
universalities and rationalities that they help sustain. ,Ttai®nalizing can take
many different forms. They also show how each order is tied toiqgaachf

ordering, to different dispositions and arrangements.

Finally, in this performative turn questions of ontologigadlitics become
important. This research reveals that multiple realities coexisthahthings can
be otherwise, therefore, as researchers we might want to aslonsiediout the

consequences and affordances of different configurations. We can malethisibl

into being, but then they are stabilized and thegyuae an identity that they hold on to (e.g.
SCOT studies). In contrast, the teemactmenhighlights the idea that maintaining the identify
objects requires a continuous effort and that thay change over time. In addition, it is
connected with the idea of decentring the objeu, acknowledging that objects can perform
different identities in different sites.
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different values, and the different definitions of good, of psepin the different
ontologies-in-practice. Indeed, “what to do” is not given edhder of things, but
needs to be established; the good is inevitably multiplel,(K002). While
reaching consensus through rational argumentation (Habermag,id @80ideal
widely shared, as agonistic views of politics have shown uffép 1999)

controversy is unavoidable.

3.2.6 Theorising design

In positivistic accounts of science and technology designcibatst or designer
is detached from the object, and devises, as if from nowhere rsaliveiths and
technical solutions. Such is the prevailing discourse of naglewhich following
the arrow of progress, put reason into reengineering the wordvever,
coinciding with a loss of faith in the modern project on therafath of Nazism,
contemporary thinkers (post-structuralists, post-modernistspnd&activists,
cultural theorists, STS, etc.) have challenged most of thefmertal principles of
the positive science and the Cartesian dualisms in whigt#&ged: subject/object,
nature/culture. In addition, particularly feminism, cultural ambtogy, and
postcolonialism helped making visible all those “othersit tivere left without
voice, and revealed that truths were pronounced from very specifiolmand
bodies, and then presented as if representative of the whals, dlithors like
Haraway (1991) suggested the need to replace “ways of beinger®wvhile
claiming to see comprehensively” (Haraway, 1991, p.193) withwwidrom
somewhere” (p. 196); that is, acknowledging that knowledgkvays situated and
partial. Suchman (2002), applying these ideas, has congipcamgued for the
need to recognise that technological design is somewhereand to challenge
dominant discourses that present technology design as w@aiillecand a mere
application of technical knowledge, which produces technologiec#mtravel
anywhere.

Drawing on ANT (Law, 2002; Law & Singleton, 2005) and twatributions of
Barad (2007) and Suchman (2011) | suggest to studyettiermative character of
design, in terms of the configurations and entanglements thet#ins. Seen from

a performative and sociomaterial perspective, design helps congtitiugirworld
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in specific ways but it is already part of a larger configuratiorihef world.
Considering the relational character of our capacities for actiomgrdesin be seen
as part of and participating in the ongoing reconfiguratiorb@ats and subjects,
and in the distribution of responsibilities. The practicgesign is always boundary
making, it makes intelligible some things and it erelsi others, it materialises
more or less contested configurations (Suchman, 2005). Irg dminit helps

rendering those configurations more obdurate (Law, 2002).

3.2.7 Summary and limitations

ANT offers particularly useful and robust theoretical underpinningetognize
the embeddedness of technologies in social practices and tostamdehow
technology is implicated with organizational and social changenthasizes the
need to consider the involvement of technologies in the consinumttreality, and
it reveals the “role played by science and technology in structyower
relationships” (Callon, 1986, p.197). In this regard, thecephof performativity
challenges taken for granted notions of ‘objectivity’, knowledgpel that which is
considered worth learning. Knowledges, rationalities, and orders are
sociomaterially constructed, and embodied in material forms. Applidte area
of education, Fenwick and Landri (2012, p.6) argue that “poweraetaand the
politics that infuse pedagogy are by no means confindtutoan interests and
ideologies, but are created and sustained through materialisiogspes indelibly

enmeshed with the social and semiotic.”

ANT acknowledges that artifacts are constitutive elements of aBeywond social
and technological determinisms, it overcomes the dichotomglddechnical and
attends at the ongoing relational interplay of human and norahs in
heterogeneous networks. The concept of actor-network invites amsider the
process of heterogeneous engineering needed to make a technologyinwork
addition, it suggests that while the characteristics and vahsesibed in the
technology do matter, we cannot determanpriori the settlement of the actor-
network. ANT is a “theory of agency, a theory of knowledgej a theory of
machines” (Law, 1992, p.389). The insights it providdsimform my research,
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and they will allow me to offer a critique of taken-for-grandésdumptions of ICT-

mediated collaborative learning.

ANT has been influential in IS and OMS (Chua & Yeow, 20H@anseth et al.,
2004; Ramiller, 2007; Walsham, 1997), but it has also redeseveral critiques.
ANT and posthumansit performative approaches have been sometitioesedr
for not being sufficiently critical, as they do not consider $ocial structures that
might oppress some actors and empower others (McLean & Ha2684,Star,
1991; Whittle & Spicer, 2008). | disagree with the argumentANIE cannot be
critical because it is ontologically relativist (Whittle & Spic2008). ANT is not
relativist but realist. It is not positivist, and it erdtands reality as being in
constant and ongoing construction, and even as mulklgeever, it is true that
the use of ANT in OMS and IS has not always fully expldhedcriticality of ANT
(Alcadipani & Hassard, 2010) and that some of the earlier warkRNiT seemed
particularly concerned with “heroes” (Latour, 1988). However, cogiceptual
framework has been influenced by feminist authors (Barad, 2007n@n¢i2011)
that are very much concerned with the way realities and subgsiiions are
sociomaterially constituted. From an ANT perspective itézigely the structures
and instruments of domination (race, gender, etc.) that need to lagegpANT
departs from a rejection of positivist assumptions and meanga&iuatslities and
objectivity, it shows how ordering is not inevitable andlddae ‘otherwise’, and
how different orderings bring with them different conceptions of &joand
different distributions of responsibility and accountabilitgrtRularly the explicit
consideration of performativity in more recent theorisations of pd&t-and STS
very much stresses an ethical dimension in the construdtrealdy. In this thesis
| particularly take on board a non-consensual view of reality {fdpli999; Barry,
2013; Venturini, 2009) and a questioning of the self-declamdrality of the

project under study.

Many of the criticisms directed to ANT are related to the conceptrofmtry
(McLean & Hassard, 2004). Indeed, | agree that the main limitafi&NT for my
analysis is that it somehow flattens the world by consideah the actors
symmetrically. For the purposes of this research | do not shareoncerns of

critics that are uncomfortable with analytically assuming the symyroéhumans
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and non-humans. My main concern is that ANT has no stramgfafd way to
acknowledge that actors do not act itabula rasa By focusing on the situated
practice as it emerges, ANT tends to dismiss that actors draw areuaffected
by the social conditions, cultural and material resources, atithilmmal norms
and values of the context where they are situated, and by sociotddtrces that
transcend the very localized situation, because they unfoldlirpta contexts and

they are historically shaped.

Admittedly, ANT could explain this by analysing the qaex actor-network that
constitutes the institutions and the stabilities ingbeial order in which and actor
Is situated. The problem is, as ANT authors admit, that tineeztions of the actor-
network are limitless, and the semiotic regression infinite. Theresach
enterprise would be untenable. In fact, most ANT analysisttefmcus on what

sociologists would refer as the micro level.

To illustrate this point, we are all aware of the strong influenatettte market
logics exert in our society and in our lives. If every time wateg to refer to how
the market logics influences an action we had to unpack thkewahtor-network
that sustains the market logics as a more or less stable heterageatwark, our
task as researchers would become like that of the cartographertoryhieysJorge
Luis Borges (1972) who tried to make such a precise mapeoivtrld that it
coincided with it. That is why, in fact, we always blackpae always have to
take some things for granted, for example the meaning of tmdswee use.
Different conceptual frameworks offer different lenses that open certain black
boxes and not others. | share the sensitivity of ANT in teriiiee need to open
the black boxes that have become taken for granted. However, wat cgoem

them all at the same time.

In addition, and related to this, ANT is defined by itsguments as a method of
following and describing actor-networks. In this sense, @ s€ay that ANT
research is more interested in answering questions about ‘hawwhg'. In this
regard | share the views of STS author Fujimura:

“l want to examine the practices, activities, concerns and trajectdadis

the different participants-including nonhumans—in scientific work. In
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contrast to Latour, | am still sociologically interested inemsthnding why
and how some human perspectives win over others in the cormtrotti
technologies and truths, why and how some human actors waloyg

with the will of other actors, and why and how some humaoracesist
being enrolled.” (Fujimura, 1991, p.222)

Answering to these concerns, new institutional theory triesxptain why some
actors act the way they do influenced by institutional forcesbgnzbnsidering
the existing organizing regimes. As | will argue in the nextisechowever, | do
not advocate a deterministic view of institutions, and therdfdenot intend to

offer unidirectional cause-effect explanations.

In what follows | will offer an overview of the main tenets of nestitutional

theory and the more recent institutional logics perspective. Dgaam current
literature, | will justify how this theoretical lens can be uligfapplied to the study
of ICTs. In the final section of this chapter | will further jlstthe value of

integrating these two theoretical approaches into a conceptual foaknew

3.3 New Institutionalism
3.3.1 Organizational Institutionalism

Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) paper is taken to mark the beginnirigeohew
institutional perspective in the study of organizations. I§ waitten against the
backdrop of prevailing over-rationalistic accounts within orgaton studies,
which tended to portray managers as (boundedly) rational actomsgeé#iciency
and effectiveness, and organizations as adapting to its envinbhonsecure an

appropriate ‘fit’. (Greenwood et al., 2008, p.3)

In contrast, new institutional theorists contend that omgdioinal phenomena
cannot be explained by only considering calculative rationalityirstdumental

functionality, and they seek to analyse why and with what ezprences
organizational arrangements defy traditional rational explarsatibo answer to
these questions, institutional perspectives emphasize theéamgsde: into account

the institutional context, that is, the values, norm$ietse and taken-for-granted
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assumptions and rational myths that guide and constraimipagi@ans’ actions
over time (Greenwood et al., 2008; Mignerat & Rivard, 2009).

According to new institutional theory, rationality deditimate ways of acting are
not universal but contingent. Institutions are generative @ftides, models of
practice, and values, and they are inscribed within sociocuttonéxts (Dobbin,
1994). When in a specific location and time certain rationaligesine taken-for-
granted and institutionalized, alternative behaviours or argdons become
almost unthinkable. Consequently, much of our actionsnays of organizing do
not follow a calculative rational approach but respond to the sorales and
legitimate ways of acting in the specific context or ingtitudl field in which actors
and organizations are embedded. Thus, from a new institutgmrapective,
legitimacy rather than efficiency drives the actions of actors and camn extiain
the success and survival of organizations (Tolbert & Zucke36)1L9rherefore,
institutions play a very important role in the social cortdiom of reality (Berger
& Luckmann, 1967).

There is no simple and agreed definition of institution dsustated by Scott in his
influential book on institutionalism, “Institutions are conged of regulative,
normative and cultural-cognitive elements that, together wittceded activities
and resources, provide stability and meaning to social life.” (S20@8, p.48)
Different schools and disciplines tend to focus their atterttioane of these three
pillars; however, Scott and other researchers have indicated thenoseaad
interaction of all three pillars in the constitution, maintenana @range of

institutions.

Earlier research from an institutional perspective delved into instial effects
on organizations and tended to focus on isomorphism anditgtdMeyer &
Rowan, 1977; Zucker, 1977). These authors were concernedheitimportant
role of rationalization in western culture, and they viewed the aspinic
development of formal organizational structures as part of thisralisystem and
the project of modernization. In such studies instingloorders were treated as

given, and more or less stable. Furthermore, institutions werédeoed as the
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independent variable and organizations presented as confotminstitutional

demands (Greenwood et al., 2008).

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) brought Meyer and Rowan'’s foeusomorphism
from the societal level to the organizational level. They viewedoehaviour of
organizational actors as being shaped by cultural norms, antingsulcoercive,
normative and mimetic sources of isomorphism. This research hasiitezred
for being over-deterministic and for not paying sufficient atterttioagentic action
and change. As stressed by Scott, it is important to conthdedanus-faced
character of institutions: Much research has emphasized that insstatatrol
and constrain behaviour, they “impose restrictions by defileggl, moral, and
cultural boundaries, setting off legitimate from illegitimate atés. However, it
is essential to recognize that institutions also support apdwar activities and
actors.” (Scott, 2008, p.50)

Another aspect to consider is the level of analysis of institak theory. Scott
(2008, pp.85—90) reveals that different schools and varietiestivfiiimhal theory
have focused on different levels of social analysis, from the migritret macro-
phenomena. For analytical purposes he distinguishes 6 @vatglysis: world-
system, societal, organizational field, organizational populatiwganization,
organizational subsystem. To exemplify this, whereas econorstorhihas
traditionally focused on the regulative aspects at the worlgisysevel, for
instance analysing how property rights developed in the Westatd (North &
Thomas, 1973), ethno-methodological approaches tend to éoctise cultural-
cognitive aspects at the level of organizational subsystem, amabldlls, habits,
etc. In Scott’s view research that is able to consider the iategblsome of these

levels of analysis is specially revealing.

In this regard, and taking up the critiques of earlier research adoptvwg
institutional theory, some scholars have advanced an instiflitilogics
perspective, inspired by Friedland and Alford’s (1991) semina&yesThey
programmatically propose “not to revive neo-institutional thebuy to transform
it. Recognizing both its strengths, the original insightsiow macro structures and

culture shape organizations, and its weaknesses—lIlimited capaceyplain
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agency and the micro foundations of institutions, instingl heterogeneity, and
change—the institutional logics perspective provides a @proach that
incorporates macro structure, culture, and agency, through crosgptecekses
(society, institutional field, organization, interactions, amividual) that explain

how institutions both enable and constrain action.” (Thoretaal., 2012, p.vi)

The concept of institutional logics refers to the symbolisteays and material
practices that constitute the organizing principles of thaitutisnh (Friedland &

Alford, 1991). Research on institutional logics is diverse andontinuous
development, but the main tenet of an institutional logiessgective is that
individual and organizational action needs to be undersisddcated in a social
and institutional context with diverse underlying logicsaation, which both
regularizes behaviour and offers opportunities for action and chiamge. cross-
level process approach that highlights the interplay betweeividodls,

organizations and institutions (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008).

This perspective views society as an inter-institutionaksygmarket, profession,
corporation, etc.), and notes that institutional logicsdvelop at different levels
(organizations, organizational fields, etc.); as a result, @rgaed that several
sources of rationality co-exist. Consequently, this appreagihasizes the diverse,
and sometimes conflicting, logics present in any giverieconin this way, rather
than assuming deterministic isomorphic effects from institgtitre interaction of
several logics and the ongoing conflicts and negotiatiomsee® and within

institutions is seen as a source of heterogeneity and change.

In addition, this approach assumes that decisions and aesutt from the
interplay between institutional logics and individual agerdoysuch interplay
institutions shape and are shaped by individual and orgmmahaction: on the
one hand, action is embedded in institutions, on the dted, institutions are
socially constructed and constituted by the actions of agaons and individuals
(Berger & Luckmann, 1967).

While new institutional theory has recently acknowledgednied to consider
agency, and the micro-processes that can lead to heterogeneity amgk,ch

proponents of the institutional logics admit that tkisn area that needs further
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development (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008; Lounsbury, 2088me authors have
recently suggested that incorporating a practice perspective ansitlets of
ANT can be fruitful for understanding how actors are implicated he t
transformation and maintenance of institutions (Lawrence & Sydd2®06;
Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007; Lounsbury, 2008; Hayes, &00hornton et al.,
2012).

The body of literature interested in institutional work offeralaable contribution
in this regard. Institutional work can be defined as “the puvposiction of
individuals and organizations aimed at creating, maintainamgl disrupting
institutions.” (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) Therefore, scholargareking
institutional work have been concerned with analysing processles
institutionalization and deinstitutionalization, and in eleping a better
understanding of the interplay of agency and institutions. tRese authors

institutions result from purposive action (Jepperson, 1991)

In contrast to processual approaches to institutionalizatierested in describing
the transformation of institutions, an institutionabr perspective zooms into
those processes to explain how institutional change oristabitonstituted by the
work of institutional and collective actors and their practicesil&ilyy from an

institutional logics perspective Lounsbury (2008) criticiZest tmuch literature
interested in institutional change seems to assume thattiost#l shifts are period
effects preceded and succeeded by periods of stability. In contretitistiie

acknowledges the ongoing negotiations and institutiooak wequired to achieve
a certain level of stability, and suggests the need to expemearch in this area.
Lounsbury (2008) and Crumley (Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007%)oadte for an

integration of institutional and practice scholarship, spgciNT, to address the

relatively unexplored question of how new practices arise.

In conclusion, while precursors of new institutional theorgnganization studies
took a structuralist stance that focused on the influence afuirans upon
organizations, more recent research has adopted a social constructivesttpersp

that acknowledges the influence of institutional forces, buigrizes the complex
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interplay of organizations with their contexts, and the orgyomnflicts between

divergent values, which are negotiated in practice (Townley, 20822412008).

Since the 1990s institutional theory literature has offered amlysmt suggest a
complex interplay of institutional pressures, with confligtand contested logics.
Organizations and individuals are not seen as passivelyrgiiodnoly adapting to
their institutional context, but as enacting, respondingvamding upon diverse
institutional influences. This results in diverse organizafidmehaviours and
structures rather than homogeneity (Westney, 1993). In a comptereciprocal
relationship with institutional processes, organizatiadahtity is understood to
mediate how organizations interpret and respond to inshaltiexpectations
(Glynn, 2008). Furthermore, institutionalism has analy$exl @mergence and
change of institutions and their decline, and has advanced asproecw of
institutionalization that accounts for the politics and pokeéations and interests
of the actors that mobilize around them, accounting for agencye#rdtsrest, as
reclaimed by DiMaggio (1988). In this regard, some authors haygested an
integration of institutional and practice perspectives to stoditutional work
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), and to understand how new orgamiabpractices

arise (Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007).

3.3.2 Institutional theory and Information Systems

Organization studies, like most social sciences, has umdlytiaccepted the
dichotomies society / nature, and society / technology guoiie recently, with
consequences for the study of technology (Czarniawska, 2088y

institutionalism, for instance, kept the distinction betwegnstitutional

environments’ and ‘technical environments’ (Meyer & Scott, 1981hén1980s.
In the meantime, in the same decade, studies of science andagghby authors
such as Callon, Latour, Woolgar, Knorr-Cetina) revealed thalsmmstruction of
facts and objects, and later research, particularly from an Actor Netvhedry

perspective, became influential in breaking the dualism socethrnology. While
technology still tends to remain absent from most social sciersmarch, this

literature sensitized some researchers in organization studiefréssitechnology
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not only as socially constructed but also as a physical reality agency
(Czarniawska, 2008; Orlikowski, 2010b; Kallinikos, 2004).

In this regard, Orlikowski and Barley (2001) suggested thainizgtion studies
could benefit from “following the lead of information technotagsearch in taking
the material properties of technologies into account” (p. 145hisnatrticle, the
authors also propose that “information technology research can tb&oefi

incorporating institutional analysis from organization stsi{p. 145). They note
that not many IT researchers have considered the influence of thetiorstitu
context in the design, use, and consequences of technol®pegisk of not
considering the embeddedness of technology in “complex interdepesakcial,
economic, and political networks” (p. 154) is to offer overly ratl@xplanations
and technologically determined views of IT phenomena.

Institutional theory has been adopted in IS research sinc&98@s, but more
prolifically in the last decade. In a critical literature review Migihe& Rivard
(2009) found 53 articles that applied an institutional perspedatvhe main IS
journals and in management journals that publish articlesndeaith 1S. The
analysis of this literature shows that most research has trediyidocused on the
study of institutional effects, that is, on the identificateomd measurement of
institutional pressures affecting IT adoption and implementakiowever, more
recent research has examined the institutionalization process eimsysir
organizational practices as a whole (Swanson & Ramiller, 198d)also the
interaction between IT and existing institutions (AvgerdQ@® Currie & Guah,
2007; Miscione, 2007

Research concerned with institutional effects has predominantly beentaken
at the organizational level of analysis. In this literature wd &mpirical studies
that identify a variety of entities exerting institutional ptges on organizations,

which affect the adoption, implementation and assimilation ofnaoevation.

15 Of the 53 articles that Mignerat and Rivard (2088alysed, 36 researched institutional effects;
10 analysed the process of institutionalizatiosaffware applications and management practices;
and 9 studied the interaction between an IT anstiegi institutions and the consequences of such
interaction. In terms of the level of study, masearch remains at the organizational level.
Nevertheless, some recent research analysing |8astiination has been done at the field level.
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Following DiMaggio & Powell (1983), coercive, normative aninetic pressures
have been recognized. This research also analyses the respamgssziations
to such institutional pressures, but for the most patag focused on the
compliance of organizations to institutional forces, seeing ascgnee as the main
legitimating strategy. Therefore, in much of this literature, tinstinal forces are

seen as non-technical factors leading to isomorphism and ingiblange.

This is especially the case of earlier studies, which tendedttayd® innovation

as resulting from an initial localized rational organizational @hoand then
diffusing to other organizations due to a process of institaliation. In this view,

a new technology or a new practice is initially adopted, aftem@tieliberation,

for its technical merits; but later, if such innovation beconeggtimated and

widely accepted as good practice, it becomes institutionalized.tiia@movation

is maintained following taken-for-granted assumptions dietsefits, and it easily
diffuses to other organizations (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983; 2uck987).

However, as already mentioned, this view of institutionsedsrohinistic sources
of stability and homogeneity has been challenged by more rec¢instiosal
research. Legitimating strategies other than acquiescence have béerwptd
(Oliver, 1991; Suchman, 1995), and deterministic views stftirtions have been
challenged by political views of institutional processes délcabunt for the role of
diverse actors and the presence of conflicting logics (Zilber, 2008) research
in Information Systems has offered alternative views that poittieatomplex
interaction between different institutions and processes of ISvatioo and
change (King et al., 1994; Swanson & Ramiller, 1997; Avge2002).

A body of literature has examined the complex institutiaaibn process of IS
innovations (King et al., 1994; Swanson & Ramiller, 1,98idrrie, 2004). In this
regard, Swanson & Ramiller's (1997) concept of ‘organizing vidias become
very influential. These authors disputed the view that early temof 1S

innovation is only the result of rational choice and localizedibdration.

Conversely, they argued, “institutional processes are engagedtfecbeginning”
(p. 458) and at the level of the organizational field. These autleedoped the

concept of organizing vision to explain how under the influeoteseveral
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institutional forces a diverse interorganizational community dgeeh view of an
IS innovation. This organizing vision plays a central roldendarly adoption and

later diffusion of an IS innovation.

In addition, Swanson & Ramiller (1997) point at the reciprocal celahip
between the organizing vision and the evolving technologdias,moving beyond
traditional analyses of institutions as external factors affectingn®ation. This
iIssue is taken further by Avgerou (2002), who challengesetidency to portray
institutions as non-technical factors impacting on IS innoma@nd suggests to
see “ICT as an institution in its own right” (p. 30) in mmaitinteraction with other

institutions.

Opening a new theme in the study of ICTs from an institutipeaspective,
Avgerou (2000; 2002) argues that ICT applications have becomaspe and
“taken-for-granted as fixtures of contemporary organizations” (Avgez6Q2,
p.31). The institutionalization of ICTs and its symbolic walas a tool for
modernization has resulted in important investments in EVEgs in cases where
there are no commensurable benefits (Avgerou, 2000; Avgero@; Rifr &
Walsham, 2007). Despite the institutionalization of Iwation and the tendency
to unquestioningly accept its value, Avgerou (2002) sugdkat the results of IS
innovation are difficult to predict due to the presence of pleltinstitutional
logics, which vary in different contexts. Institutional forces rawe deterministic
and lead to uniformity, but they reciprocally shape each othefraagently exert

conflicting pressures, generating variation.

Scott (2008, p.48) suggested that “institutions are tratesirity various types of
carriers, including symbolic systems, relational systems, esiind artifacts”. In
consonance with this view, a stream of research has been intéengstedtudy of
technologies as reproducers of institutional orders (Kling &ona, 1989;
Hasselbladh & Kallinikos, 2000; Kallinikos, 2011). Frothis perspective
technologies are inscribed with institutional values andentaktain institutional
arrangements more durable as they become objectified. In this vemhnttiogy
could be seen as a distinctive regulative regime that consideradpess the

operations of organizations and institutions and governs squiitice.”
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(Kallinikos, 2011, p.18). In addition, technological infrasture and standards
exert a strong influence on the possibilities of later teclymedo creating a path

dependency.

The idea that technologies are inscribed with institutionalegahas been taken up
by some of the scholarship interested in the role of ICTs ayahmational change.
However, in contrast to some literature that portrays ICTs abliag or
constraining organizational change, recent research has revealed the complex
interaction between different institutional logics and proessEs innovation and
change (Avgerou, 2002; Rajao & Hayes, 2009; Hayes & Rajébl)2 For
instance, research in the area of ICT for development (ICT4D) has reteaied
for IS innovation to be successful it is necessary to be senstcultural diversity
and to address the specific contextual characteristics of the organmatiomntry
where the technology will be embedded (Avgerou & Walsham, 2@00ase in
point, Miscione (2007) showed the mismatch between the eNestcientific
knowledge embedded in a telemedicine system, and the local baadthractices
in the context of implementation, which were based on a diffenesérstanding
of health and illness. This suggests the need to attencetpagsible tensions
between the values and logics inscribed in a technology amuktitational logics

in the context of implementation.

In addition, research has shown that, even within the same nationgxt,
different stakeholders may have different “technological frames” (expectations,
assumptions and knowledge) mediating the understanding ard tessnology
(Puri, 2006). This indicates the need to bear in mind the diffeand competing
institutional logics and the ways in which technologies intenaitt them. Even
further, some research has delved with the ways in which ICTs pheated in
institutional change in contexts where there are several compegjing. This
research has revealed how IS innovation is intertwined with thyoirmn
negotiations between different logics, and it has emphasizethérgent, political
and negotiated nature of institutional change. (Robey & Boudi®&9; Avgerou,
2002; Hayes, 2008; Rajao & Hayes, 2009). For instanceedH@008) offers an
in-depth analysis of how the introduction of a new ICT waplicated with the

ongoing negotiations and conflicts arising from competing/siand values in an
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organization, which led to institutional change. Interestinijlig, case shows how
the same features of the technology that were in line witmstgutional values

of one group, at the same time provided the means toguéstlegitimacy.

Despite the contributions of institutional theory in thedg of IS, we will briefly
outline some limitations as seen from an ANT or sociomategiaigective. While
new institutionalism and institutional logics do nake a deterministic view of
institutions, studies adopting such perspective tend fmws$m such theoretical
construct in the study of social reality, without sufficientliscussing how
institutional logics are maintained, and disregarding other ritapb forces or
actors that do have an agential effect. In fact, as | will discusw bbet@nt research
adopting institutional logics perspectives have suggelstegractice perspectives
could be fruitfully combined to better understand how ingtitigt are sustained.
Furthermore, institutional perspectives tend to maintaimémiagical separations
between the social and the material, which does not sufficiaotdgunt for how
materiality is implicated in the constitution of reality andtjgdthe worlds that we
study. In trying to overcome these limitations | suggest a frametliat combines

insights from ANT and institutional logics.

3.4 Institutional logics and the actor-network

As previously discussed, ANT does not take stability oradacider for granted.
Orders are effects generated by heterogeneous means (Law, 19%Pgrafate

the apparent stabilities need to be explained as the result efesodeneous
network: “Structure is not free-standing, like scaffolding on édmg-site, but a

site of struggle, a relational effect that recursively generates and repsatkelf.”
(Law, 1992, pp.385-386) Institutions, organizationsjadcmrders or actors are
generated relationally, they are part of actor-networks, created and distaine
through materializing processes, and never sewn up. Orderangsraestable and
often contested. From this point of view, legitimacy or in§thalization requires

work.

ANT could not be reconciled with earlier new institutionaliswhich took
institutions as stabilized and deterministic forces resultingsemorphism.

However recent research in institutional theory, above all imgi#utional logics
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perspective, has recognized the need to consider the emergent atidtertg
nature of institutional change. In studying the processes mhwbcial structures

or patterns become taken for granted, some authors have recently recduatized t
incorporating a practice perspective and the insights of ANTbeaftuitful for
understanding how actors are implicated in the transformation aimemance of
institutions (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Lounsbury & Cleym 2007;
Lounsbury, 2008; Hayes, 2008; Thornton et al., 20$R)dies integrating ANT
with new institutionalism are not yet abundant, but we gaohdin example where

this has been done in the field of Information Systems (Avge@ae).

As previously argued, | consider that one of the limitatiohANT (and some of
the situated theories of learning discussed in the literature regi¢hgt it flattens
the world. Recent contributions in ANT have offered new spatahphors, but |
think that these are not sufficient to account for the differentiposiin which
actors are placed, and the different enabling and constraining forcemgffeem,
the different values and norms that are considered legitimate in tlierenent,
and the conditions and resources that transcend the situatiafidotitheir action.
While a performance takes place, a lot of work behind the scenesdssary, and

we need ways to try to account for it.

In this regard, while recent new institutional approaches acdounagency,

multiplicity of institutional logics, and institutionathange, they take into
consideration the broader social and historical context in whiahtices take
place. An institutional logics perspective “provides an eméeddyency approach
that locates the identities and practices of actors within broadaratidtructures
that both enable and constrain behavior.” (Thornton et al2,20132) From this

point of view, practices shape and are shaped by institutiogiakl

In my research | will draw on concepts such as institutionat$ogyi institution to
explain how these affect the process of problematization and haettrenetwork
can travel. | insist that when doing so | am not assuminguetstalist stance that
imposes a deterministic and taken for granted template on tla seadity. ANT
sensitizes us to see that institutional logics, and whath becomes taken for

granted, results from negotiations, from a network of humadsnan-humans.
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However, | believe that in many analyses it can be useful dokbbox an

institutional logics and consider it a strong actor in the awtwork we are trying
to study at that point. In fact, when we undertake research vegalvave to black
box, starting with the use of language. If | had to opethepblack box of each
word, its connections with other discourses and practicesjldwever be able to
finish this thesis. We always have to take some thinggrimted to be able to

explain other things and to live in the world.

Law (1992) uses the concept of punctualization to refer to lt@sargues that
sometimes the network that makes up an institution or &ctdipcomes concealed
from view, and we see and interact with it as if it were alsiblpck. For instance
when we watch TV we do not consider all that is needed ke mavork (cables,
engineers, machines, electricity, etc.). This phenomenon, calledupiination
tends to happen when network patterns are widely performedndtance a
relatively standardized organizational form. Punctualization, he edaigcarious
as it can always face resistance, but it also allows us to démkcemplexity:
“Punctualization is always precarious, it faces resistance, and mayedaigeinto
a failing network. On the other hand, punctualized resources ofigy afrawing
quickly on the networks of the social without having to ldedh endless
complexity.” (Law, 1992, p.38%)

Following this notion of punctualization, we can understanthsiitutional logic
as an actor in an actor-network, and the multiple institatitgics that we find in
a given context can be seen as relationally interacting with eheh bdtsuggest
that ICTs may be conceived as resulting from and suppatoamplex interplay
of institutional logics, in a network of institutionmganizations, humans and non-
humans, each of them forming part of other complex netwaorkstutional logics
are implicated (together with other actants in the network) irptbduction of
technology, and at the same time technology might help reinfsoree
institutional logics: the actor-network is relational, and ltsstrom ongoing

processes of negotiation.

16 Law adds that “this is one of the places whereracttwork theory maps onto the sociology of
organizations: the affinity between this argumentt the theory of institutional isomorphism is
evident.” (Law 1992, p.385)
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This integration of ANT and institutional theory proposeffers a robust
conceptual framework for the study of ICT-supported collaborativeegsmnal
learning, which will allow us to move beyond functionalisgws of knowledge
and also very situated approaches to learning that do not acootim¢ fhetwork
of institutions in which actors and technologies are embed&eadim this
perspective, knowledge, practices, and learning are seen as nyateedithted and
as embedded in institutional dynamics. In this approachrsaet@ seen not as
mainly guided by rational choice, nor as completely autonsmbut as social
actors situated in a network of institutional forces. Also IGTnt seen as a set of
material products functioning according to the technical rules embeddbdir
physical components, but as products [and we could addy@ducers] of a social
[or socio-technical] network embedded in social [socio-technical] urisiits.”
(Avgerou, 2002, p.30)

As already advanced in the literature review, this combined conceptualifoain
will allow me to tackle the limitations found in the litereduon ICT-mediated
learning and virtual communities of practice. ANT departs from a refect

positivist assumptions and means-ends rationalities and ielijecand it is a
useful theoretical perspective to critically assess the dominstntmental views
of knowledge, learning, and technology, in managerial and edoaéti
interventions. However, | also take on board critiques thateaiguthe need to
consider the contextual and institutional aspects affecting thenaatif actors,
particularly in the study of technology design, and alseathing practice, which
has been almost exclusively studied at the micro-level as a te&atients
interaction, disregarding that teaching practice and teaching knowkdbaped
beyond the class; thus, the suitability of integrating At institutional logics

theorizations.
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4 Methodology

“Method is not (...) a more or less successful set of phows for
reporting on a given reality. Rather it is performative. #lgs
produce realities”(Law, 2004, p.143)

4.1 Introduction: ontological, epistemological and thecetical
considerations

In the previous chapter | presented the philosophical ancetiesd underpinnings
of this thesis. The discussion about knowledge and kmpwiesented was
consistent with a constructionist epistemological perspectiviehvassumes that
all knowledge, and therefore all meaningful reality, is continggratn human
practices (Crotty, 1998). Whereas the positivist tradition asstina¢sscientific
knowledge can explain an external and independent realitgibg methods that
ensure the objectivity of the research undertaken, constructionaferndes the
view of an objectivist epistemology. From this perspectivegwkadge is not

discovered, but constructed.

Contrary to some critiques, suggesting that reality is soomallyociomaterially
constructed does not make it less real. However, constructicaisnot be seen as
a homogeneous epistemological position, since different theoreticgdqetives
adopt different views of the concept of construction and the parpbsocial
research. For instance, this thesis does not fall within thblessted tradition in IS
of interpretivism, which developed as a reaction against thenamt positivism
of this field of study (Walsham, 1993; Walsham, 2006 ertetivism is broadly
speaking concerned with presenting the different meanings that diffestms
attach to the world. Conversely, a practice lens, like the@dapted here, suggests
a shift of focus from meanings to doings, and the orderyatazh of practices
(Silverman, 1998; Barad, 2003; Nicolini, 2012); from aterieast in understanding
the view of the world of different actors to trying to reveal hbe world gets
constructed by social and material actors, and how concurrentlyshgbas made
possible in practice. Thus, the theoretical perspective adopted foallan

understanding of how the connections of a complex heterogeneauskatight
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or might not become stabilized, while revealing alliances t@ndions in the

configuration of practices.

From this perspective, the “social” in “social construction’np®iat the “process
through which any thing, including matters of fact, has lteeit’ (Latour, 2003,
p.28) and does not refer to a sort of softer material made of siesiallhat is,
practice approaches pay attention to the work and ties necessagintain the
apparently durable features of our worlds. This does not leadativism or the
dissolution of the solidity of the world. We have defendeeladist view, in which
matter matters (Barad, 2003). In this regard, a constructionist appraacbe
distinguished from the subjectivist epistemology of soostrpodernist theoretical
perspectives, represented for instance by the linguistic turnhwbstulates that
meaning is imposed on the object by the subject, andehds to adopt an idealist
ontology. | have also distanced myself from sociological agemthat see social
structures and “the social” as already there. As Latour putstéamhsf using social
constructs to explain science and technology, we need to studgdience and
technology participate in the very making of “society” andtabiities.

Some IS and OS literature adopting practice theories (Nicolidi2)28uch as
structuration theory (Orlikowski, 2000), ethnometodologyc{Boan, 1987), ANT,
and certain phenomenological and process approaches, has ofé&tadddd
analyses of situated practices. While this literature has prowidadvaluable
insights that show how the reproduction and change of our wgopldyed out in
the everyday life performances of social practices, one of the liom$adf such
studies is that a focus on microprocess renders invisiblathéhat practices do
not take place in a vacuum, but are situated and affected by interconadhtt
go beyond the here and now. The theoretical perspective adopted thdsis
suggests “zooming out” (Nicolini, 2009) to consider hin specific phenomena
and practice under study relate and are built. This has methodological
consequences in terms of adopting a level of analysis that rheyesd a very

situated focus of analysis.

Moving from representationalism to performativism has ingdrtonsequences

for how we understand and approach the study of technosciengfoptena such
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as LDSE and technology-enhanced learning initiatives, but alsddor we
understand our role as social scientists, and the methottseemmibs adopted. From
this theoretical perspective, apparatuses and subject/objetialinereate and
define each other (Barad, 2007; Foucault, 1980). Thus, saentéthods and
scientific knowledge are not seen as tools to apprehend thd, watlas part of
material-discursive practices that configure the world in specific veaysart of a
complex assemblage. We do not do science standing outsiderldebut as part
of the world, and take part in its constitution (Barad, 20@3y et al., 2011).

This has political and ethical implications. In this regard,thie®retical position
adopted here can be situated, broadly speaking, within the driéiddion of social
research. However, while the Frankfurt School, in their call for the @petion
from the tyranny of instrumental reason (Horkheimer, 2013)tufmiss a
distinction between instrumental and critical reason (Haberd@#&?) and is
interested in revealing the commonly held values and assumpticosiety, we
maintain that science is never neutral, or just instrumentalisbalways world-
making; it performs different possible versions of reality and tih might help
sustain some configurations and not others (Carlile et al., 2ti@na, 2007; Mol,
2013). Furthermore, in contrast to dominant consensual \oéwsowledge and
meaning creation, present in the interpretivist tradition amdesof the critical
tradition (e.g. Habermas, 1989), | hold a conflictual view ofetgciFrom this
perspective, consensus is understood to be provisionatdipous and necessarily
unstable” (Mouffe, 2000, p.11) and underpinned by differatgnales that arise
from the different positions of actors and their web of relationis @ther actors.
From this perspective no research leads to closure but it istopmutiny and

discrepancy.

4.2 Research design

The theoretical perspective adopted and the research question encisks) &t
an in-depth analysis of the phenomena under study, to shwwhle expertise and
practice of teaching in HE gets negotiated (and not just repee§emtth
technoscientific interventions of knowledge management and mhearm

organisations.
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4.2.1 Case study approach

This research is based on a single case study. This isahlsunethod; because
the type of question that | am trying to answer is explanatoimyvestigate a
contemporary phenomenon (the development of a system torsuppavation in
teaching and its reception) within its real-life context, andthendaries between
this phenomenon and context are not clearly defined at the otitbet @search
(Benbasat et al., 1987; Yin, 2009, p.18). In fact, from ther#teal perspective
adopted in this thesis, which takes reality to be a satienal assemblage, context
cannot be seen as something external to social practices, but aallynut
constitutive. Furthermore, adopting a performative perspective encsgiit is
assumed that the context and the social phenomena are nagreuw#iting to be
revealed, but that the researcher plays a role in constructing them.ait
accomplishment that results from the agential cuts performed (B&@ad), & part
of a complex assemblage. In this regard, this research isedifuatd it engages
with theoretical discourses and research in the areas of informatiomsyste
education and STS. Thus, | do not embrace empiricism, and akeeme distance
the very grounded perspectives defended by some STS and Abl@rschvhich
seem to present themselves as transparent narrators of the “woitldsas
(Schneider, 2002). | have used “tools at hand” (theories, concegiteurses) to
offer an alternative, diffractive (Haraway, 1997) reading that contragtstie

instrumental approach of the research project studied (LDSE).

4.2.2 Field access and construction of the narrative (corpus & analysis

My case study is the LDSE research project (November 2008 - Dhece&ll),
which | describe in the next section. This case study hexs dieosen for practical
reasons: | had a studentship linked to the project.17 Hoyweve also a relevant
case, first of all, because it is not an isolated project. Thele@easing efforts to
develop technologies that support teaching practices and thiatorManilitate the
reuse of teaching/learning resources, and encourage the use ofmdtig a

academics. In addition, LDSE draws on previous experiencet andrying to

17 My studentship was linked to the project, and esearch is expected to provide some insights
that can be useful to the project, but | was npeeted to contribute directly to the development
of the system.
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follow a new approach to learning design, which allegedly shmeiltiore flexible
yet more ‘informative’ and ‘supportive’ than previous systemsgexgdained
before. In this sense, | find it interesting how this projectesld previous projects
and with academic literature in the area. This is made explicitdandents of the

project and also in the published research papers that have resulted.

The abundant explicit reflection on and justification of the pragadne of the

interesting aspects of analysing a research project in contrastdmmercial

development, and it has allowed me to gain easy access tatibnales and
theoretical underpinnings. However, as part of my observhtitso paid attention
to the distance between what is being said and what is beidg, me. what is
being inscribed in the technology, and the possible limitaton achieving its
goals. Thus, part of my analysis consists of revealing vghauaterialised in the
technology. Also relevant to my research is a consideration ofstaande between
expectations and outcomes. In this regard, a drawback obfgsstudy is that the
system that was finally built was a prototype and not § faiplemented system.
However, through interviews and workshops, | tried to undedsthe perceptions
that expected users had of this technology, and | took intsideration the context

of ongoing changes in HE in the UK.

Having a studentship linked to the project facilitated emosty the issue of
gaining access to “the field”. | attended the monthly project mgeuring the
three years of the project, and attended the advisory board nseedtamgo had
access to all the documents that the project produced, which \&age(antology,
evaluation reports, etc.), and all the exchange of emailshé&ldbcuments and
messages were posted in a project management software, anceatl tbkthe

project | downloaded all these documents and organized them.

| was also present, and participated actively in most of the hopksthat the
project organized to assess user requirements and to evaluegehth@ogy with
expected users, and | interviewed some informants for the projéctuaistions
devised by the project team. Liz Masterman, from the LDSE proectdinated

these workshops and interviews. | specify below my participat the fieldwork.

Pagell2of 290



Moreover, | conducted six follow-up interviews with informafasd expected

users) of the project. | attach in the appendix the interview guide.

From a performative perspective, “data collection” is always “datatoaction”,
that is, | am not claiming that there was data just out floen@me to be collected,
but as a researcher | made certain cuts, | constructed certain apparatus (Barad,
2007). My sources for “data collection”/construction were the folig:

1) Observation of the research project meetings and workshops with
informants. | recorded and transcribed the parts that | found rnejeral |
took field notes.

2) Documents delivered by the project, such as minutes of the g&getin
evaluation reports, etc., and the software developed.

3) Participation in user requirements and evaluation workshops oeghblny
the project. | took my own field notes and | participated inddat
collection” and in some of the analysis of the data for theept.oj draw
on the project documents where all this data is brought teigeth
(transcriptions, selection of quotes, analysis)

4) Semi-structured interviews of “expected users” of the LD, whiemis
appropriate method of understanding the “beliefs, attitudes, vahtes
motivations in relation to the behaviours of people in padicsibcial
contexts.” (Gaskell, 2000, p.39).

5) Secondary literature to be able to construct the case narrative, and to
understand the entanglement of the LDSE with other actors arg logi
beyond the local context of technology design. It also @tbme to

reveal the non-consensual nature of ICT-mediated learning interventions.

Thus, while this research is not mainly based on the anafsiecuments, for
validation purposes | always refer to the documents where the ripdiasc of

interviews, notes taken during meetings, or analysis of wogdssban be found. In
the final section of this chapter | list the data corpus, my paation in data

collection as part of the project team, and the coding usebdatocuments.

The selection of these sources of data collection is guidedybgonstructionist

approach. In this regard, using Kvale’s metaphor (1996, pp. BuBjlerstand my
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task as an interviewer—and the parallel can also apply tcetifv@ographic
observation—not as that of a miner seeking for “nuggets of gmsmeaning” (3)
but more as that of a traveller. | understand the interview asaaimgemaking
process, and recognize the active role of the respondent, togethertheit
interviewer, in the construction of knowledge produced throbhghprocess of

interviewing.

One of the disadvantages of these methods is handling the largetambtdata
collected” (Berger, 1998, p.57) to construct a coherent narrativediregdo the
standards and expectations of the IS discipline. Based oexblanation building’
technique (Yin, 2009, pp.141-144), to analyse “my data”lbWdd an iterative
process of reading the notes and trying to identify categorieshanaes, and
suggesting a link with the theory; then revising my arguois and propositions,
and refining my results by repeating the process again and ageihaould link

together the field story with the theoretical storyline.

As stated in the research question, and based on the conceptuathmopted
| was interested in tracing the entanglements of the LD andDB& with other
actors and institutional logics. For clarity of argument, | dedito divide my
research questions and analysis in three sections. In the fir$tti@ated the key
actors and institutional logics bound up with the desigth@eftechnology. In the
second | analysed the inscriptions into the technologystuss the performative
character of the LD and LDSE. In the third part of the analysis ks&gtwn the
entanglements of this technology with actors and ingiitatilogics in the context

of use.

One of the difficulties of this sort of analysis is choosiigat actors and logics to
trace as the links are multiple and the regression of connectoit be infinite.
Therefore, | have to acknowledge that my (and any) analysis is ite@nas it
was not possible to capture in the length of this thekte@akonnections | found.
The selection of what to present in this thesis was baseelerance. Relevance
was determined in terms of what this case was telling me, iretis shat some
topics and logics were clearly recurrent in the project (the need to frdrgd,

the need to embed pedagogical knowledge, the concern among asatitenihe
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LDSE could be used as a managerial tool to control teachiotgea However,
in academic research relevance is necessarily based on being ablegwedvath
existing literature. Therefore | acknowledge that “relevance” was deterimyresd
iterative process of analysing my date, and reading academic literetiedfields
of IS, OMS, and education. In this sense, | am critical tosvANIT’s reference of
“just following the actors”. While | agree that it is importémimake an effort for
not imposing social constructs, | think that grounded appssatend to be
dangerously naive. Drawing on performative approaches (also A&sEuime that

as a researcher | am of the world (Barad, 2007): affecting but being affeated by

Generalizability, reliability, and validity are concepts inheritein a positivistic
approach to science and are difficult to apply in the strict sertbéstqualitative
research. Qualitative research methods are sometimes criticized byigiesis
just offering subjective and non-generalizable opinions of ae.igsdmittedly, it
is not the purpose of this research to generalise the findingg) Ho an in-depth
analysis of a phenomenon. My contribution comes by refirtivepry. More
specifically 1 have offered a conceptual framework that combines ANT
institutional logics, which can be used in future research. | la#se offered
insights to understand some of the limitations. | have alsotributed to
discussions in OMS and IS on practice-based perspective armttbmaterial or
entangled nature of reality. Thus, my results will not be gdimable in statistical
terms, but the contribution consists of refining theoretical ambres and received
views in my area of study. Thus, the only kind of generatinatinat | expect to
offer is analytical. (Yin, 2009, p.15)

In terms of reliability and validity, | acknowledge that fmdings are the result of
my own and my respondents’ interpretations, and that the reseiflrnbt follow
an analysis procedure that would make possible the reproduétmxactly the
same results, particularly as the phenomenon studied isdrianiene. At the end,
| see my research as performative and entangled with the world; tieerdfave
conducted this research by conversing not only with my regmsdut also with
previous theoretical contributions of the research community. Henvéallowing
the canons of the discipline, | have stored all my data, whidlbaihvailable for

inspection by a third party.
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4.2.3 Data corpus and coding
Single case study: LDSE project (November 2008 - December 2011)

| attended monthly LDSE project meetings January 2009 - Decembgr 20
e Direct observation
e Audio-recording
e Agenda, Minutes [LDSE Minutes date], and my own notes [LDIBEes
date]
e Documents used in the meetings

| attended 3 annual advisory group meetings
e Direct observation
e Notes

Documents produced by the project and related:
e TLRP Call for research proposals, LDSE Case for support and HDSE
of award report
User requirements
Technical specifications
Evaluation
Various others (e.g. workshop plans, TLRP document$, etc.

Published academic articles by the LDSE team members about tite LDS

Project workshops and interviews to gather user requirements avdltiate the
software. There was one researcher in the LDSE team responsible for the
organisation, design and analysis of user requirements eliciatidrevaluation
workshops and interviews, but:
¢ | helped running most of the workshops with other LDSE tesambers
and | interviewed several informants for the project.
e | helped planning one workshop and some interviews for user
requirements
e | did the analysis of some of the workshops and interviews

Interviews and evaluation workshops | participated in, with §paton of my
involvement in analysing or planning some of them, whl hame of the
transcription, notes, or analysis documents in square brackets:

e 8 Dec 2008: | helped out at the UnivG (post-1992 univergitykshop to
elicit user requirements
[D1-5A G-workshop]

e 29 June 2009: | helped out at the UnivM (post-1992 uniy@nsibrkshop
and | interviewed 2 informants. | also suggested questars f
guestionnaire.

[D1-5B M-workshop]
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May 2010: 5 interviews to informant practitioners from several
universities to gather user requirements + several meetings to etan th
| did the analysis of the part corresponding to the knoveldxdge.

[D4.2 SCO Spring] and [TransIP1], ..., [TransIP5]

Sep 2010: ALT-C Conference: | helped out at the workshop
(no data collected for the project)

5 April 2011: UnivR (University of London) evaluation worksh |
attended the workshop (in this case, basically just as an ebs&wmause
there were many project members)

[D4-4 R-evaluation]

18 April 2011: PPC evaluation workshop in LKL, with peigiants from
several universities: | helped Joanna for some hours plarireng t
workshop; | helped out in the workshop; and | did the armlygh
Brock.

[D4-5 PPC-workshop]

15 June 2011: | attended the UnivL (Russell Group) embeddsiosas
PGCert in HE. Evaluation of LD v3.0

[D4-6 L-evaluation], [L-PGCertHE-Notes]

+ 5 follow-up interviews [Interl],..., [Inter5]

July 2011: Evaluation walkthroughs in UnivB (post-199&arsity, not
in London)

[D4-7 Module-Level]

+ 1 follow-up interview for me [Interv1-B]

Nov 2011, 2-5pm, UnivG (post-1992 university): ‘embeddedsgm in
PGCert in HE course looking at how the LD might suppaitéee
lecturers’ engagement with theory. | did the analysis widmda

[D4-8 G-evaluation]

10 Nov 2011, UniR (University of London): Evaluation ofteats
Collector workshop.

Carrie and | did the analysis and wrote the evaluation

[D4-9 PPC R-workshop]
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5 Case narrative: The LDSE research project in contetx

5.1 Introduction

As discussed in the literature review, the study of learhiag predominantly
adopted psychologically based theorisations. This researchdesowialuable
insights into the cognitive processes and behaviouraécéspinvolved in
knowledge acquisition and skill development. However, pradiased theories in
social sciences have revealed the situated and identity-forming chaohcter
learning, and the inseparability of knowing and practicingeséh socially
embedded and explanatory theories of learning have become vegniidlun
OMS, IS, and education research and practice, and concepts shehreftective
practitioner (Schon, 1983; Schon, 1987) or communities of pea¢tiave &
Wenger, 1991) have been adopted as guiding principlestéovémtions aimed at
encouraging innovation in and improvement of working jpcast Furthermore,
the networking capabilities of ICTs are seen as enabling collatvoeatd learning,

and supporting cross-organisational communities of practice.

This thesis is based on the case study of a research projelctattming Design
Support Environment (LDSE), in an effort to develop a techryotogsupport a
community of practice (CoP) of reflective practitioners. The motwabehind the
project was to encourage innovation in teaching practices in Hie idK, and the
key assumptions were, firstly, that such innovation needs otoecfrom
practitioners (i.e. academics) adopting a reflective attitude tovaedisteaching
practice, and from learning from each other and, secondly, that thevéesd
foster a community of practice in which practitioners can learn from eheh is
through technological means: specifically, with the LD techgylavhich embeds
pedagogical knowledge, and which supports collaborationpitoviding a

standardised layout and vocabulary to share knowledge aboutigachi

Moving away from dominant positivist, consensual, and dmseentric notions of
learning, but also away from over-localised and reified notiopsaaitice, | argue
that technologies designed with the aim of supporting pi@wotits to innovate
practices by learning from each other in fact participate in the iggo
reconfigurations of such “practices”. Adopting the theoretical framemesented
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in the previous chapter, | want to show the performative chamict€&rmediated
learning, as a mode of ordering (Law) that participates in the configurat
subjects and objects of learning, and in the distribution géney and
accountability. Who needs to learn and what needs to be learcexdtésted and
not given in the order of things, and what counts as leaamdgmprovement of
practices do not precede the strategies and technologies throigtithiis to be
achieved. However, such strategies and technologies are not delvelo@
vacuum, so we need to consider the entanglements of grggech as the LDSE,

and the communities of practice they aim to support, bey@ntbtal setting.

Thus, in the next sub-section (5.2) | will present the camexhich the LDSE has
been developed. Following STS insights, | do not undetstantext as something
out there, fixed, and pre-given, but as a researcher | have traced tigdeanents
that are relevant for this study. | have drawn on policy disesuand secondary
literature to construct this context, and in doing sostibecome apparent that “how
things should be” but also “how things are” are both debatdbérefore, | have
outlined some controversies that are relevant in understanding tiestedmature

of reality and of what the LDSE project tries to achieve.

Research on learning in organisations within OMS and IS figlglsrtainly focused
on business organisations and the health sector. Howefferedi concerns arise
when we study other areas, frequently neglected in IS, such as eduCate of
the complexities, however, of delving into (almost) unchamedtary is that we
cannot assume that the reader is aware of the specificities of the domédiich
technology is developed. In the following sub-sectioB)(3.will present the aims
of the LDSE and the LD in detail, as not all tools topsurpcollaborative learning
are the same. In addition, part of the argument of this thetbie reeed to consider
the contested nature of “what needs to be learned”, so | will nga@sent some
of the relevant controversies around teaching and learning in Hgyamight be
unknown to the IS or OMS reader. In the final part of this chagtso provide a
detailed account of the LDSE team and their workings, the tumadity of the LD,

and the overall outcomes of the project.
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5.2 Contextualisation

5.2.1 Mass higher education in the UK: Increasing student numbers, while
decreasing public funding

Despite the frequent rhetoric regarding universities’ resistance toesHdRgn the
UK, as in most other OECD countries, has been transfornmadny respects since
the 1960s, when a process of expansion started. There were twe @fanapid
expansion in the number of students entering HE, one ire@sland a faster one
at the end of the 1980s and beginning of the 1990s (Mayhaky 2004).
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Figure 2. HE Age Participation Index, 1961-2001 (G&itutions).
Sources: Greenaway Report (2000) until 1996—-97 dB& Bor 1997-98 to 2000-01. Extracted
from (Mayhew et al., 2004, p.66).

With the first expansion of the 1960s, which was well fundiéalhew et al., 2004;
Perkin, 1991), new universities opened: the Open Univefsiguy” universities,

such as Sussex, East Anglia, and York, and “technologicalersities, such as
Loughborough, and Brunel, which developed from Colleges dfraAced

Technology. The second expansion, from mid-80s, resultedtff@onversion of
polytechnics into universities, but there was also an intgmnoaVth in the number
of students, especially in the ex-polytechnics. This secopdriant expansion was

not as well funded as the previous one. Since the early 19&0is funding
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tightened, and if calculated in relation to the number of stisclé fell year by year,
and at the end of the 1990s it had gone back to the leved efitly 1960s (Mayhew
et al., 2004).

This expansion was largely policy-driven. If we compare the RsbBReport
(1963) and the Dearing Report (NCIHE, 1997), we can seeeinatter the
penetration of economic discourse, as HE is expected to “sexveetids of an
adaptable, sustainable, knowledge-based economy” (para. 23), ehame iistalso
reference to the important role it plays in “shaping a democratiisetyj inclusive
society”, and individual intellectual growth and personal faiéiht. However, over
the years, official discourse and attitudes towards HE have becoone m
instrumentalist and vocationalist: that is, more concerned thwthrole of HE in
supporting the economy (Mayhew et al., 2004; Holmes et@2)2 For instance,
Charles Clarke, former Secretary of State for Education and Skilksg $ta2003
that “wider non-economic benefits [of HE] are overrated (...) unhessexist to
enable the British economy and society to deal with the clggéeposed by the
increasingly rapid process of global change” (quoted in Mayhal, @004, p.69).
Also, European policies promoted this idea that HE otagptay a key role in the
knowledge economy. After the Lisbon agreement of 2000 thatHeld become
“the world’s most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based eogriny 2010”
(Laurillard, 2012, p.13), the following action was proposed:

“In order to overcome persistent mismatches between graduate
gualifications and the needs of the labour market, universityrammes
should be structured #nhance directly the employability of graduates

and to offer broad support to the workforce more generally” (206,

p.6) (original bold)

With the advent of the coalition government in the UK, tligcourse on the
important role of HE for the economy remained, and it was presentakey
driver of economic growth and international competitivendssietore, young
people were encouraged to go to university and discourse eninggdparticipation
became part of the political agenda (Holmes et al., 2012). Indieed, the 1960s

there has been political concern about unequal access to uniMeusitiespite the
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expansion of HE, inequalities in social class participatiosigteéf Despite this
discourse on widening participation, the government is detedvtim shrink the
HE budget (Freedman, 2011, p.3), and reduce public expendittHE by 50% in
real terms over a four-year period, in line with their neoliberal progra of
privatisation and spending cuts (Williams, 2011, p.2).

These important cuts in further and HE are justified polirchil rejecting the
principle that the state has responsibility to support norpatsary education, and
have resulted in soaring tuition fees in HE. This is exga@sn similar terms by
the HM Treasury (2010) and the Browne Report (2010), whichahaddy been

commissioned under the New Labour government.

“In further and higher education, the Government believes theat thust
be a shift away from public spending towards greater contributrons f
those that benefit most and who can afford to pay, to maihniginquality
provision while ensuring the sustainability of the publiafipes.” (HM
Treasury, 2010, para 1.47)

To compensate for this reduction in public funding, many hef member
institutions of the Russell Group have positively embralcedtowne Review and
the introduction of higher fees (Freedman, 2011, p.5) and alaeeturned to
private funding. According to this model, initiated alreaghNew Labour policies,
universities have become part of a competitive market in which liage to

compete for students and funding, and must be adaptablertatket’s needs.

In contrast to most other European countries in which the Istatéraditionally
taken responsibility for the support of HE, “British unsiéies have always prized
their financial as well as their academic autonomy” (Williams, 2Q1.2).

18 A recent report from the National Equality Panehducted by the Centre for Analysis of
Social Exclusion at LSE, concluded that “it mattersenin Britain who your parents are than in
many other countries” (Hillis et al., 2010, p.38% regards HE “considerable differences remain,
even after allowing for attainment at 16, in entrp higher education, and the kind of institution
attended by social class and ethnicity, and expeei®f private education” (p.33). While political
discourse seems to blame universities for thigaieh has shown that inequalities at lower levels
of education have an effect on access to HE; thexeit has been suggested that reducing
inequalities in nursery, primary, and secondarycatian would be a more effective solution
(Galindo-Rueda et al., 2004; Galindo-Rueda & VigigoR005; Hillis et al., 2010; Williams,

2011).
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Paradoxically, while HE in the UK continues to lose publwaficial support, the
sector is increasingly subject to audit and accountability mesrhan and

academics’ freedom in delivering teaching and research is being reduced.

5.2.2 Managerialism and professionalisation of teaching in HE

In the literature review | briefly outlined the important tramsfation of
professional work in the context of the knowledge economy.eTbleanges have
also affected academics and HE institutions, which are seensasiiag an
important role in training workers for the knowledge econong/th® state seeks
control over the training of people to respond to the exigenttee global market,
universities are losing their autonomy and becoming more exieatalountable
(Dent & Whitehead, 2002a). For instance, to facilitate workeodility, degrees
have become modularised and standardised at the national anedtutepel,
through the Bologna process (Parker, 2002). Furthermore, utisgrseed to
compete for resources and students, and have become more enterpragitigg ad

new management models.

While academics, and particularly professors, still hold powehinvitheir
institutions, they are no longer committed mainly to theiciglines!® In this new
HE model, their activities have become aligned to theiamegations’ strategies
and interests, whilst also being subject to external accoungabiidation, and
benchmarking. There are three major types of audit and performancereseas
HE: institutional audit, teaching quality assessment,rasdarch assessment. The
establishment of new forms of governance and top-down managyariai HE,
with the introduction of standards and bureaucratic systemsatifygassurance,
and involving certain technological “solutions”, is challengithg traditional
autonomy of academics (Clegg et al., 2003; Trowler, 1998).ditiawdl, an ethos
where things need to get done efficiently has become domidabb( 1998). This

19 There are important differences between the ansafrtime that academics can devote to
research in traditional and new or post-1992 usities. Tight (2010) suggests that in traditional
universities the amount of time academics dediatesearch has not changed significantly.
However, in both post-1992 and traditional univégsithe time that academics dedicate to
administration has increased.
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new ethos sidelines arguments in favour of the political, @lland economic
benefits of intellectual freedom (Bastalich, 2010, p.848).

In this context, as Parker (2002) points out, teaching amihéstration are asked
to make explicit their aims and objectives at all levels: from testto courses or
from departments to colleges. Definitions are required as to echatators are
seeking to achieve, and these are required in a way in whiclsresalbe measured
and assessed: thus, the introduction of the learning outcamgsage in HE?

Indeed, following the Dearing Report (NCIHE, 1997), institng were asked to
introduce a credit framework, and with it a semester system, artghilon

courses, and clear definitions of the learning outcomes of eacHexbdu

The concept of “learning outcomes” arises from education sciences as @ way
planning students’ learning and assessment, by encouragicigets to reflect on
what they want their students’ to achieve from a given sessimodule and how
they can best support students’ learning. However, the adopfi “learning
outcomes” as an accountability and validation tool in HEeen polemic, as it is
seen as simplifying the complexity of the learning processcneglit to auditable,
measurable outcomes, without considering, for instance, theg¢shlts of learning
might be delayed, that unpredicted outcomes might emergthabrit is not
straightforward that certain teaching methods will lead to an easi&surable and
homogeneous change in students’ abilities (Bennett & B&ay2; Furedi, 2012;
Hussey & Smith, 2003; Maher, 2004; Scott, 2011; Stratt2800).

As regards teaching and learning, the expansion of HE since @0s 489d the
adoption of new public management have resulted in several chamggaching
practices, still under way. According to Gibbs et al. (200f)to 1980 academics
enjoyed much autonomy: it was largely the responsitfitypdividual academics
to decide their approach to teaching and if they wantedrudinte any changes.

With a smaller ratio of students per academic, it was possibléetr personal tutor

20 Several scholars have suggested the need to rethality assurance in ways that respect
professional autonomy, are based on trust, ancatuat there are aspects that are not easily
measured or appraised. (McArthur, 2012; Hoecht6200

21 In the case of the Open University, the aim of oladsation was also to promote re-use of
teaching material and to allow students to creastornised courses (Holley & Oliver, 2000).
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support. At that time, there were no evaluation systems; rewtne first quality
assurance mechanism was established in the 1960s to overspelyttechnic
sector: the Council for National Academic Awards (Hoecht, 2006)inD the
1980s, with the increase in the number and variety of studemisshuniversities,
but especially in polytechnics, traditional teaching methodstest to seem
insufficient to ensure students’ performance in large classeisApoint, many
institutions introduced educational development unitsckvigenerally worked by
offering support to individual teachers. In the late 198@s\esstrategies, such as
the Enterprise in Higher Education initiative, tried to prtenmstitution-wide
strategic approaches to change structures and to reorient@maiease emphasis

on students’ future employability, but these initiatives weostiy unsuccessful.

In the 1990s, continued growth in student numbers, espedialithe new
universities, was unmatched by growth in resources, leadengteEady increase in
class sizes, a reduction in the number of class contact hoursttars] a
reconfiguration in personal tutor support systems. To reducenttect of these
changes, “learning resources centres” were set up to support the edcreas
independent learning time. It is in this context that béehléarning was heralded
as a solution to cope. That is, technology-enhanced learning (&S seen as the
way to support students’ learning beyond the limited inldizlised face-to-face
encounters in a context where HE had scaled up.

Aside from the changes in teaching practices and introduction of raebdity
measures, a process of ‘professionalisation’ of teaching in Hakisg place.
Traditionally, academics held most of the power in univesitenjoying a high
degree of autonomy and self-governance. In this milieu, academiespasds in
their disciplines, transmitted their knowledge to a studé@et(&aulisch & Enders,
2005; Parker, 2002). That is, expertise in the discipline wasidered sufficient
to be an academic, and expertise in teaching was traditionally acouiedh
practice, as no specific teacher training was deemed necessary.

However, the move to mass education strained “the craft practitesching” of
the elite system (Clegg, 2009), and new theories of learningengalll traditional

methods of teaching, while a process of ‘pedagogisation’ of HE starteake
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place within a broader pedagogisation of society (Bernsteinl)2@%®dagogy
historically developed in the field of psychology, as the s@ethat studied
children’s mental development and learning. More recently, it has leenwre
broadly understood as the science and art of education and teachanyg (@tel
of education), and therefore pedagogy or learning sciences have eskibied

focus of interest and influence to areas such as HE.

In this context, psychologically informed approaches to legrpromoted a
“teachers need fixing” (McAlpine, 2006) model of academic developmeéhich

resulted in various policy driven teaching development strategies the
controversial establishment of the Institute of Learning and Teaéhirds body,

among others, is responsible for teacher training accreditation (Mafc@nkas,

2001), which has become a requirement for new academics.

In this regard, the LDSE presents itself as an alternative to top-odeeasures to
improve teaching practice, and a move from positioning academics sigsepas
learners in staff development sessions, to active actors learnmgé#&ach other as
members of a community of practice. From this perspective, atimovarises from
active involvement in practices of reflective practitioners, sharing pescand

learning from each other.

In this sub-section | have presented some important changes thdaken place
in HE as regards teaching: we can observe a process of ‘profeissiboal of
teaching in which academics are expected to be trained nahdhbir disciplines
but also in the practice of teaching; accountability and bendfimgameasures
have been introduced; and teaching practices have changed in tedromvan
elite to a mass HE; among such changes has been the intnoadoicTEL, as |

expand on further in the next sub-section.

22 The Institute of Learning and Teaching is the qrlyfessional body representing academics
and it was a government initiative to formalise attdin greater control over teaching
qualification. Hoecht (2006, p.548) argues thatthwut a professional body of their own and
without real control over the nature of their knedde, academics are vulnerable to redefinitions
of their purpose by their monopoly employers.”
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5.2.3 Technology enhanced learning in the Knowledge Economy

In education, as in the social and economic spheres, technoldgteaministic
views have nurtured high expectations of the transformelticeppacities of new
technologies. To be sure, over the last decade we have witnegaéitasit
investment in Information and Communication TechnologigsT¢) in all
education sectors. New Labour directed over £5 billion of funtbmagrds ICTs
for the educational system during the period 1997-2007, foltpwne of the
central educational themes of New Labour’'s 1997 election mamifétalising

the potential of new technology” (Selwyn, 2008).

The hype surrounding e-learning in HE has its origins aftl@ late 1990s, and it
should be understood in the context of the Internet boomidpdhiod, there was
a pervasive discourse on globalisation and the rise of thewvtkdge society”:
political and economic arenas met the interests of private compaiessaw

education as another potential market to invest in (Darkid@4 )2

On the one hand, education, and HE particularly, is dspict policy discourses
in the UK and in Europe as a key asset for the knowledge sooiétgeatral to
economic growth. Consequently, policy-makers require botihn@ement in the
number of students, which has resulted in a move towards maes bducation,
an improvement of learners’ achievement levels in all educatienels| and the
orientation of HE towards the employability of graduates in theualmarket
(CEC, 2006; DfES, 2005a; DfES, 2005b; HEFCE, 2006}uin, the use of new
technologies is perceived as a cost-effective way to assist the achi¢eénhese
expectations and thus, the same policy documents urge teacthersaaemics to
take advantage of technology-enhanced learning (TEL) to suppaients’
learning (Laurillard, 2007). In this context, the deploynaniew technologies to
support blended learning (i.e. combining face-to-face instructiam eamputer-
mediated instruction) is presented as a solution to hee timstitutions that have
suffered most dramatically from the shift towards mass highecatidn.
Furthermore, considering that the demand for internationatagidn places is
forecasted to reach 5.8 million worldwide and up to 870,60Me UK by 2020
(British Council, 2003), even some educationists cldnat tthe scale of the
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problem cannot be tackled through our traditional technolofgiegeaching”
(Laurillard, 2008a, pp.319-320).

On the other hand, but related to the previous point, HEpawate initiatives are
encouraged to take advantage of the economic opportunities dffetad global
education market (Darking, 2004). As David Blunkett (20G0ymer British
Minister of State for Education, stated: “learning has become husigess”. In
this sense, one of the big business opportunities that &3 deemed to offer, is
distance learning, following the open university model. Mageently, David
Willetts, Minister of State for Universities and Science, declared ipublic
appearance in front of e-learning researchers of TLRP projects (Ragiaty$o
06/11/2012) that the expansion of UK education into foremgmkets, with the
support of new technologies, is seen as a strategic priofity smpported by the

government.

Critical of these discourses that frame education policy andntreduction of
ICTs for education in the UK in terms of the imperativestted knowledge
economy, researchers have questioned several of their underlyimyptiess.
Garnham (2000) argues that linking the alleged changes brabght in the
“information society” with those in higher education plengy technology
investment, and employment, does not hold. He sugdpegthe term “information
society” is used as an ideological mantra in policy discamdeconceals old social
struggles and pervasive issues regarding the role of HE iatgoln Garnham’s
view (2000, p.139) “the current push towards the creationrtafaliuniversities is
the desire to cut educational labour costs rather than to @piip@economic status
of so-called knowledge workers.”

Thus, as it has been argued, UK government policy discourstEoshows the
imprint of a technological deterministic view, influenced by a libeaal
globalisation paradigm in which ICTs are presented as both candefivers of

change in HE in the context of the knowledge economy, pregesdi unavoidable
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the need for HE to serve the economy and provide skilledutafitlegg et al.,
2003; Garnham, 20064.

In addition, the problem with the infiltration of the economationality in

education is that productivity and economic value do not naglysgo together
with quality and other social values that education is associatiedThese values
might include social equality and inclusion, intellectuavgth or valuing critical
thinking as essential for enabling the participation of (fairly) freviduals in a
democratic society. As Bastalich (2010, p.845) argues, tlus/ledge economy
discourse “undermines older understandings of the role okrsiiies within a

democracy.”

In this regard, educationists insist that the penetration™ I€ HE should not be
led by economic or managerial approaches but by pedagogical sgnéiliegg

et al., 2003; Laurillard, 2002). It is in this contexittive have to situate the interest
of some educationists, such as the LDSE project researchersegtigating the
possibilities of encouraging innovative and pedagogicalyndaises of ICTs. Itis
interesting to keep in mind, however, what this sort of res¢akas for granted:
mass education and the imperatives of the knowledge economiheanded to

use and promote TEL. | will refer to some of this in the amalysapter.

5.2.4 Collaboration, re-use, and technology: Open education, learning
objects, and learning designs

In the 1980s universities started using digital technology geveloping digital
content, and the reproducibility of digital resources encourtigelea of sharing
educational material between teaching practitioners. The emergoogssuof
object-oriented programming led to the conceptualisation of |learobjects.
Linked to the idea of “design patterns”, which facilitated reusebggcts in new

collections, the idea behind the concept of learning objects msdbalarisation of

23 Similarly, in a very interesting critique towardle imperialism of neoliberal reason’, which
uncritically assumes thesegth which one argues bowerwhich there is no argument (such as
globalisation, multiculturalism, etc.), Bourdieu\acquant (2001, p.4) suggest: “An empirical
analysis of the trajectory of the advanced econsmier thdongue duréesuggests, in contrast,
that ‘globalization’ is not a new phase of cap#talj but a rhetoric invoked by governments in
order to justify their voluntary surrender to thmahcial markets and their conversion to a
fiduciary conception of the firm.”
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educational resources, so that they can be more easily reused andnmedosmith
other learning objects to form new educational resources (Lane &nbitesv,
2010; Wiley, 2002; Boyle et al., 2006; Weller et al., 2006).

The notion of learning objects is still explored in some edutditerature and
educational settings that produce digital educational resoanests rationale is
present in some Open Educational Resources repositories tiéeaaut projects.
The interest in replicating and reusing digital material is encedrdyy the

considerable costs of producing new digital educational resowbés) can be
compensated by an economy of scale. Interesting, in this reigatde self-

reinforcing discourse on the use of TEL: e-learning is presentegoliny

discourses as a cost effective solution to widen participationdamocratise
education, but the reality is that developing new qualitytaliggesources is costly,
and ways of making such products more modular and reusable “redm¥ t

researched! This, in addition, proves not to be a straightforward task.

Projects developing repositories of learning objects that can belragseseveral
challenges. Just to mention some briefly, metadata needs tadfeedtto learning
objects so that they can be retrieved from repositories, but dgciudhich
information will best facilitate finding those learning objectsdifferent learning
purposes or contexts is not straightforward and time-consurfongthose
developing learning materials. It is not evident either the levgranularity that
learning objects should have to be most useful. Relatedst@athadded challenge
is that, on many occasions, the different parts that cohere to erdaéening
resource are very much interrelated and it is thus difficult to resiqEarts in
different contexts. Reusing, moreover, demands standardisatidnjtsviadded
challenges. (Littlejohn, 2003) The objectification of learning &mdwledge

expressed by the very name of learning object, and the economialigtitimat

24 Economic rationality is very much present in thecdurses of researchers in the area of
learning objects. For instance, in the introductban edited book on reusing online resources,
Littlejohn (2003, p.xi) asserts: “Many believe thatmeet the challenge [of the expansion in HE]
we will need to teach differently, to embrace tle&riechnologies and to exploit cost effective
ways of teaching and learning. The growth of ogistance and flexible learning programmes
and use of communications and information technplsgvidence of institutions striving to meet
these challenges; of teaching differently. The eafsexisting materials (...) is an obvious
strategy.”
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underlies the discourses surrounding such enterprises, can lengedlin many

ways, but it is out of the scope of this short overview.

With the expansion of the Internet and the development of Wete@nologies,
new forms of content development, sharing and reuse of edwdagsources and
teaching practices have developed. In addition to this, the adopfi open
licensing by many individuals, communities and instiag has given rise to the

Open Education movement.

Open Education is a very broad term used to refer to a heterogeheoosygnon,
diversity of practices, products, and visions, which encapstilatparadoxes of
the use of social media in our societies. The concept of Egpecation is adopted
in discourses that defend the democratisation of education addning
participation. These discourses have inspired educational progects,as the
Open University in the UK or the area of ICTs#Dn this sense, openness is linked

to the values of the right to education, equality, plyraitd freedom of thought.

In recent years, an increasing number of prestigious institufibiis Oxford, and
so on ) have made educational resources freely available, and th€ KMSsive
Open Online Course) phenomenon has very recently taken offaritle force&®
OER projects in the UK seem to respond to policy agend&sdito ideas of
widening participation, and making more explicit the contrdsuof HE to the
economy and society. At the same time, however, in contradiwsitbrthe notion
of openness as equal access to education, the UK Governmenveab@ro
controversial dramatic increase in students’ fees in HE, andisagrily reduced
the budget for education, which resulted, for instance, irclit®ure of several
schools for further education and academic departments in HEolwré¢o have
equal opportunities in society people do not only need ‘im&bion” but also

knowledge (e.g. how to make sense of certain information, kot language

25 Hall (2011), however, alerts us that the develapnoé OERSs ‘connects to an increasingly
neoliberal higher education that is being expoftech the West to “developing” nations, as part
of a social contract enforced upon them’ Such ptsjalso raise questions in terms of a possible
homogenization of the academic discourse.

26 Moreover, such investments have the added valpeonfioting those institutions globally and
perhaps expand their market.
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of the discipline and the ability to use that languagesandn) and they need to
have that knowledge recognised. In this regard, the rankitgnsys all education
sectors in the UK results in much differentiation in the woothadly attributed to
different degrees (i.e. a degree from Oxford is not valued equallyeasathe
degree from London Metropolitan University). A degree does not dyide

academic knowledge, but also social recognition.

We can investigate Open Education Resources as resourcedihiaiuals can
access and enjoy that facilitate personalised and informal learnirigadroén also

be used in formal education. From this perspective, any swoesource freely
available online can be seen as an Open Education Resource (frontagsour
specifically designed with educational purposes, such aseootinrses, to any
other resource that can support learning, such as YouTube vide@sewn
Wikipedia). If we look at Open Education Resources from theppetive of those
who produce them, we can distinguish between collaborativeqgisojn which
several individuals or institutions might produce a specificcational resource
(such as an e-book or an online course) and repositories of resautice®ry

different levels of granularity (Alevizou, 2011).

Parallel to these developments, some educationists hagested the need for
platforms that support collaboration between teachers to share tpadbas.
Among such platforms, several teams and institutions ardumdvorld have
developed different Learning Design software. The term Learning Dissigred
to refer to a “formalism for documenting educational practice tdititei sharing
and reuse by teachers” (Agostinho et al., 2009, p.11), aodted in the view that
if we want to facilitate sharing practices, teaching practices ansl&dge need to

be made explicit and a common language to communicate teagbaw)jis needed.

The concept of learning design arose in the area of e-learningadarage the

reuse of digital educational resources and innovative uses ofTRELEducational

27 For a critique of the discourse of openness reggr@ER from a critical social theory
perspective, see Hall (2010; 2011). He highlightsrieed to consider the neoliberal context of
production of such discourses, and criticises thgtjpning of OER within discourses of cost-
effectiveness, economic value, and efficiency. tiggests that open education should encourage
a critique of institutionalised forms of education.
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Modelling Language project, led by Rob Koper, in the Opaivéfsity of the

Netherlands, is taken to be the foundational project in the @hesproject was
then adopted as the basis for the IMS Learning Designitathapecification in

2003. Then, UK scholars led several projects: Diana Laurillargin@e Conole,
and Helen Beetham among others. A third group of projects deareloped in

Australian universities, for instance, the AUTC (Australianv@rsity Teaching
Committee) Learning Design project, led by Ron Oliver, Barry Harpsm J
Hedberg and Sandra Wills; and the Learning Activity ManagenSsstem

(LAMS), led by James Dalziel.

The aim of these projects was also to assist teachers when des$ayrigeyning
(in common language: planning their teachifiggand to help them taking
pedagogically informed decisions about what technologies ¢otaissupport
learning activities. Some authors suggested that Learningridasight be helpful
in facilitating the reuse of OERSs, by providing pedagogicapstpfor teachers
wanting to incorporate OERSs in their teaching (Masterman &(dl1).

In 2012 experts in Learning Design met, and as a resulemfabnversations they
wrote the Larnaca Declaration (Dalziel, 2012), where they explainedhwsofield
of learning design contributes to improving teaching and learhinbis document
the concept of learning design is defined as a framework or armgadge to
describe teaching and learning activities, a sort of “educatitation”, similar
to musical notation. However, the research presented resulted iroltegbal
solutions (several of these being merely prototypes and mpdenmented). These
solutions, which were expected to support the task of iegigor learning, or
facilitate sharing ideas about teaching practices, used a rangdtwrsoor

systems that incorporated some sort of framework or meta-language.

28 In this literature the use of “learning designtised instead of “teaching plan” because the term
“plan” is seen to imply a more rigid, or pre-defin@ay of thinking, whereas “design” offers
connotations of creativity. And much of the contemgpy learning sciences literature avoids the
word “teaching” in favour of “learning”, becauseiters prefer to think of the teacher as a
“facilitator of learning”. For a convincing critiquan the “new language of learning”, see Biesta
(2005; 2013), and to see the connections of thesv“language of learning” to the technological
push in education, see (Haugsbakk & Nordkvelle,7200

Pagel33of 290



5.3 The learning design support environment (LDSE) resarch
project
In line with the policy discourse that ICTs should play aiag in the expansion
and provision of HE, ambitious research programmes have bemmcdih to
investigate how TEL could support productivity and efficiencgducation. For
instance, the Teaching and Learning Technologies Programme YTwap
launched in 1992 and funded 76 projects with around £75t1 thie aim of
“achieving productivity and efficiency gains whilst maintainiagd improving
quality in the provision of teaching and learning.” A contimwatof this
programme, the Teaching and Learning Research Programme (TLRP), a £40M
initiative, is still ongoing. The TLRP is funded by tlesearch councils ESRC and
EPSRC, in partnership with the e-Science Core Programme, JISBeatal As
expressed in their “Second call for research proposals” (TLRP, 2007, p.1)

“The aim of the call is to support innovative interdisciplinaesearch
collaborations focusing on the creation, development and exjuaitat
digital technologies for learning through a better understandirtgear
capability to transform the quality of learning experiences and tead

enhancements in learning outcomes.”

In addition, this call defined four key areas of research: privihyct

personalisation, inclusion, and flexibility (TLRP, 20078)p

5.3.1 Aims of the LDSE project: The Learning Designer as a tool to suppt
teaching innovation in HE

The LDSE project (November 2008—December 2011) was one of the research
projects funded by TLRP, in their second call for proposalsa#t composed of a

team of education researchers and computer science researchers, with the aim o
developing a Learning Design Support Environment (LDSE), a téatppn which

later received the name of Learning Designer (ED)he project leader was Prof.
Diana Laurillard, author of the influential bo&ethinking university teaching. A

framework for the effective use of learning technologdiesurillard, 2002), in

29 | DSE refers to the research project and LD to dfmvsre designed by this project.
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which she put forward the Conversational Framework to evaluatevadous
media support different learning experiences in the context of $ttortly
following the project’'s completion, she put forward the idethe learning design
in Teaching as a design scienfteaurillard, 2012). In this section, | will present
the aims, rationale and theoretical underpinnings of the LDSegbrdased
mostly on the project team’s research proposal that was useglyd@pfunding
(Laurillard et al., 2007) , but also on some articles writtenrbjept team members
that refer to the LDSE. In some cases | will draw on othenlitire to elaborate on
the theoretical underpinnings of the project. The main aim efdéction is to
describe the project mainly as seen and understood by dfectpteam. | only
briefly address some aspects that need to be problematideid, the analysis
chapter | will offer a critical analysis of some aspects of the gr@gad its

theoretical underpinnings.

The LDSE project team takes on board the agenda of improving teaatuing
learning quality in HE based on contemporary views of learanintegration of
ICTs within teaching practices (Agostinho, 2006), and argussHE teachers
need effective and time-efficient guidance to implement innovagaehing
practices. Thus, its objective is to design a Learning D&iggport Environment,
l.e., an “interactive environment which enables academics to leatisitovery of
innovative pedagogical designs that exploit the potentia@abfitology to enhance

learning” (Laurillard et al., 2007, p.1).

The project is ambitious in that it aims not only to createobaborative
environment with which to foster a community of practice for shagogd
practices and encouragingnovation, but also teembed knowledgeof teaching
and learning within the system, so that it sapport academics in preparing their
teaching, and also so that their learning designs can be shadedused in

different contexts.
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LDSE project objectives:

¢ Embed knowledgeof teaching and learning in thearning design
software architecture

e Support academics designing courses

¢ Innovation: To impact on teachers’ practice in designing nedhgy-
enhanced learning, and more generally, to pronmoteviative teaching
practices

e Collaboration: To identify factors that are conducive to colledt@mn
among teachers in designing TEL

- to foster a community of practice

Figure 3. LDSE project objectives.

The LDSE project embraces design research as well as scientific research.
Therefore the output of the research is envisaged to be a usableldgaho
artefact from which educators can derive new knowledge about teaeiting
technology. Thus, the objectives outlined in Figure 3 are exgéatoe instantiated

in the LD software.

5.3.2 Methodological aspects

The LDSE project team departs from the idea that the discovennovative
approaches to TEL should be led by teachers themselves. Thetiasdological
and theoretical implications, and also practical, in terms of trleddigystem that

it wishes to design.

Methodologically, the LDSE members accept that academics neednweohed
from the start in the development of the LD. Therefore, thégvield an iterative
cycle of design and evaluation informed by an “informant design”dvemrk, in
which representatives of the practitioner community were consultspeatfic
stages of the project. More specifically, they recruited arounc@drers, and
various other tutors and support staff from a range of subjaexpléiies and from

institutions with whom they had current relationshipseyracted as “practitioner-
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informants” in the requirements gathering and usability testingess (through
interviews and workshops), and as “critical friends” in the formativeuatiah of
the evolving LD. They also looked for partners in deployihg LD in initial
teacher-training (ITT) and continuing professional development JGRvities
in their institutions as part of the summative evaluafidnis was done more as a
workshop than a proper integration of the LD in ITT and Gebvities, because
the LD was developed at the level of prototype. In the pragfesientifying user
requirements, the team conducted interviews and organised woskshbigeveral
practitioners. The process of evaluation was done mostlyghraoarkshops, but
also with some interviews. Finally, more than 24 lecturers wegagsd.
Participants for the summative evaluation were recruited via theitpmaer-
informants (through “cascading” the LDSE within their insi@os) and partner
agencies including JISC, HEA subject centres and Becta (Laurillaid €007,
p.14).

From my observation of workshops and analysis of some ofst#rerequirements
gathered, | should note that the “practitioner-informants” do mexessarily
represent an “average user”. They tend to be academics or support stafftéd
in TEL and/or pedagogical approaches and in many cases (matlalih apparent
positive attitude towards the aim of the project. This is coedetd the fact—
which | will discuss later—that the project also aims togostnovation and embed
knowledge of teaching in the system, and, in to achieegetgoals, they preferred
to rely on “practitioner-informants” with insights into teawdy learning design and
the use of TEL, as justified in the case for support. Some¢hmwmnight create a
certain tension between the idea of supporting academics (akmftion their
current practices?) and offering a pedagogically informed system. Thibew
discussed in the analysis. In the evaluation workshops thexrenaee variety of
informants, in terms of their background, interest in TEL op#&do of theories of

learning.
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5.3.3 Theoretical underpinnings and approach to learning design

In the literature review | framed this thesis in terms of the ongiéfgtes in OS
and IS around learning in organisations, and more specifically tertradoption
of practice-based lenses. In contributing to this literatuae) analysing this case
study, and the LD, as an example of a technology desigrsegbport a community
of reflective practitioners. However, technologies developed wglati can take
many forms, and it is important to understand the specific cleaistats of the
technology being studied to avoid over-generalisations. In dhse, specific

concerns related to education arise.

Furthermore, the LD is not an isolated artefact with essentialegrep. We
understand LDSE discourse and its dissemination through aitaddioles and
conference papers as performative: it helps constitute what “leaesignds” and
problematises teaching in HE in specific ways. As we will SBSHE draws on a
range of theories, and so it is worth understanding the coitylek the

justification as to the viability of the LD for inducingriovation in teaching
practices. | will point out some discursive dissonances, sonvaioh will help us

explain in the last part of this chapter some of the designidesjsvhich do not
result (only) from the idea of fostering a community of practice bgb)drom

understanding reflective practice in terms of designing for learning.

| open each of the sub-sections with a quote taken from th& IdaSe for Support
(Laurillard et al., 2007). The only exception is the last subagctiPatterns”,

where the quote is extracted from an article published by twegbnmembers, as
this was a later and parallel development of the project, not yetagy@d when the
LDSE Case for Support was written. These quotes concisphggxthe LDSE’s

core facets, which | subsequently develop.

5.3.3.1Collaborative learning and innovation

If the education system is to achieve radical ckatigough TEL it should be th

1%

teaching community who are the driving force of imeovation—they are closest to
learners, and best placed to discover how to usetd Eneet their needs. (Laurillard et
al. 2007, p. 1)
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Apart from methodological aspects, the idea that the discoverpnoivative
approaches to TEL should be led by teachers themselves liexl libki very
objective of LDSE: to build a collaborative environment to prterinnovation.
Two main notions seem to guide this approach: the conceetsohing as a design
science (Laurillard, 2008b) and collaborative learning approach. Hovlesse
theoretical underpinning are not discussed in detail in the fGaSaipport. There
IS a section “supporting teaching innovation as aboltative activity” (Laurillard
et al., 2007, p.10), where the authors refer to the notion oéttefe practicum”
that Schon (1987) developed from professional practices engagesigmdsuch

as architecture. They also refer to the LD as a “‘computer-supportath@aitive
learning’ (CSCL) environment that would enable teachers to wgekthier on TEL
innovation” (p. 10), and throughout the document thereference to the notion
of “communities of practice”. Thus, there is little discussionthed theory of
learning underpinning the collaborative learning of LD, andlisoussion about
theories of change or innovation. The project is a design reseajehtpand thus
most of the literature and theoretical underpinnings reviewedeanCmise for
Support refer to the area of learning design, and there is a discaigsigtrhow the
LDSE will go about designing the LD. There is also déston about the research

methodology.

In publications by LDSE members there is reference to the tiedr@pproach to
learning of the LD, but the theoretical references are diverse. Laurillao@§p
adopts the widespread concept of “teacher as an action researcher” imoedlca
literature to liken the academic as a researcher and the academiac®ea t8he
suggests that, in the same manner as academics respond aiiteotd rapid
advances in their fields of research, they should take the samneetibwards
teaching. In a changing context for HE, with a shift from elitentwss higher
education, internationalisation of students, a constant pressurethink the
curriculum and the introduction of ICTs, she claims that acazeshiould also be
reflective teacher-practitioners to address these challenges:

“The teaching community can only manage effectively the degree of
innovation being demanded if we find ways of making teachioce like

research. As researchers progressively build the knowledge of their field,
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so teaching must build the knowledge of what it takes ppat learning.

To progress, teaching needs to be problematised, exploratory, amuent
built on the work of others, experimental, subject to revjsioth frequent
sharing of ideas and solutions, communitarian in approalas o practise

the ‘scholarship of discovery’ (Boyer, 1990), or more explicitlye
‘scholarship of engagement’ (Kreber, 2005); it has to treat tegqchsn
‘professional learning’ (Knight et al., 2006); it hasdster a form of action
research, with teachers as ‘professionals who theorize in practice’, and wh
in turn foster the learner’s search for their own meaning (Noffke,)1994
And like research, it needs time.” (Laurillard, 2008b, p.144)

However, she admits that this is far from being the caserastice and not

institutionally encouraged:

“The ideal of the reflective practitioner (Schén, 1987), or the peer in
community of practice that seeks to progress knowledge (Wel@@s),

or a teacher researcher in the tradition of action research (Noffke, 1094),
very far from the reality of teaching practice. Teachers and academics are
not encouraged to be, and are not supported in the kieflexdtive practice

of teaching that moves the field forward. They may choose tib, démd

many in the teaching community do—this is where innovagaehing
ideas come from—but they are not well supported in doiriglsaurillard,
2008b, p.144)

For this reason, she argues, tools such as LD are needggptwrtsacademics in
their role of teachers as action researchers. As | will further disttiss analysis
chapter, this discourse has the imprints of technological detemin its aim of
promoting collaboration and innovation by design andhiglicit rational choice

approach to change.

As we can read in the previous quotations, but also in the respaypbsal
document (Laurillard et al., 2007), the concept of “communityratfce” is also
embraced. As already discussed in the literature review, the termusoiyrof
practice was coined by Lave and Wegner (1991) and it has becomiefitegtial

for explaining the relationship between practice, learning, knowledgeion and
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sharing, and innovation. The adoption of the “communifyractice” approach in
education needs to be understood in a context in which cotngists perspectives
of knowledge and learning have become dominant. However,ailen areas of
research, the popularised version of situated learning in much of educati
literature, but particularly in the area of e-learning, is strippegtieomore critical
aspects of that theorisation. As we can see in this and athects thedescriptive
and analytical theory of CoP, which analyseformal learning, is taken as a
normativemodel to guide interventions to induce learning. Even nawd, will
attempt to show in the following sections and chapters, wdleam as a normative
theory, it is frequently reinterpreted as a cognitivist, aedatl theory of learning,

in which individual learners learn collaboratively.

5.3.3.2Technology for collaboration

Teachers trying to innovate, especially with tedbgp, need time and the tools that
would support a more collaborative approach (Dongtea., 2005, Hernandez-Leo et
al., 2006, van Drie et al., 2005). This would erablem to build on each others’ work,
and on existing resources. (...) The research isstes therefore, is to discover the kind
of ‘computer-supported collaborative learning’ (@d§@nvironment that would enable
teachers to work together on TEL innovation, buidgon each others’ work, and making
use of existing learning designs. CSCL has beerensitely researched for

implementation with learners as an important newnfaf pedagogy enabled b

<

technology, but it has not been applied to teachetearners themselves. (Laurillard|et
al. 2007, p. 10)

The LDSE research team assumes that new technologies can enhaboeatan
among academics and “foster a community of practice”. While mucheof th
literature and technological developments in the area of learningptegies have
focused on technologies that support the delivery of teaemdgtudents’ learning

in formal education, the project’s objective is to develop a ctemqsupported

collaborative learning (CSCL) environment for teachers.

In the project’s proposal there is little theoretical justificationcawhy face-to-

face collaboration is not sufficient or effective. It seems to be asstimedhe
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characteristics of new technologies facilitate collaboration. The pabpaiso
draws on e-learning literature that suggests that “CSCL has bé¢ensierly
researched for implementation with learners as an important nevof@adagogy
enabled by technology” (Laurillard et al., 2007, p.10)

However, indirectly, the use of technology to support collabmratimong
practitioners and induce innovation is also justified by lk&ning design
approach, which we will present in the following sectionaksady mentioned, in
the view of the project team, “teachers need encouragement aridghiguidance
(...) in understanding how best to design TEL activitietHeir learners both in
‘conventional’ educational institutions (...), and in partejmdistance, or
workplace settings” (Laurillard et al., 2007, p.4). In this vigherefore, the
mediated collaboration of practitioners through a learning desajnvbuld result

in a more informed and productive collaboration.

In fact, despite references to CoP in the Case for Support (Laudtlaid 2007),
the notion of collaboration that seems to reflect better th8E® conception is
Papert’s constructionist approach to learning (Papert & Harel, 1®@8ich is one
of the theoretical underpinnings referred to in a publication of f&E research
team (Laurillard et al., 2013). Papert’'s constructionism is aitteghtheory of
learning that embraces discovery learning. Papert, a mathematicianiacidlart
intelligence researcher, disciple of Piaget, devised the computea@g®GO
so that children could learn mathematics through discovery leaffinggidea is
that LOGO could scaffold children’s learning, and that they ctaddh together
without the need of having a tutor guiding their learning him aforementioned
journal articles, the LD is described as “a constructionist envieo’, which
supports conceptual learning through practice and collaboratzamiljard et al.,
2013). From this perspective, the LD is presented as “anomqié and
manipulable computational model of an aspect of the worldy ws own
constraints and assumptions, in which a user can experiendee alletessary

concepts by interacting with it.” (Laurillard et al., 2013, p.16).
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5.3.3.3Learning design

Being able to express theory-based principles @frnieag design as visual
representations, and as decisions to be madeimeactive design tool, will help to
make learning theory and good practice more adues8y engaging teachers in the

everyday practice of a more research-based apprumdeaching, we hope to

—

accelerate the development of understanding byetiehing community of how bes
to use TEL. (Laurillard et al. 2007, p. 20)

The term Learning Design is used to refer to a ‘formalism for dootinge
educational practice to facilitate sharing and reuse by teachers’tiftgoset al.
2009, p.11). For the purposes of developing the LD the 1eaming design’ is
more specifically defined by the LDSE research team as ‘a productighdeat
makes explicit the learning activities, methods to be udgedctives to be reached
and assessments to be used to evaluate the learning achievedtb(CRaM9).

The aforementioned formalisation of learning designs is anriantoaim of the
LDSE project, and is directly connected to the objective ofeeltiing knowledge
of teaching and learning in the LD. The assumption is ithat want to facilitate
the sharing of practices, teaching practices and knowledge neediade explicit
and a common language to communicate teaching ideas is nkedddition, the
Learning Designer aims to assist teachers in making pedagogictiiyned

decisions as to what technologies to use to support leaantngties, and in this

way it is expected to encourage innovative uses of TEL.

The learning design approach has only been recently introducedi¢atiedal
theory. It arose in the area of e-learning to encourage the wud@ital
educational resources. It was first used in instructivist appesa@bagné, 1970;
Merrill, 1994), which provided clear instructional sequences for &xach follow,
with the idea that educationists needed to make theory readilgtdedo teachers.
This developed into Instructional Design Theory (Reigeldt®99), which is
widely adopted in USA.
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However, constructivism is becoming one of the prevailing lagrparadigms in
educational theory, and these theories are difficult to operaserfar teachers
(Laurillard et al., 2007; Oliver et al., 2002). The LDSE refera tmnstructivist
approach to learning based on Vygotskian theory, which stggteg knowledge
is constructed collaboratively in social settings, creating aureulof shared
artefacts and meanings. In contrast to the most traditional aidsgtiroaches
(which objectify knowledge and consider that the aim of tegcitsinransmitting
knowledge), constructivism suggests that learning is sdu&ince, in this view,
knowledge construction is so context-specific, some author® dhgt it is not
possible to produce any firm models guiding the desigronstcuctivist settings
(Jonassen, 1994), but others argue that learning design thdagydan provide
principles and general concepts with which learning environnoant®e planned,
even if they admit that the process is far less rigid and ks fguidelines than in
instructional design (Lefoe, 1998; Oliver et al., 2002).

Thus, despite acknowledging the limitations of instructiodakign, some
educationists suggest that it is worth pursuing the fosa#hin of learning designs,
which can serve as templates adaptable by a teacher to suit a ¢agtestinho,
2006; Conole et al., 2004; Goodyear, 2005; Jovanovic 2@7; Laurillard &
McAndrew, 2003). These authors claim that such representadbtearning
designs can serve as reflection tools for teachers, and communicaskaaad
pedagogical strategies. This is perceived as “increasingly necessagCess to
open education resources improves, for example, with opesit@jes, such as
JORUM, OpenLearn or LabSpace in the UK (Jovanovic et al., 20@itjllard,
2008a).

Several learning design systems and authoring tools have begmbdisome of
them have been successfully adopted, for example, LAMS
(http://www.lamsinternational.com/). However, the LDSE projeatrt argues that
learning design tools still show limitations: firstly terms of support and usability,
some are poorly adapted to teachers’ needs and practices; seaomigny of
these tools there is no good integration of learning debipries, and therefore,

they do not provide advice on effective practices; thirdly, theynateable to
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accommodate the extremely diverse terminology of teaching and learhilsg w

making the exchange of learning designs possible (Laurillaat, &007).

To tackle these perceived limitations, the LDSE project sugbedting a more
intelligent system following a knowledge engineering approactcomtrast to
other learning design systems, the LDSE wishes to bridge ngatheory and
practice. To do so, the project suggests combining the sestilknowledge
engineering modelling with functional requirements based amahufactors, and
embedding in the system a domain ontology of practice andythebich include
the relationships between concepts of practice and theory (Charkhn 2209).
The LDSE first produced a draft of the terms, and definitioase® on several
sources, but mainly from Laurillard’s (2002) Conversational Framevaoik
Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy of learning outcomes. This ontologys to be
broadened, connecting gradually with the concepts elicited frermfarmation
from the informants, but the changes in the ontology havbeaen very significant.
However, after gathering user requirements, changes or additions wdecas
regards the interface, some of the terminology, and some elements weredgrop
for instance, the page in which users were prompted to chbesédrning

approach they wanted to follow (see Figure 4, next page).

Finally, for the LDSE project team it is important to accofort TEL in the
formalisation of learning designs. This is an additional lehge and “a key
element of the research arm of the LDSE” (Laurillard et al., 2007, ,jebause an
effective representation of a decontextualised practice model of eéfesids of e-
learning tools remains elusive (Falconer, 2007). The main thesirapproach that
guides this part of the research is the Conversational Frameworlyldteoh by
the leader of the project, Diana Laurillard (2002). The justificatsothat this
framework links different types of technology to pedagogical elemamdsit does
so being neutral with respect to all teaching methods: it tesksology-based
methods for their comparative pedagogical value against coamahtnethods,
and assumes that for many learning objectives no single methitgr
conventional or technology-based is ideal, and it is bettexdapt a blended

approach. (Laurillard et al., 2007, p.5).
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Figure 4. A prototype of the LD, v.1.

In this screen capture we can see some of the ptneenbedded in the system. In this version,
users were asked to choose a learning approachtfrerstart. In the final version of LD, while
learning approaches were part of the knowledge-bftbe system so that it could make inferences,
they were not visible to the user.

5.3.3.4Patterns

“The particular problem we are focused on in tieigard is how to enable teachers to
engage with what counts as a good piece of leamhsign, in other words, where |is
the pedagogy in the learning design that reallyesdke difference. To emphasise this
focus, we adopt the terpedagogical patteror pedagogical design patteinstead of
learning pattern to refer to the core design property of a teagi@arning design
instance.” (Laurillard & Ljubojevic, 2010, p. 1)

Due to technical reasons but also to research priorities, the & fiwally
developed as a desktop version and not as an online vers$ich, seems to limit
the collaborative capabilities of the tool. However, to researcledli@borative
aspect of the learning design approach, in parallel to the devetamf the main
LD system, some members of the LDSE team worked on dergloie
Pedagogical Pattern Collector (PPC). According to Laurillard, anathéhe
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advantages of the formalisation of learning designs is thaant favour the
discovery of pedagogical patterns. A pedagogical pattern is defifiadessching-
learning activity sequence that is designed to lead to a spkeafning outcome”
(Laurillard & Ljubojevic, 2010, p.4). The PPC aims to, firsttpllect learning
designs from teachers (the PPC offers a sort of simplified veddidhe LD,
without the intelligent system), secondly, prompt usereteemlise their learning
design into abstract or generic forms of these designs andythaioalysis of these,
thirdly, identify pattern templates that would assist in tha aff evaluating

pedagogy in a learning design. (p. 4)

While the researchers acknowledge that such research isgtdgress, they hope
to find some pattern templates of good teaching associated vatifisgbut
generic) learning outcomes. If such templates could be properlyructest, the
researchers suggest, it would be possible to addiemmated evaluationof the
designs against the learning theory to tools, such as thé'lhéy. suggest that
“[clomputationally interpretable representations of pedagogicatnpatt... bear
the promise of automated evaluation of the designs againgtdaireng theory,
ultimately saving teachers’ time and possibly also improuimg quality of
student’s learning” (Laurillard & Ljubojevic, 2010, p. 9). That the LDSE
researchers hope to be able to find sqgrattern templates of good teaching
associated with learning outcomes. Thus, as | will furtheudsin the analysis,
the PPC assumes the possibility of abstracting—therefore ‘htedoalising™—
learning designs and patterns so that teaching practice can be shamedtlDAI
assumes that collaboration can take place across different educationalcauntbhx

as different institutions or disciplines and so on.

5.3.4 The LDSE team and the development of the LD

The LDSE project (November 2008—December 2011), led by Prof.aDian
Laurillard, comprised an interdisciplinary and interorganisatieeam of UK-
based education researchers specialising in technology-enhanced glearnin
computer science researchers, and learning technologists. In adaiioRhD

students were associated with the project, and an administratigd support.
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LDSE team

Principal investigator

Prof. Diana Laurillard (London Knowledge Lab, Institute of Education)
Co-investigators

Prof. Tom Boyle (CETL for Reusable Learning Objects, London
Metropolitan University),Dr Liz Masterman (Learning Technologies
Group, Oxford University Computing Services, Unsigr of Oxford),
Marion Manton (Technology-Assisted Lifelong Learning, Department
for Continuing Education, University of Oxfordpr George Magoulas
(Reader in Computer Science at the School of Coenp8tience and
Information Systems, Birkbeck University of Londorteve Ryan
(Director of the Centre for Learning Technology, H)S Dr Kim
Whittlestone (Senior Lecturer in Independent Learning, LIVE CETL
Royal Veterinary College)

Researchers

Patricia Charlton (Birkbeck University of London),Brock Craft
(Institute of Education)Dionisis Dimakopoulos(Birkbeck University of
London), Dejan Ljubojevic (Institute of Education),Joanna Wild
(University of Oxford)

PhD students

Roser PujadaqInformation Systems and Innovation Group, LSE3(rie
Roder (LIVE CETL, Royal Veterinary College)

The work was divided in workpackages (WP) led by investigatmrs,it was
undertaken with the support of other members of the team:
e WHPL1: Research into user and technical requirements, analysis ot curren
practice and usage scenarios (led by LM and MM)
e WP2: Learning design knowledge and activity representation (I§d8Bby
and DL)
e WP3: Research on the design and implementation of the LDSBy(led
GM and TB)

e WP4: Research-based evaluation of the effectiveness of the LDSE (led by

LM and MM)
e WP5: Project coordination and presentation (led by DL)

All the documents produced by the project were shared through jectpro
management environment (Basecamp), which kept the whole team aie toith
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all the developments of the project, and it was also wsedmimunicate and share

information, and articles.

The team met monthly. The meetings followed an agenda distilin advance,
they were chaired by the project leader, and minutes were circulatedsafterin
these meetings theoretical and practical concerns related to the weject
discussed. We also delivered progress reports regarding each of tpackades,
and decisions were taken as to what to do next. Meetings sisagd an
opportunities to share knowledge, so there were presentatiansrpers of the
team and invited speakers, and summaries of lectures or conferdrates
researchers had attended. Also frequently discussed were ways liokandith
other organisations, systems, or projects, to promote and ehsucerttinuation
of the LD project beyond the three years of funding. However, ratitte work
took place outside the meetings, as researchers and investigatticated
themselves full- or part-time to the project, which was tovdebn the objective
set out in the research proposal: the development of “an interactiwronment to
enable teachers to lead the discovery of innovative pedagogicatsiésag exploit
the potential of TEL” (Laurillard et al. 2007, p.1).

WP1 was dedicated to gathering user requirements. This wasndimlg through
interviews and workshops with practitioners, but also throdghwing on
literature. At this stage informants were not “average users”. Theeseptatives
of the practitioner community” (Laurillard et al., 2007) wereuaish 24 informants
known to the researchers, chosen for their interest and knowtédbeL and
pedagogy (learning technologists, staff developers, academics and reigarch
They were considered “critical friends” that could provide valuableting®2 and
WP3 worked in parallel investigating the best ways to repregsedagogical
knowledge in the system, both in terms of the interface andhdahee of the
relationship between concepts, so that these could be transkat¢lderontology
and the knowledge-base of the system. Finally, mainly dtimmtast year, and still
with the system under construction, WP4 evaluated the systeansense, WP4
became a continuity of WP1, and new versions of the LD weetitagsworkshops

with informants and in teacher training sessions.
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There were some paper-based versions of the LD used in thestatiak of user
requirement gathering. Then a system was developed and tessed. @athis,
refinements were introduced. By the end of the third year of thegbrahree
versions of the LD had been built. However, the last vemidhis stage (LDv.3)
was still considered to be a prototype, and not a fulhgtional system ready for
implementation. Nevertheless, it was made accessible onliakot® interested

users to test it (https://sites.google.com/a/lkl.ac.uk/Ilpise/

If we look at the objectives of the project previously sumsed, we can say that
most of the efforts went into exploring the best way to sugmademics designing
courses and embed knowledge of teaching and learning in the sisteicularly
during the first year, we spent a significant amount of fimeonthly meetings
discussing ideas regarding how to best capture knowledge tdamlting and
learning in the system. It became apparent that there was no ttravgind way
to do this, among other reasons, because different institutisasdifferent
vocabularies, but also because the relationships between conaktite aature of
these relationships is not straightforward. Education scientisd learning
technologists seemed to understand this as part of the rebearglundertaken by
the project, as they proposed a standardised way of shdaag about teaching
and learning. However, it also became apparent that there was a frastaation
among computer scientists, particularly those in charge of thlgggmnmning, as
they were not receiving sufficiently clear definitions of concepteelationships

between concepts with which to build the ontology for th&ED

Furthermore, two other difficulties arose. First there was a iquest timing:
gathering user requirements through interviews and workshibpgractitioners
was time-consuming, and computer scientists needed tovst&ing, so there was
an overlap. Second, the translation of education / teaching ceno@m an
ontology that computer scientists could build into tretesyy was more challenging
than had been anticipated. This increasingly was dealt watmadl working group

meetings, attended only by the project leader and developers.

Partly due to this, but also because the LDSE was builaiingrevious projects

involving some of the investigators and the project leader dtworPedagogy

Pagel50o0f 290



Planner and Phoebe), | do not think it is unfair to sayttieabntology and the core
assumptions of the intelligent support system of the LD drapsychology-based
theories of learning, and that the user requirements mainly servefine some
of the vocabulary, interface, and relevance of concepts. As menii@=ttion
5.3.3.3, the ontology and knowledge of the LDSE were builo the system by
relying on several sources, but mainly from Laurillard’s (2002) Coatiersal
Framework and Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy of learning outcomeshdnptoject
document, where definitions and concepts of the ontology aleselby WP3 are
outlined, it is made explicit that many of these conceptsa&ientfrom the above-

mentioned sources.

Bloom’s taxonomy provides a description of different sorts of legroirtcomes
(comprehension, application, analysis... of knowledge) that eaachieved in a
learning session. And the LD system, like much research in leasgiegces,
assumes a link between the nature of teaching activities atehtheng outcomes
that students can achieve. This, however, as already mentioneg Iefodebated
issue, as some education researchers believe that this relgtiegnsiich more
complex and might be delayed; therefore, it is difficult targatee beforehand
that all students will achieve immediately after a session the hgaonicomes that

were envisaged. .

As previously explained, Laurillard’s (2002) Conversational Framlewters a
framework for evaluating how various media support different learning
experiences in the context of HE. This framework links differeipiegy of
technology to pedagogical elements. It compares technology-batadds for
their comparative pedagogical value against conventional methods aasdmes
that for many learning objectives no single method, either erdional or
technology-based, is ideal. Thus, it supports the ideadoptang blended

approaches to learning in HE.

Following these ideas, and to support academics’ processessighidg for
learning, it is assumed that a module is constituted by sesesalons, each of
which has one or more teaching and learning activities (TLAsyo/ling to

LDSE/LD there are 6 different types of sessions, which can bested by many
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different TLAs, some face-to-face, others through TEL. It is assuna¢different
session types and TLAs lead to different learning experiencesnddefas

acquisition, discussion, inquiry, practice and production)

When designing a module academics/teachers using the LD are prdamfitetl
define the properties of the module in the “module level pragsSricreen (see
full-page screen captures of all LDv.3 sections/screens in the appeavitere they
can introduce properties such as the name of the module, thie ¢ériigé module
and calendar start date the number of students and so on. Timerinmodule level
planning” screen (see Figure 5; a larger panel can be foundApgeandix, Figure
16), they can choose the session types that will comstitatmodule, and drag and

drop them onto the timeline.

# Idsev3 File Edit View Tools Window Help Cswma O = 4 (=197% Tue3Dec 2224 Q
YeYs) LDSEV3 3.0.3011.00
- : (@~ Search (
T e o
il Learning designs Praperties | [ Planning | | Analysis | ¥ @ ¥ Session Types
» [ Modules ] -
» [ Uncategorised sessions| Intriguing Theories St s
» [ Uncategorised TLAs [ Tutor Supported Group Work
¥ [ Examples -
N e Tutor Supported Class Altar of Pergamon [ vt Supparted il veori
» [l Online Designs r
Tuter Supported Group Work Guess my robot [3 independent Group work
[ independent individual Work
[Tutor Supported Individual... [} summative Assessmen it
[ Black (More than one session type)
Independent Group Work Propertie
Independent Individual Work
s (- Types of
T T T T i i ‘ H ’
, Mowo  howrl  How2  Hows  Howa  HowNg Session

Type: N/A

Dragged and
dropped onto a
timeline

Figure 5. Module level planning.

Subsequently, each session can be designed in more dettadl gession level
screens. First, in the “session level properties’(see Figure Beonelxt page; a
larger panel can be found in the Appendix, Figure 18), itssipte to define again
the name, duration, number of students, description, learnittproas of the

session and other features.
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Figure 6. Session level properties.

Then, in the “session level timeline” screen (see Figure 7; a laagel pan be
found in the Appendix, Figure 19), the user is promptesetect and drag TLAS
onto the timeline. Each TLA is analysed by the system docdhiiation is provided
about the learning experience associated with each of them. Fustbertne
system offers alternative design ideas, intended to make theawaes of the

possibility of substituting face-to-face activities with TEL aities.
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Based on inferences built in the ontology, the LD also ofi@rsnalysis of the
module and session level learning experience. The aim is tthiedigacher reflect
on the learning designed by, for instance, highlightingehdency to choose TLAs
that follow didactic approaches and lead mainly to acquisfgan lecturing). It
also offers a calculation of the teaching and preparation time needelivier the
module or session. The aim of this (time modeller) is to stmvtime and
resources that could be saved by, in some cases, introducingThELsystem
assumes, for instance, that the time needed to offer the same face-tztiaeetb

three different groups could be reduced if the lecture were recordecfastiadent
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Figure 8. Session level analysis.

As previously mentioned, another of the objectives of the L@&%&to identify the
factors conducive to collaboration among teachers in desigfihgand to foster
a community of practice. In practice, the first instantiation of a colélve
environment in the LD environment was the “Community Wlealge Builder”,
called LDSEeker, which was devised to support learning desigrtaaborative

activity (see Figure 9). Thus, the collaboration allowed bygyiseem was of a very
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specific sort. The idea of the LDSEeker was that the user couldéfomn several
repositories that the LD would be linked to, and could biimtg educators’
learning designs other learning objects, learning designs, resange® on. At
this point, one goal concerned bringing software resources ddstgasvhere into
the LD. This, which was technically challenging, was dexpim the first year, and
the project then concentrated efforts into embedding pedagogiocalédge and

inferences in the system.
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Figure 9. LDSEeker. Screen capture of LD v.1.

The left section allows the user to search resaurceepositories of learning designs, reusable
learning objects and so on. These can be dragged icollecting area on the right side of the
screen, to be reused and modified by the user wksgning for learning.
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One assumption underlying the learning design approach théhaiain limitation
preventing academics from sharing knowledge about teaching ammihtp is the
lack of a standardised vocabulary and representations of teachiisg lidehis
regard, the LDSE seemed to assume a technological determiresticonce the
system and vocabulary have been established, users can easilynfsnaration
(in this case learning designs) through ICTs, and collaboratibspointaneously

take place.

As regards the objective of achieving innovation in teaching ipesct and
promoting the adoption of TEL, quite clearly the project’s implaaten fell
short of expectations. Furthermore, as we will show in morel dretie analysis
chapter, while some informants perceived the LD as helpimg th#ect on their
teaching, many others expressed scepticism (as seen from practicekshops
where informants were prompted, and sometimes paid, to triagydtem). It is
however important to note that the research articles writtemdogbers of the team
proposing this learning design approach have been very well reegigtiddve had
an important impact within the education research communisreitre, it seems
likely that more research will be pursued in this area. If we censad mentioned
at the beginning of this chapter, the increased influence of tgpsniences in HE
education, and the pedagogisation of HE and society, the fios#itat learning
design tools will used in HE in the future cannot be excluttredddition, in the
analysis section the assumed unproblematic notions of coitynand learning,

and thus of the adoption of such a tool will be challenged.
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6 Analysis

6.1 Introduction
6.1.1 The actor-network: a brief outline

From an actor-network theory perspective, the LDSE is an ititegesase study
to show how the construction of science and technology iny@\Jesterogeneous
assemblage dadctants®® and a series of negotiations that are more complex than
the way epistemology and technology design methods tepdrtray knowledge
and technology production. From this point of view, the Lisgribesigner (LD)
cannot be reduced to its functionality, or its code. Likeathgr actor, it is part of
an actor-network and results from processdsanislationthat associate a variety
of actantswith different interests which they need to negotiate to beahes. In
this section, | will briefly set the scene by narrating the ttwat a variety oictants
play in constituting the LD: researchers, software, learning ggaocuments and
journal articles, funding institutions, teachers, etc. Inee@.1.2 | will justify why
adopting the theoretical underpinnings presented in chapter Bigaim this study,

which will frame the analysis of the following sections.

The Teaching and Learning Research Programme (TLRP)—funded by thiehese
councils ESRC and EPSRC, in partnership with the e-Scienee RZogramme,
JISC and Becta-rscribedtheir interests in a “Second call for research proposals”,
and by offering funding for research projeasyolled research teams, like the
LDSE, to theirproject The interests of the TLRP were to encourage “innovative
interdisciplinary research collaborations focusing on the createselopment and
exploitation of digital technologies for learning through adrathderstanding of
their capability to transform the quality of learning experienaed lead to
enhancements in learning outcomes.” Proposals had to integpaigl and
technological sciences and had to address one or more of thesepssthestivity,
personalization, inclusion and flexibility. User engagememtd knowledge

transfer was also a requirement, as

30 In this specific section 6.1.1 | am using italioshighlight that | am using ANT terminology
(which thus should be understood in the ANT sense).
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“recent educational research on TEL has found that teachers, lecturers and
trainers continue to be centrally important in designing amparting
learning with digital technologies. The potential of theserteldgies will
not be realised unless the role of teachers, lecturers and tiaitaden into

account in the plans for take-up of the research.” (p. 7)

As | explained in the conceptual framework, the actor-network is a retio
concept, so as much as LDSE vessolledto TLRP’s project, we can say that
LDSE enrolled TLRP on their interest to pursue their reseanchin@anaged to get
funding. Consequently, the LDSE (with the LD, academidipations, etc.) has
become amctantin the large actor-network that constitutes TEL and education i
the UK (which | will discuss further in section 6.3). In arase, thalignment of
alliesis secured through processesrahslationin which a variety of interests are
negotiated. The formation of the LDSE team and the research prapastiey
wrote can be understood in these terms: as part of the prodeasstdtionand
negotiation that resulted in the alignment of interests ofaRd LDSE! Several
education researchers and computer scientists besdaaseenrolledin the same
project, the LDSE, which offered the social and technological ceseaxpertise
required by the TLRP. They alsenrolled staff developers and learning
technologists of several HE institutions in the project wdould provide
“institutional test-bed support for developing LDSE” [Case dopport, p. 33],
which is in line with TLRP’s requirement of engaging userghi@ process of
development of the technology. Rhetoric plays an important noleamnslation
(Ramiller, 2007; Walsham & Sahay, 1999), and indeed in tlaséQor support”
that the LDSE wrote for the proposal we can see that LDSEestsearenscribed
andalignedwith TLRP interests.

LDSE’s proposal was “to develop an interactive environmentable teachers to
lead the discovery of innovative pedagogical designs that expéojpotential of
TEL” [Case for support, p. 1] In line with TLRP’s call for researchppsals,
LDSE defends the idea that “to achieve radical change through Tdhbould be

31 In line with ANT, it is not my intention to assets® intentionality of the actors. What | mean is
that it is because there is an alignment betweeBHE Bnd TLRP interests, that they can be
enrolled together in an actor-network.
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the teaching community who are the driving force of the innowa(p. 1), in that
sense, thegnrolledpractitioners in the development of the system to gather user
requirements, and they draw on the concept of communities ofqerdcave &
Wenger, 1991) and activity theory (Engestrém, 2000) to defenidlea of building

a “kind of ‘computer-supported collaborative learning’ (CSCL) envirorirtieat
would enable teachers to work together on TEL innovation, ibgildn each
others’ work, and making use of existing learning desigisd.( p. 10). LDSE’s
proposal was also aligned with the TLRP in their aim to eragputhe use of TEL

to support learning and increase teaching productivity.

As summarised in the “End of award report”, “the fundamentahcjpie
underpinning the tool is that teachers should be enableldyaariving role in

the improvement of teaching and learning.” (p. 8). Thus, theH_pr®ject sought

to enrol technology to achieve that main aim. Drawing on the “Cassupport”

and other project documents and publications, we can seedhatdint to achieve
other specific goals: foster collaboration among teachers, encourage te¢achers
make pedagogically informed decisions when they design #aahing, facilitate
sharing and reuse of learning designs and learning resources, encamuoaggon

in the use of TEL, and promote the use of TEL in teagH#nom this perspective,
the 3-year research project can be seen as a process of negotiaticaussaiibns

in which LDSE members tried foscribetheir interests in the L1 and they also
tried to enrol other actors in the actor-network to put forward and secure their
project As it is to be expected, the process was not completelgthend there
were some changes of direction in the way the software develapetbre
specifically in the priorities set. In addition, teaching practices wieogn to be
difficult to domesticateand long discussions in the research project meetings were
held that showed the challenge of establishing a formalizatamontology that

could encompass the variety of teaching, and a knowledge-basecahld

32t is not the aim of this research to enter inétad in analysing the negotiations among
members of the team, and therefore | tend to censite LDSE team as an actor, but of course it
is an actor-network, so | do not intend to giveithage that the LDSE was a single, consensual,
voice. Just to mention a significant aspect in thgard, members of this interdisciplinary team
expressed the challenge of communicating acrosfptiies, and the difficulty of translating
pedagogical knowledge into technological requiretsiediso there were long and productive
discussions during the project meetings, for instaabout how to best define some concepts and
properties of the ontology, and how to design arcéand useful interface.

Pagel59of 290



effectively offer feedback on the learning designs. However, a prototgpduilt

that could be tested by practitioners.

The LDSE team first defined an ontology for the knowledge-baskedevised a
formalization of learning design and inferences or relations amorng gt based
on pedagogical knowledge and theories —most notably Bio@f56) taxonomy
and Laurillard’s (2002) conversational framework —and #rylledacademics,
staff developers, and learning technologists to test the concelpitPgrototypes
to refine these specifications and also the interface of the LDe Syntheir
suggestions resulted in requirements that were implementecet ibDh In an
iterative process the LDSE produced several prototypes that cotésted. This
can be understood in actor-network theory’s terms as a processiglation, in
which the LD changes to try and secure allies. From the evatuatrkshops and
interviews it is possible to say that there were mixed reacimmg the possible
future users as regards the usefulness of LD, which do nat ado guarantee
that the LDSE managed to enrol enough allies on this saethE moment, the
LD has not travelled much out of the laboratory because by thefahe project
it was “a research prototype [that] lacks the robustness for usanwweitended
period” [End of award report, p. 5]; in addition, there is recogmithat the
informants that tested the LD might not iepresentativeof university teaching
staff [D1-6 Digest], which might suppose a challengetilizethis larger group,
and with significantdissidence the network might fail tostabilize or hold
(Ramiller, 2007, p.S198).

Thus, the project also tried &nmrol practitioners and institutions to try to ensure
that the LD actor-network would hold after the 3-year research prapecthat the
LD could become a working tool in the future. As specified en“tind of award
report”, by the end of the project the LDSE had secured coliibns with several
institutions around the world that would test the LDhaytwould hold workshops
to learn about and give feedback on the LD. They also triechitol ether
technologies in the actor-network, to make it metabile the LDSE was in
negotiations with representatives of LAMS, Blackboard, M@@hd MyCeLS to
investigate the interoperability of these tools with LD, analstf it would be
possible to embed the LD in these existing tools.
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In addition, all the journal articles and books publishedheyproject team (e.g.
Charlton et al., 2009; Charlton et al., 2012; Laurillard, 20Q&urillard, 2012;
Laurillard et al., 2013; Laurillard & Masterman, 2009; Mastermaah.e2011) and
papers presented in conferences haveedormative effect in that they help
constitute the LD as a learning-design-support-environmenfdbtgrs-
collaboration-among-teachers-and-innovation-in-teaching-with-TEL, évens

just a prototype, and many of its proposed outcomes havgetdteen realized.
They are also significant in trying to reach an audienceeanol moreallies so

that theprojectcan continue and the actor-network can hold beyond the end of th
3-year research grant. In institutional theory terms, they are alsotanpin trying

to shape an organizing vision.

Also in trying to hold the LD actor-network after the 3-yeaeagsh project, the
team were clear of the need to establish the afljahcesand have a good PR plan
to try and attract more funding for the future [see for instance, LABHtes 19
Oct 2010]. In this regard, they tried to estabafifanceswith other “hot topics” in
the academic and policy agenda in the quest for fundingnB@nce, along the 3
years many references are made to the need to engage with the ddpatioh
Resources (OER) community, because considerable funding aiadivie#t are
directed to this area: “We must have a symbiotic relationship@#R” [LDSE
Notes 27 Sept 2011]. Thus, through rhetoric (academic articlesMasgierman
et al., 2011) and specific contacts and collaborations @HR initiatives, the
LDSE tries to position the LD as a useful tool that can sUpPER reusé?
Another example is how they try &ign with policy discourse, as a way of trying
to enrol more allies. In a research meeting [LDSE Notes 19 @@&]2reporting
from a TLRP-TEL forum, it was said that there has been a chatige vocabulary
in policy, and the LibDems talk about trying to suppesdsl advantaged learners,
therefore “we should focus on productivity and personalizatiand, so they did,
as can be seen in the “End of award report”. The malleabilityedf@ISE discourse

in search for allies confirms the importance of rhetoric mentioned befuddt is

33 We also find references to this connection (odrteeestablish relations) between LD and OER
in [Case for support], [LDSE Minutes 16 Dec 201QDEE Notes 10 Feb 2011], [LDSE Notes
18 Oct 2011].
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apparent also in more minor details such as the naming of theMuioh was
discussed several times. At some point, when it was consitteredame the LD
‘The Teaching Designer’, one of the research members defended to &espré
Learner Designer, pointing that an ‘anti-teaching, pro-learning’etend still

prevails among education researchers.

6.1.2 Sociotechnical context and institutional logics

As argued in the conceptual framework, ANT tends to disregard ththddetctors
draw on and are affected by the social conditions, cultural arefialatsources,
and institutional norms and values of the context where thesitagged, and by
sociotechnical forces that transcend the very localized situatisimg@nswer to
these concerns, new institutional theory tries to explain sadme actors act the
way they do influenced by institutional forces, and by wsg the existing
organizing regimes. For instance, given the previous ANT neagratiwould be
possible to ask: why is it that such technology andlaimones around the world
are now emerging and they receive public funding? Why ishbdt@SE inscribes
in the technology the need to encourage the use of TEL jiaitEo reuse learning
designs and resources? And why is it that some academicofiralotential in

such technology but are also reluctant to assert that thalgd wee it?

While |1 do not intend to offer straightforward causal explanatitm these
guestions, | do consider that the previous ANT narrative asndgpth of analysis
by taking into account the sociotechnical context in whidh téchnology is
situated and the dominant institutional logics, as wasllthe possible tensions
between the values and logics inscribed in a technology amuktitational logics
in the context of implementation. As argued in the conceptual fvankd suggest
to conceive of ICTs as resulting from and supporting a complexpialy of
institutional logics, in a network of institutions, orgaations, humans and non-
humans, each of them forming part of other complex netwarkstutional logics
are implicated (together with other actants in the network) irptbduction of
technology, and at the same time technology might help reinfeoree
institutional logics: the actor-network is relational, and ltsstrom ongoing

processes of negotiation.
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Thus, in the remaining sections of this chapter | will exghedorevious analysis
by considering how the sociotechnical context, material resourcemstitutional
norms and logics, sometimes difficult to pin down as $jeactors in the very
situated context, are imbricated in IS innovation. In secti@nl 6ocus on the
sociotechnical context of design, and | analyse how certain Jogaises are
inscribed in the technology in specific ways. In section 61/3alyse how the LD
helps performing a specific reality, and | therefore argue for the toeatbve
beyond a tool view of technology, and consider instead the pefwe character
of knowledge and technologies when studying ICT-mediated tearkinally, in
section 6.4 | focus on the sociotechnical context of expectedunsch will reveal

the non-consensual character of knowledge, learning and technslegy u

6.2 Design is from somewhere

Sub-Q 1. How are institutional logics entangled with the devepment of the

Learning Designer?

Moving beyond overly-localised analysis of design that gf@m much power to
individual designers, in this section | will considiee hetwork of relations within
which the design of the LD is situated. Drawing on seconditeyature to
understand the context of design (which | presented inrthegouis chapter), and
through the analysis of documents and academic publicatiohge g@idject, and
my own observation of the process of development of the teahndltraced the
discourses, institutional logics and previous technoldgnterventions entangled
with the development of the Learning Designer. In this setfwasent the results
of such analysis. The aim is to examine how the sociotechnidaixt@onstituted
of institutional logics, discourses, and technologies is icafd in the LD
design34 By this | do not mean that the technology is “influencedtigm but, as
argued in the conceptual framework, that technology is a productatdcer of

a sociotechnical network embedding and embedded in sociotecmsittaitions.

34 For clarity of argument | present the results ofanglysis from the broader sociotechnical
context to the specificities of the technology. Haer the process of analysis has been an
iterative process of contrasting the charactesdsifche technology and discourses of the LDSE
with the broader sociotechnical context as disaigssecondary literature. In this way, | have
been able to associate certain actions of actdfetbroader contextual setting.
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In the following section (6.3) | will discuss in further déthie performativity of

the LD/LDSE; that is, the ways in which it helps reinfancereate certain realities.

In the previous chapter | already offered a contextualization of thestiabg in
which | suggested that the logic of the knowledge economgéapld involved in
major changes in Higher Education (HE) in the UK in the Bstyears. | am
referring to the transformation of HE to mass education withcotramensurable
increase in resources or funding, the standardization and madtitami of
education, an increasing perception that HE should serve the nebésnoérket
and have ameasurableimpact on society, and the adoption of new public
management forms of governance with systems of quality assyrarhich
challenge academics’ freedom. Also to the increasing commodificatfon
education with growing competition among institutionse tconsideration of
students as costumers, soaring students’ fees, the introdotpomate providers
of HE, and increasingly the view that education is a sec#drstiould expand to
the global market. In this context TEL is presented ircpaiscourses in Europe
and the UK, and frequently taken for granted, as the soltditackle the need to
serve a growing number of students, and to expand tlwsewenomic sector

globally.

6.2.1 ICT as an institution: The technological fixture

As discussed in the conceptual framework, ICT applications Heo®me
pervasive and “taken-for-granted as fixtures of contemporargnaagtions”
(Avgerou, 2002, p.31), notwithstanding much research in the &d&tbat has
revealed that it is not possible to establish a deterministicome from the
implementation of technologies. Like in other contexts, atsadhe area of
education, technological deterministic views have nurtured higéotations in the
transformational capacities of new technologies, and much investrasrgone
into TEL. This utopian view of technology in educati@stisomehow impregnated
the academic discourse: as some scholars have recently lamentedg[D20R4;
Selwyn, 2011a; Selwyn & Facer, 2013) much academic literature iaréa of e-
learning tends to focus on the potentials of technologiestdebg gap between

the rhetoric of its transformational effects and reality. In this teghe TLRP call
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for research proposals is framed as the need to explore techridansofor
education, or more specifically, how to transform the quality of iegrthrough

technology:

“The aim of the call is to support innovative interdisciplinaesearch
collaborations focusing on the creation, development and exjmaitat
digital technologies for learning through a better understandinpeir
capability to transform the quality of learning experiences and lead to
enhancements in learning outcomes.” .1)

This TLRP call, in turn, falls under the umbrella of the EgiEconomy
Programme, led by the ESPRC, and supported by ESRC anthdreResearch
councils. As made explicit in the “Context” section of the “TL&deond call for
proposals” (pp. 3-4), TEL “has been identified as being of keyitapce for the
UK government”, and it is “an area that is recognised as cructaktéuture of
learning in the UK but which also has global implications”3p Thus, we can see

that a strong actor-network nourishes the institutionalizatiorEL.

The LDSE project tries to give answer to the aforementioned destagtween the
potentials of TEL and real use, by supporting teachers in thatiadof TEL:
“This proposal has been developed in the context of an edusgstem that has
put significant resources into the use of technology to eehaaming, but has not
yet fully realized the benefits for learners.” [Case for support]. (Névertheless,
in this context, the need to increase the use of TEL in Hé&ken for granted. In
the “Case for support” the main aim of the LDSE project is sans®d as “to
develop an interactive environment to enable teachers to leadstovety of
innovative pedagogical designs thextploit the potential of TEL” (p. 1); and the
need to boost the use of TEL is considered as unavoidadedsetthe current
situation in all education sectors, then, is an increasing requitéond¢eachers to
use TEL in order to achieve the ambitions of an exparstieducation policy” (p.
1). Also referring to lifelong learning—a key area in the policgalisse, framed

as one of the knowledge economy imperatives—members of the t&s8&rch

35 In this analysis chapter | use bold to highlighportant and recurrent concepts in the
discourses analysed.
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team assert: “Within the context of increasing demand for imprem&syin the
quality and scale of lifelong learning consequent on trebdn strategy, this
chapter is based on the assumption that technology-enhancecd€TEL) will
be neededbecause of its potential to improve the quality of studésashing and
broaden access to HE without commensurate increases in fun@iagtillard &
Masterman, 2009). Therefore, in an LDSE project meeting itolesly stated:
“one of the main purposes of the LDSE is helping teacheskitbfrom face-to-
faceto using TEL” [LDSE Notes 27 Sept 2011].

This ambition of promoting the shift from conventionabtended or open learning
models is inscribed in the LD in the following ways. Fakall, when designing a
session, the user of the LD needs to choose from a series ofrigeact Learning
Activities [TLAS] (or create a new one). In that list, there are as rfergyto-face
activities as TEL, so by making TEL activities visible tbea is that the teacher
might consider using TEL. In addition, in the “Alternativeigasdeas” box, when
you choose a face-to-face activity the system suggests that yidusabstitute or
complement the activity by using TEL (see Figure 10, nex¢pag

In such approach there seems to be an implicit assumptioneteatdption of TEL
can be explained through rational choice. That is, the rationale sedmgshat if,

through collaboration with LD, we learn—with the supporttioé system and
interacting with others—"innovative uses of TEL” we will addmrn. However,
some research has revealed that the adoption of TEL is subjéethnical,

institutional, economic and other social constraints, andintadrtant social and
institutional factors affect e-learning innovation, and that “foowations to gain
widespread support and acceptance it is likely to be necessary fototiseport
or be adaptable to the diverse goals of multiple actors in diffgeenés” (Dutton
et al., 2004, p.147).

Some research has revealed that the institutionalization of I@Tsur
technological society goes hand-in-hand with discourses of medgon
(Avgerou, 2002) and innovation (Barry, 2001; Suchman & @is2000), and how
in such discourse change and innovation are frequently equétedechnical

intervention. The influence of such dominant discourse can be fauthe LDSE
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discourse about TEL: “If the education system is to achradécal change
through TEL it should be the teaching community who are the driving fofce
the innovation.” [Case for support, p. 1] And: “There has been a demand on
teachers tonoderniseeducatiorby using technologyenhanced learning” [End of
award report, p. 1]. Also in the Case for support (p. 8) thexe¢able summarising
“what it takes to enable a teacher to mdr@n conventional to innovative
teaching’, in which there is reference to considering educational theonds a

concepts, but there is an important stress on using TELiamolMative tools’.
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Figure 10. LD Session design page.
With a palette of TLAs on the right, containing TELtivities
and with “Alternative design ideasin the left down corne
suggesting TEL alternatives and complements to-tadace
activities.
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Also at another level a certain taken-for-grantedness of technologyp aodt
determinism underlies the discourse of the LDSE project, inethgesof trying to
achieve change through the LD. That is, there is a discourse ng toychange
teachers’ attitudes towards the use of TEL through technology:nitin aim of
The Learning Designer is to have a positimpact on teachers’ practice in making
effective use of learning technologies” (Laurillard et al., 201l )p Also the aim
of the LD is to achieve collaboration among teachdisstér a community of
practice in which teachers can share, and take inspiration from deh’ GtEL
designs” [Case for support, p. 2]. And even transform the profesgpractice of
teaching into a design science, and promote that academics sthaeeameview
their knowledge about teaching as they share and peer-review thetifiscien
knowledge: “In addressing both of these questions, we haweeptualized the
Learning Design Support Environment (LDSE) project as theldpment of an
interactive microworld thagnables teacher-designers to act like researchdrg
developing knowledge and practice about teaching and learning. Weéhisall
system The Learning Designer.” (Laurillard et al., 2013, p.17kikdé&v, however,
that the functionality of a technology is not sufficient to aehi¢he expected
changes in working practices (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 199y that communities
of practice can be supported but not created (Lave & Wenger, 198k 1§ in
the LDSE “Case for support” recognition of some of these chaliergavever,
there is somehow a sense in which this can be technicallgawerif participants

are engaged in the process of design:

“While teachers are often prepared to share and reuse their ideas (Day et
al., 2006), the exchange of professional practice, across iistgubr
sectors, is often hampered. Factors include a wide variation in lgarnin
cultures and approaches (Hodkinson & James, 2003), and jactub
disciplines (Knight et al., 2006), the context-dependent natfimany
teaching materials, and the privileging of research over teaching
(Masterman & Lee, 2005). This, then, is a key challenge otunent
proposal: to develogn conjunction with teachers themselyvasupportive

environment in whicheachers at large feel encouragetb explore new
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tools and pedagogies, building where appropriate on examgles o

innovative work by others.” (p. 4)

While the rhetoric of technological change is part of the justifinadfcthe LDSE
project, and their aim to develop the LD, admittedly, in ortb@fcademic articles
published by members of the LDSE team (Laurillard & Masterm@A9Y an
awareness that the LD is not sufficient to guarantee collaborativenigamong
teachers, and that organizational and institutional factorstodegiconsidered has

been more clearly spelled out:

“the motivation [of academics] to share their designs [with altkelthe

LD] is probably outweighed by the requirement to teach, andeblatik of
reward for sharing teaching as opposed to sharing research. (...) [In
addition,] peers with whom one might share similar interextshallenges

may reside in different institutions, and there may be conpefiie. to
attract students to one’'s own programme) as well as collabardten
online collaborative environments that we provide for teachers’
professional development must therefore be careful to recognise and adapt

to the realities of teachers’ mainstream work.”

“universities and colleges must become “learning organisationghe

fullest sense. The teaching community orients itself towardat wth
perceives to be the principal incentives and drivers, and thedyg i@cus

on the quality of teaching innovation or on extendingstn@e quality to a
larger number of students. This means that institutions #leass must
take responsibility for enabling and motivating their acadeamemunities
to take on the task of professional development in ordemivate, and

improve practice.”

However, the focus of the LDSE research project has been on designi
technology that can support collaboration among teachers and tdc#if®
learning design process” [Case for support, p. 2]. Thus, the Gasagport and
some of the journal articles contain arguments or expresslhats hint at
technologically induced change, e.g. “Table 1 illustrates a saladitithe kinds of
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changes in teaching practice that should result from usingRIsE” [Case for

support, p. 7].

In the following sections | will explore further the contextual amstitutional
logics that can explain the actions of the actors in the actoeriet@nd the
interests inscribed in the LD. As we will see, in the curreniteod, the
technological and economic institutional logics reinforce edofr@s TEL is seen
as a cost effective solution to the “problems of education”. Alsedagogical logic
is interconnected with these two logics in the discusabosit ICTs for learning,
as TEL is seen to support personalization in learning and calbaborative

learning.

6.2.2 Economic logic: productivity

Laurillard, the project leader of the LDSE project, in her academicqatioins has
argued that much of the technological expansion in HE has leeeibyl an
economic logic. She suggests that the penetration of ICTs ishdid not be
guided by economic or managerial approaches but by pedagsagitsitivity.
(Laurillard, 2002). In line with this argument, in the Case fqpsut, the LDSE
project presented itself in terms of the need to offer pedagogipglod to
academics to bridge the gap between the important investmen@GT# in
education and the lack of training that academics have receivextpanate them
in their teaching. More specifically there is reference in the “Case [posti
(Laurillard et al., 2007, p.1) to the “expansionist educagiolicy” which expects
education at all levels to improve achievement levels and inctieasaeimber of
students, and the assumption from policy bodies that tegagements can be met
by taking advantage of technology-enhanced learning (TEL). There&achers
in all sectors are increasingly required to use TEL in order teaepiolicy targets.
However, while much investment has gone into funding infreistra and
educational software, teachers “have little support in thigrmg of time, training

or resources.” (p. 1)

In a sense, we can read this as an implicit critique to théndmineconomic logic
that in the context of the knowledge economy and mass eoluadrtives the
investment of ICTs. Clearer than this, however, it is a critiquéhe lack of
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pedagogical knowledge guiding TEL implementation. HoweJss, économic
logic is infiltrated in LDSE documents and technologgeneral ways with notions
like productivityandcost-benefitWe find this in the language used to express the
distance between the high expectations of the transformatiotealitiad of TEL

and the widely held impression that it has not lived ugxjmectations:

“given the significant investment in TEL across the educagatoss over
the past decade, there should by now be a noticeable differenkce in t
outputs of the education system. However, researchers strugdéntidy
large-scale benefits commensurate with the investment. Jasbasmist
Robert Solow noted in relation to the commercial sector ten ggarsYou

can see the computer age everywhere but in the productivity esitisti
(Madrick, 1998).” (Laurillard et al., 2007, p.1).

While this reference to economic notions of productivity, and-lsesefits could
be considered as “just a metaphor”, | will very soon show tmatttope of
productivity is recurrent. What is perhaps telling is thatehs no clear sense of
what those “benefits” are apart from those defined by policyesaahid mentioned
before, i.e. using TEL to improve achievement and increase ssudemhbers
without support “in terms of time, training or resources”. Boatare the expected
benefits that TEL could bring? What does it actually mean fhprove
achievement”? How should the “difference in the outputs of the #dosystem”

be measured? | will delve with it further in section 6.3.

In the section “Research challenges” of the “Case for support”, theispecdic

part dedicated to productivity:

“Productivity: The resource planning stage of the LDSE will oféer
‘benefits-costs’ model of teaching resource@.aurillard, 2006), focusing

on the teacher time needed for different teaching methods and their
relationship to the learning quality and time benefits for leariiérs.helps
teachers to model the productive use of both their own andstieients’

time and to appreciate that, although introducing TEL entails fixgd

costs, the variable costs can be low. (...).
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The LDSE is designed to encourage and faciliteteise of digital
resources and in that sense should help teacherss®their time more
productively. Advice and guidance on TEL methods would also make the
learning curve shorter, and help teachers to set the ground-rulefgre.g.
online conferencing, which helps them avoid the overload ofntaay

responses to handle.

If we succeed in the aim of greater teacher collaboration, learningpéonget
in an interdisciplinary community of teaching peers, similar tairtual
research environment’ (Procter & Carmichael, 2005), then the resultshoul
be more productive use of their teaching time another element of the

evaluation.” (Laurillard et al., 2007, pp.11-12)

And what | need to add is that the sentence introducingebiton is: “The planned
research will rise to thehallenges posed by TLRHn several ways” (p. 11).
Indeed, here we have to introduce another actor in the actor-netwintk iz/tthe

Teaching and Learning Research Programme (TLRP)—funded by #erales
councils ESRC and EPSRC, in partnership with the e-Scieare Rfogramme,

JISC and Becta—speaking through their “Second call for research psiposal

“Applications under this Call should consider how technolegiianced
learning can contribute to one or more of the challenges toeHearch
community identified for this CalProductivity, Personalisation, Inclusion
and Flexibility” (TLRP, 2007, p.8)

In fact, this focus on productivity is persistent: it was alrepddsent in the
Teaching and Learning Technologies Programme (TLTP), launched9, 19
