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This paper considers some lessons for teaching and learning technology (TLT) in UK Higher Education (HE), relevant to HE lecturers concerned with the development of technology-based teaching, and informed by the official evaluation report of the Teaching and Learning Technology Programme (TLTP) (HEFCE, 1996a). The paper analyses the TLTP evaluation report, and draws two conclusions. First, UK HE TLT developers do not generally appreciate the necessity for instructional systems engineering (ISE) expertise. Second, even where the need for ISE expertise is appreciated, these developers generally do not recognise that they have neither this expertise nor the particular expertise required for computer-aided instruction. The paper then offers a commentary on these conclusions, informed by personal experience in both commerce and academia, followed by a consideration of the viability criteria for TLT projects in HE, and ends by asserting that there is little justification for such projects in UK HE at present.


�
The first part of the paper provides a number of largely literal extracts from the Teaching and Learning Technology Programme (TLTP) evaluation report (Higher Education Funding Council for England [HEFCE], 1996a). These extracts provide a critical commentary on what is one of the very largest projects involving technology in higher education in the world. Following these extracts, the paper first analyses the criticisms made, and then draws two conclusions. Finally, the paper offers some commentary on the implications of the conclusions drawn.


TLTP Evaluation Report Critical Extracts


Any summary or précis, and a fortiori any set of extracts, has a bias which may or may not be explicit. The extracts and conclusions drawn from the TLTP evaluation report (HEFCE, 1996a) which are set out below have been explicitly selected to expose, as starkly as possible, the report’s critical view of the TLTP products as a whole. The extracts are those which are critical and which are relevant to HE lecturers concerned with the development of technology-based teaching. The extracts are not in any sense intended as a balanced summary of the report; in any case, the report itself provides its own “management” summary balanced according to its own, unknown, biases. The management summary can be found on the HEFCE Web site (HEFCE, 1996b). In the following discussion of extracts from the TLTP evaluation report, numbers in parentheses, such as (905)and (103), refer to the relevant paragraph of the report, while words in [square brackets] are either paraphrases of longer but less important connective phrases, or are words added for sense and grammatical correctness.


The report has a large number of positive things to say of the TLTP, but these seem mostly to do with finding an appropriate way of offering constructive criticism. For example: “The TLTP has provided a number of useful lessons about consortia working (905)”, which is taken to be code for “many of the consortia screwed up in one way or another”. Equally, the report has other criticisms to make which are not pertinent to this paper’s interests; for example, the fact that the shotgun approach of the TLTP, “letting 1000 flowers bloom” in the report’s words, is not an appropriate approach to the development of TLT in HE.


The report was prepared independently and jointly by Coopers & Lybrand, The Institute of Education, and The Tavistock Institute. There is absolutely no suggestion in this paper that the report is in any way flawed or inadequate; there is only the suggestion that the report’s chosen words strain particularly hard to reflect all sides of a complex and politically charged picture, and thus fail to clearly and firmly identify the scope and nature of TLTP’s overall waste of energy, resource, and opportunity. It is the intention of this paper to be significantly blunter about these failings.


It has been estimated that the 76 projects of phases 1 and 2 of the TLTP have involved the expenditure of over £33M directly and £55M indirectly (HEFCE, 1997) in pursuit of the aims of “making teaching and learning [in HE] more productive and efficient by harnessing modern technology” and of “helping [HEIs] respond effectively to growth in student numbers and to promote quality of provision (103)”.


TLTP's Impact on Teaching and Learning


The TLTP evaluation report notes that:


“The TLTP products fall into the following categories: 70% [are] hyperstacks, of which half are simple linear ‘electronic books’, 20% are simulations, and the remainder are miscellaneous” (203-224); “they are all primarily to be used by one student at a PC” (231). “Of these products, 80% [simply] aimed at presentation of and flexible access to material; less than 10% used sound or video; 50% offered [no] self-assessment to the student; [while only] 20% allowed working with real, complex data” (232-236; note that these categories are not mutually exclusive.)


“By far the greater part of the TLTP materials [simply] computerised the technologies of books & lectures” (241). “[The courseware was intended] to substitute for the teacher, often without support from printed material” (242). “We would have expected [courseware] material [to have been] designed to be used in other ways” (243).


“Projects which indicated explicitly that their work was based on a particular model of learning were an exception. This is surprising [since courseware’s aims] make demands for a coherent underlying model of learning” (246).


“The programme seriously underestimated the complexity of designing materials that could be considered, in any sense, "intelligent". Some [projects] regarded multimedia show-and-tell as a best effort in this direction” (247).


“[The TLTP programme management's] attitudes towards important design and pedagogic principles were ‘schizophrenic’” (252).


“A surprising number of projects ignored HCI [human-computer interface] conventions and neglected HCI research findings” (254-255). “Some projects offered nothing that a book could not supply more cheaply” (257). “A substantial minority of material was amateur. Where this was not the case, there was fruitful collaboration between domain experts, computer scientists, and educationalists. There was a failure to [appreciate] the range of expertise required to construct projects” (259).


“The criterion for effectiveness is: Do students learn just as much, at least as quickly, without the support of teachers? We have no evidence to support such a claim” (265).


“We saw little evidence of a systematic attempt to identify the educational intentions underlying [courseware]. The opportunities [provided by the TLTP products to demonstrate effectiveness] are probably vitiated” (267).


“There is an overwhelming naivety regarding the complexity of the educational task which projects faced. Existing research on the use of technology in higher education was simply ignored” (282). “It is surprising that there was no attempt [by projects] to acquaint themselves with relevant findings from educational research” (283). “Failures of domain knowledge without sufficient computational expertise, and computational knowledge with insufficient appreciation of the knowledge domain, characterised a surprising number of projects” (284).


“We question the widespread belief that the application of technology would inevitably lead to educational benefits” (287).


Impact of TLTP on [HE] Institutions


The TLTP evaluation report notes that:


“[In disseminating the TLTP products] there was a focus more on technology awareness and skills rather than on teaching and learning. The incentive structure [in HEIs] continues not to reward the development of teaching and learning” (308). “[HEI] IT infrastructure tends to be engineering and systems-led, rather than teaching and learning led; the pace of IT innovation tends to overtake plans; and there is a danger of ‘reinventing the wheel’” (322).


Costs and Efficiency Gains


The TLTP evaluation report notes that:


“Funding was input driven” (508). “A closer link between funding and some quantification of the expected output seems more appropriate” (509).


“[It is] particularly striking [that] 5 out of 10 projects in the sample did not record any expenditure on evaluation” (517).


“If efficiency gains are to measured, mechanisms for their measurement need to be put in place. In the majority of projects such mechanisms did not exist” (524). “We recorded a high degree of scepticism [amongst project developers] that efficiency gains are in fact a real issue” (525). “[The TLTP programme] moved away from the original emphasis on both quality and efficiency gains towards greater focus on enhancing quality [only]” (526). “It is difficult to see how, beyond anecdotal evidence, the benefits of TLTP can be assessed” (538).


The Management of TLTP from the Centre


The TLTP evaluation report notes that:


“Characteristically, academics have shown remarkably little awareness of pedagogy [, HCI,] and curriculum related matters” (708). “Experience indicates the desirability of integrating [persons with such expertise] as full members of the development team” (709).


Evaluation


The TLTP evaluation report notes that:


“Evaluation has not been a significant feature of TLTP. This represents a missed opportunity” (802).


Conclusions


The TLTP evaluation report notes that:


“Effective technological innovation requires the integration of different pedagogic strategies, not simply defining teaching and learning objectives in terms of technology” (909). “Projects did not make reference to the existing educational literature. In grappling with pedagogical problems [they simply] ignored them” (910).


Analysis of the TLTP Evaluation Report Criticisms


“Instructional Systems Engineering (ISE)” refers in this paper to 


an integrated, systematic, and systemic approach to the tasks of the analysis, design, construction, evaluation, project management, and quality assurance of materials intended to instruct, teach, train, or otherwise facilitate learning.


Figure 1 illustrates the ISE lifecycle. Relevant references to instructional design include Gagné, Briggs, & Wager (1994) and Laurillard (1993).
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Figure 1.  The Instructional Systems Engineering Lifecycle








ISE applies to all forms of instruction including school teaching, university lecturing, and commercial training. A particular strand of ISE is concerned with computer-aided instruction (CAI), and it is this strand which is naturally most relevant to TLT projects. The phrase “instructional systems engineering for computer-aided instruction, or ISE-for-CAI” is a little awkward, but what might be thought an easier phrase, “computer-aided instructional systems engineering”, in fact implies something rather different: a set of computer tools to aid the process of ISE. For now, it may be taken that where the TLTP evaluation report refers to the areas of educational research, educational intentions, pedagogy, HCI, evaluation, courseware programming, project and programme management, curriculum related matters, and so on, it is referring to one or other area of ISE in general, and of ISE-for-CAI in particular.


Lack of Instructional Systems Engineering


The first and most important of the TLTP evaluation report’s criticisms concern the lack of instructional systems engineering. These are the key phrases of the report:


simply computerised the technologies of books & lectures; ignored HCI; ignored research on the use of technology in higher education; made no attempt to incorporate relevant findings from educational research; were overwhelmingly naive regarding the complexity of the educational task; failed to appreciate the range of expertise required; showed little awareness of pedagogy, HCI, and curriculum related matters


This picture is thoroughly familiar to any ISE practitioner as a characteristic outcome when subject matter experts (SMEs) are given the task of developing a TLT project, even (or, perversely, perhaps particularly) when such SMEs themselves teach. This outcome would not surprise an ISE practitioner; HE lecturers achieve their position on the basis of their subject matter expertise, after all, not on the basis of their expertise in ISE. What is surprising is that HEI SMEs do not realise that they do not have the necessary ISE-for-CAI expertise, even (or perhaps particularly) when such SMEs themselves teach. What is equally surprising is that, characteristically, HEI TLT project management also does not realise that it does not have the necessary ISE-for-CAI expertise, even (or perhaps particularly) when such project managers are themselves managers within a teaching institution. The lack of effective ISE in a TLT project is as much a reflection upon project and programme management as it is upon the development staff themselves.


Led by Technology, not Teaching and Learning


The second of the TLTP evaluation report’s criticisms concern the fact that TLT initiatives are generally and inappropriately led by technology, not by teaching and learning considerations. These are the key phrases of the report:


focus more on technology than on teaching and learning; widespread belief that the application of technology would inevitably lead to educational benefits; HEI IT infrastructure was engineering and systems-led


Again, this picture is thoroughly familiar to any ISE practitioner as a characteristic outcome when project and function managers, who are given the task of initiating and facilitating TLT projects, are ISE-naïve, but particularly when they are ISE-for-CAI-naïve. Again, this outcome should not surprise anyone, since managers achieve their position on the basis of their ability to get things done, presumably, not on the basis of their expertise in the specific type of project under management. Again, however, what is surprising is that TLT managers do not realise that they do not have the necessary ISE-for-CAI expertise, even (or perhaps particularly) when such managers themselves manage within a teaching institution.


Indifferent to Evaluation


The third and final criticism of the TLTP evaluation report concerns the lack of evaluation. These are the key phrases of the report:


little evidence of a systematic attempt to identify educational intentions; efficiency gains were not measured; evaluation has not been a significant feature; no evidence of effectiveness


Finally, and again, this picture is thoroughly familiar to any ISE practitioner. It is a characteristic outcome, for example, when a pot of cash is placed upon the table and an invitation is extended for projects to scoop out a handful. Less facetiously, it is also a characteristic outcome when projects are initiated without a systems lifecycle approach. These situations lead to project problems which have a common root: the lack of any ISE front-end analysis (FEA) to establish the educational purposes of the proposed projects. This lack of a FEA causes incoherence in, if not complete absence of, instructional plans for achieving those purposes. This aggregated lack of instructional design, plan, or purpose makes evaluation pointless.


Conclusions from the TLTP Criticisms


On the basis of the criticisms, both explicit and coded, made in the TLTP evaluation report, there are two over-riding conclusions that can be drawn. In each of the three identified areas of criticism (the lack of instructional systems engineering, TLT initiatives led by technology rather than by teaching and learning considerations, and the lack of evaluation) TLT project developers:


Did not appreciate the necessity for instructional systems engineering expertise;


Even if appreciated, did not recognise that they did not have this expertise in general, and did not have ISE-for-CAI expertise in particular.


Of course, as stated, these conclusions are somewhat false, since they omit all the necessary qualifiers and quantifiers which are required to make it clear that, indeed, some developers did have ISE expertise; that other developers did recognise their lack of ISE expertise; and that some developers sought and secured the involvement of ISE experts. Nonetheless, the conclusions reasonably characterise most TLTP projects, and their implications are explored in the next section of this paper.


Implications for ISE Expertise and TLT Projects


The phrase “teaching and learning technology, or TLT” can have two rather different meanings. It might mean “the technology – principles and techniques involved in the analysis and design – of teaching and learning”. Or, it might mean “the technology – hardware and materials involved in the delivery – of teaching and learning”. In this paper, instructional systems engineering (ISE) completely subsumes the first meaning of TLT as “the principles and techniques involved in analysis and design”, and leaves only the second meaning, “hardware and materials involved in delivery” as the denotation of TLT. The “hardware and materials” of TLT are, for the purposes of this paper, restricted to computer hardware and courseware materials in the first instance, though these could well be supplemented by text-based and other media.


The Necessity for ISE in TLT Projects


UK HE TLT Developers’ Characteristics


That UK HE developers did not and do not yet appreciate the necessity for ISE expertise in TLT projects can be traced to a number of factors. UK HE lecturers generally:


Are subject matter experts, not ISE practitioners.


Work in a context which rewards research first; management or “academic leadership” second; and teaching not at all.


Are not required to have either any knowledge of pedagogic theory or any training in teaching.


Are deemed, by virtue of their position as lecturers, to possess sufficient pedagogic expertise to teach at HE level.


Prepare, deliver, and assess courses, almost always deemed at least satisfactory, which nowhere require ISE expertise or involve ISE principles.


Observe, participate in, or even lead course and curriculum developments which nowhere involve ISE principles or require ISE expertise.


TLT Project Viability Criteria


Further, UK HE lecturers do not generally teach courses which characteristically demand ISE input or expose ISE deficiencies; that is, where there is some or other combination of: very large classes; flexible, open, resource-based, or distance learning; requirement for mastery of content; statutory or professional licensing; assured quality or consistency of achievement.


Also, UK HE lecturers are not generally involved in courses which particularly lend themselves to TLT exploitation; that is, where there is a combination of: relatively stable course content; courses which are presented repeatedly and often; courses which are irregularly scheduled or are needed on demand; courses which involve hazard, expensive consumables, or expensive equipment; lower cognitive (knowledge & comprehension) course objectives; a need to provide student refresher input or ensure prerequisite competence; a requirement to accommodate student special needs; dispersed students, either geographically or temporally; a short time frame for delivery or intensive delivery.


Finally, UK HE lecturers do not generally work in a context or within an infrastructure which: routinely provides funding that recognises the high development costs of TLT projects; separately estimates and carefully distinguishes development costs from delivery costs; separately estimates and carefully distinguishes maintenance and up-dating costs from either development or delivery costs; expects and requires a team-oriented approach to development; expects and explicitly funds specialist input from instructional designers, subject matter experts, computer programmers, educational and technical writers, graphic artists, multimedia project managers, and so on; emphasises or requires business cases, cost-benefit analyses, or cost-effective achievement of objectives; involves delivery or usage extending beyond a single site; integrates production, distribution, and delivery facilities and considerations into course design and implementation plans.


The implications of these issues are explored later in the paper.


TLT Projects are Different


The most important factor, however, in UK HE developers not appreciating the necessity for ISE expertise in TLT projects is the unobvious point – to those not in the know – that implementing a computer program to achieve some goal is, by many orders of magnitude, both more difficult and more different (sic) than achieving the same goal by human means. While a lecturer-delivered course involving the technologies of book and lecture is routinely successful, it is unobvious that a TLT implementation of the same course involving a TLT implementation of the same book and lecture technologies would be an abysmal failure. Such a failure is, to the ISE-naïve, surprising, mysterious, and largely inexplicable.


ISE and TLT Expertise Outside of UK HE


Up to this point, UK HE lecturers are generally in the same position as any other category of TLT developer, such as those in commerce, industry, government, or non-governmental organisations. For much the same reasons as those outlined above, novice TLT developers in all areas – and UK HE lecturers are still novice TLT developers – imagine that achieving some instructional goal with a computer program is not much different, either in kind or in degree, from achieving the same goal by traditional means.


There are, on the other hand, two categories of TLT developer who do have knowledge and experience of ISE for CAI. The first is the experienced developer located either within the training department of a large organisation, or in one of the many specialist service organisations which contract for the bespoke design and production of TLT projects.


The second category of ISE in CAI expertise, that of the academic located within a Department of Instructional Design, is almost unknown in the UK. There are, of course, a number of UK HE academics who research, teach, and consult in the area of TLT (if not of ISE-for-CAI), but none are located within an HE academic department whose focus and interest is in instructional design or instructional systems engineering.


On the “Necessity” for ISE in Teaching


It is important to recognise that ISE is not a necessary condition for successful teaching and learning. Students learn, regardless of the teaching, and from courses which may be devoid of ISE. It is only where more effective teaching and improved learning is desired that ISE becomes necessary, and even then is not sufficient to bring about such improvements.


It is also important to recognise that “telling” is not “teaching”. The educationally naïve “transmission model” of teaching is still the predominant model within UK HE. That this model appears to work at all, that students appear to learn, is due to two factors. The first, mentioned above, is that students learn anyway. The second is that the model is executed by human instructors, who, by virtue of their native human skills in communication, dialogue, cognition, and sensitivity to students’ needs, contrive an educational experience in which students appear to learn.


Recognising the ISE Expertise Necessary for TLT Projects


Recognition of the Lack of ISE Expertise in UK HE


That UK HE TLT developers did not and do not yet realise that they do not have the necessary ISE expertise for TLT projects is somewhat more paradoxical. Perversely, it is precisely because UK HE lecturers are subject matter experts (SMEs) who themselves teach, and who, by current measures, know and are told that they teach at least satisfactorily.


Similar comments apply to UK HE TLT project and programme managers. That they do not realise that they do not have the necessary ISE for CAI expertise, perversely, is precisely because they themselves manage within a teaching institution, and who, by most accounts, feel and are told that they do at least a satisfactory job.


That HE lecturers and HEI managers almost always perform at least satisfactorily is, as noted above, by virtue of their native human skills. This native human expertise is taken to be teaching expertise in the same way that “telling” is taken to be “teaching”: it appears to work in HE. Given that their students learn, HE lecturers and HEI managers consider themselves experts in their educational tasks, and thereby naturally consider they “know” what is needed to mount a successful TLT project.


Pedagogic Naivety in UK HE


The TLTP evaluation report comments that


TLTP projects were “overwhelmingly naive regarding the complexity of the educational task” (282)


which is the single most significant criticism of the whole report. To see this, it should be recalled that the expenditure of over £75,000,000 on TLTP projects, undertaken by institutions of higher education, was exclusively concerned with educational effectiveness and quality. To then characterise the outcome as overwhelmingly educationally naïve is to imply, at the least, that the TLTP products are educationally ineffective, and to cast a very discomforting reflection upon HE lecturers and HEI managers.


Yet this criticism must be surprising, inexplicable, and probably unbelievable to the well-intentioned and apparently well-prepared UK HE TLT developers and managers who otherwise do at least a satisfactory “educational task” every working day. The difference, of course, a difference many orders of magnitude larger in kind as well as degree, is that the TLT “educational task” is being done by a computer program, not a human.


What HE lecturers and HEI managers may “know” (and may be entitled to consider they “know”) about an educational task is restricted to an educational task undertaken by humans within the HE setting. While it is unfortunate that this “knowledge” is actually of little value in a TLT project, it is doubly unfortunate that this very same “knowledge” effectively obscures any recognition of that fact.


Recognition of ISE and TLT Expertise Outside of UK HE


Both novice and experienced TLT developers in commerce, industry, government, or non-governmental organisations have no obstacles to a recognition that they do not have the necessary ISE expertise for TLT projects. They routinely seek and secure ISE advice and assistance for their instructional projects from a variety of in-house or specialist external ISE service providers, and are fortunate that these ISE providers are generally aware of the particular and different requirements of CAI and TLT projects.


Prospects for HE TLT Projects


The Current Situation


So far, the paper has established that


HE lecturers and HEI managers “know” about educational tasks undertaken by human lecturers and presenters.


TLT projects – educational tasks undertaken by computers – are unobviously different in degree and in kind from educational tasks undertaken by humans.


TLT projects which seek educational improvements (and some, perhaps many, may not) require ISE expertise, in particular, ISE-for-CAI expertise.


HE lecturers’ and HEI managers’ “knowledge” about educational tasks neither constitutes the required expertise in ISE-for-CAI, nor does it have much other value for TLT projects.


The “educational knowledge” of HE lecturers and HEI managers itself obscures the fact that it is of little value for TLT projects.


The Teaching and Learning Technology Programme has funded a £75M experiment in TLT projects in UK HE. Its official evaluation report has been interpreted as supporting these conclusions, though it does call them, in the sort of code deemed necessary in the circumstances, “valuable lessons” that have been learned.


TLT developers in commercial and other organisations and in Departments of Instructional Design, however, have already learned and documented these lessons, which have been generally known to ISE-for-CAI practitioners for over 30 years now.


A Way Forward


This being the case, it may be thought that the successful execution of TLT projects in UK HE requires developers and managers:


To recognise and accept that their current “knowledge” of educational tasks does not provide the required expertise for TLT projects.


To obtain and incorporate the required ISE-for-CAI expertise.


This is easily said, but is problematic as a programme for action. Human nature being what it is, the mote in another’s eye is far easier to recognise than the beam in one’s own. Any initiative which seriously suggested and wished to address the fact that UK HE generally doesn’t know what it is doing with TLT projects would ensure its own immediate demise. Further, obtaining personal ISE and ISE-for-CAI expertise is an unattractive option for the hard-pressed HE lecturer; securing in-house expertise is in various ways difficult; and obtaining external expertise is prohibitively expensive.


Before considering a programme for action, however, a prior question arises: Why have TLT in HE at all?


The Prior Question


TLTP Aims


The TLTP aims of


making teaching and learning in HE more productive and efficient by harnessing modern technology


helping HEIs respond effectively to growth in student numbers and to promote quality of provision


were largely arrived at by analogy with business, where productivity, efficiency, effective response to growth, and quality have indeed been achieved by harnessing modern technology. The TLTP evaluation report correctly characterises these TLTP aims as a “leap of faith”, since little evidence was adduced of the likely success of achieving them.


Our hypothetical ISE practitioner, however, has already had many years’ experience with very similar instructional aims, albeit outside of HE. Substitute “training” for “HE teaching” and this is the result:


Make training more productive and efficient by harnessing modern technology, and


Respond effectively to growth in training numbers and promote quality of training.


These are the current strategic, operational, and day-to-day aims for the training department of any large organisation and have been so for many years. These aims have therefore collected some clear guidelines as to their likely success in a variety of situations, and were in fact introduced earlier. ISE practitioners are thoroughly familiar with these indicators for introducing technology into instruction, and know that a substantial combination of such factors is required to justify any TLT project.


Criteria for TLT Project Viability


These are some of the indicators for successfully introducing technology into instruction:


There are large student numbers.


Mastery of content is required, or statutory (and possibly professional) licensing is involved.


An assured quality or consistency of achievement is required.


Course content is stable.


Course is repeatedly presented.


Course involves hazard.


Course involves expensive consumables.


Course is irregularly scheduled and/or must run on demand.


Course objectives are focused on lower cognitive skills.


Course provides student refresher input or ensures prerequisite competence.


Course must accommodate a specific set of student special needs.


Students are dispersed, either geographically or temporally.


Course runs within a short time frame or is intensive.


Also presented earlier are the contextual and infrastructure requirements known to ISE practitioners as being necessary to the success of any TLT project:


Funding that recognises the high development costs of TLT projects.


Costings that separately identify delivery, development, and maintenance costs.


A development approach that is at least team-oriented if not completely team-reliant.


Ready availability of and funding for specialists in instructional design, subject matter, computer programming, educational and technical writing, graphic art, multimedia project management, and so on.


A business case or cost-benefit analysis that establishes the likely cost-effective achievement of the project’s objectives.


Why have TLT in HE?


The prior question, then, is this: Is there evidence to strongly suggest – do the above guidelines in any way strongly suggest – that TLT is indicated to make teaching and learning in HE more productive and efficient, promote quality, and able to respond effectively to growth?


The answer, unfortunately, is No, not at a currently acceptable cost. None of the above TLT viability criteria are met by UK HE or HEIs in any general way, and only a few may apply to any specific HE course. Of course, any course where these viability criteria do apply is exactly where TLT would be a valuable component, though TLT components may usefully be added to any course if cost is not an issue. It is interesting to note that most of the TLTP products which are singled out by the evaluation report for commendation also meet one or more of the viability criteria. No matter how desirable a TLT component may be, there is questionable point in adding it to a course regardless either of cost or of meeting a specific indicator of TLT need.


Developments Since the TLTP Evaluation Report


Two major developments directly followed the TLTP evaluation report. In the first, a Teaching and Learning Technology Support Network (TLTSN) was rapidly set up, and in 1997 bids were requested for Phase 3 of the TLTP.


Teaching and Learning Technology Support Network


It was determined that a major problem with the TLTP initiative was the lack of dissemination of the materials and “good practice” that had been developed. As a result, several centres were selected, not via open tender, and then funded for two years (total cost approximately £10M). The aim of the TLTSN was broadly to support senior HEI managers in the introduction of TLT into their institution, and to provide specialist advice to HEI staff on the use of TLT. An evaluation of the TLTSN (HEFCE, 1998b) has recommended that the TLTSN be terminated. The points to note from the TLTSN evaluation report were the difficulty in “determining the precise extent to which the TLTSN […] had been effective” (72) and in “quantify[ing the TLTSN’s] impact” (74), as well as a “predominantly negative view of [the TLTSN’s] activities” (77).


Phase 3 of the TLTP


In 1997, bids were invited (HEFCE, 1997) for the third phase of the TLTP. This involved funding of £3.5M over 3 years, for a total of about £10.5M. The outcome of bids were published in HEFCE (1998a). Phase 3 was aimed at encouraging the use of TLT materials, rather than their development. Interestingly, Annex A of the invitation to bid (HEFCE, 1997) provided a gloss of the TLTP evaluation report from the point of view of HEFCE, the funding body, itself.


In this Annex, HEFCE noted that a clear positive conclusion from the evaluation report was the enhanced ability of HEIs to maintain quality as a result of using TLT materials. HEFCE also noted that the evaluation report apparently identified that further action was needed in the areas of:


measuring educational and cost effectiveness


increasing levels of computer competence amongst teaching staff, providing hardware and software for staff and students, and providing [computer systems] infrastructure and technical support.


In its own reading of the TLTP evaluation report, this paper has identified three areas of concern:


indifferent to evaluation


led by technology


lack of instructional systems engineering


In only one area is there agreement, that better evaluation and measurement of effectiveness is required.


In the second area, the readings are diametrically opposed. HEFCE interprets the evaluation report as calling for more technology -- increasing computer competence, hardware, software, and technical support -- while this paper interprets the report as criticising this technology-led approach.


On the area of most importance to this paper, that most of the TLT materials were inadequately instructionally engineered, HEFCE is silent. Presumably HEFCE did not receive the messages which were either explicitly articulated or coded into the report, or regarded them as meriting little attention.
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