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ECPT6006 – Digital Innovation and Professional Practice

Introduction
Digital innovation has become particularly important in professional practice in recent years. Higher education institutions have used virtual learning environments to support students in ‘mixed mode’ teaching since the early 2000s (Keller, 2005), and the UK Professional Standards Framework aims to foster ‘dynamic approaches to teaching and learning through creativity, innovation and continuous development’ (AdvanceHE, 2011, p. 2). However, technology used within the classroom has often been criticised as ‘little more than extraneous bells and whistles’ which does not necessarily add to student learning (Sherman and Kurshan, 2005, p. 10). It is important that technology is used to support and enhance learning, rather than distract or detract from it. To quote Petty (2014, p. 362) ‘it is what students do that creates learning, not what technology does’.
The sudden switch to online teaching in March 2020 changed education dramatically (Li and Lalani, 2020). Virtual learning environments were increasingly used to facilitate learning, not merely support it, with online learning increasingly becoming a viable alternative to face-to-face teaching (Abdulrahmin and Mabrouk, 2020), and some (see below) would argue that this is the preferred learning method for a generation born with almost unfettered access to technology. Digital innovation is now, therefore, a key element of professional teaching practice in higher education as a whole, not just specialist distance learning providers such as Open University, and this also holds true in face-to-face teaching. Student expectations have changed; Keane et al. (2022) found that students expect to use more advanced or innovative digital technology at university compared to at secondary school, and that none expected to use less technology at university than at school. It is therefore important that practitioners are able to employ digital resources appropriately, using methods linked to pedagogy and professional practice.
(291 words)

Literature review
	Even prior to March 2020, education has been undergoing what Balkin and Sonnevend (2000) termed a ‘fundamental reconfiguration’. Taşkıran (2017, cited in Balyer and Öz, 2018, p. 809) stated that the transformation of education is inevitable due to the increasing use of technology in everyday life. This is not a new phenomenon. In 2001, Prensky coined the term ‘digital natives’ to describe learners born since 1980 who have grown up surrounded by technology, arguing that they ‘think and process information fundamentally differently’ to their predecessors, the so-called ‘digital immigrants’ (Prensky, 2001, p. 1). He believed that digital immigrant educators struggle to teach a population of digital natives. However, as Evans and Robertson (2019, p. 197) noted, Prensky’s idea was not supported by any empirical data. Nevertheless, Prensky’s theory gained traction, with the key argument summed up by Bennett, Maton and Kervin (2008, p. 777): digital natives ‘possess sophisticated knowledge of and skills with information technologies’ and have ‘particular learning preferences…that differ from earlier generations’. Thus there are two key issues to discuss. Firstly, are contemporary learners really digital natives? Secondly, how does the existence (or non-existence) of digital natives affect pedagogical approaches to the creation of digital tools for teaching? This latter question is particularly important, as a knowledge of how students learn is a core component of the UK PSF (AdvanceHE, 2011).
	There are two vociferous, opposing schools of thought. Prensky’s (2001) ideas built upon the earlier work of Tapscott (1999), who dubbed contemporary learners the ‘Net generation’. He believed that this generation, born since 1977, has ‘eight distinctive attitudinal and behavioural characteristics…that differentiate them from other generations’, including prizing freedom of choice, a desire to customise things, a preference for collaboration, and an aptitude for innovation (Norton, 2010). Building on a small study conducted by Schutte (n.d.) on university students in California, Tapscott (1999) argued that non-linear teaching was the way forward, as ‘N-Gen access to information is more interactive and non-sequential’. Pedagogy should shift towards ‘the creation of learning partnerships and learning cultures’, where the curriculum is designed in partnership with learners – a constructivist approach. Importantly, Tapscott argued (without any supporting evidence) that ‘N-Geners [sic] can assess and analyse facts…but more important, they can synthesise’. Writing again ten years later, Tapscott declared that ‘digital natives are the smartest generation ever’ (Tapscott, 2009, cited in Kivunja, 2014, p. 107). These assertions have been challenged by various studies (Jenson, 2004; Kennedy et al., 2008), which found that learners might possess digital skills, but they were not necessarily able to apply them (see below). 
	Despite criticism of Tapscott and Prensky, the idea that this generation is different has nevertheless persisted. Twenge (2017, cited in Evans and Robertson, 2019, p. 274) again renamed this cohort, calling them ‘iGen’, a generation which has grown up with smartphones, social media and texting. Twenge and Campbell (2018) conducted a study on 44,734 children and adolescents in the US and found a concerning link between screen time and psychological wellbeing, concluding that high use of digital technology could be linked to an inability to finish tasks, lower curiosity, and low self-control (ibid., p. 279). This might support Tapscott’s (1999) earlier assertion that interactive, non-sequential teaching methods are required, as this generation is more likely to multi-task. However, Wood et al. (2012) found that multi-tasking with digital technologies while attempting to follow a university lecture had a detrimental effect on learning. This indicates that digital tools need to be implemented carefully to support learning more effectively, which aligns with several areas of the UK PSF, not least ‘knowledge of the use and value of appropriate learning technologies’ and ‘develop effective learning environments’ (AdvanceHE, 2011). They must contribute towards, rather than distract from, the key learning objectives.
	Initial opposition to Prensky and Truscott frames the idea of ‘digital natives’ as a form of moral panic, and called for a firmer empirical basis to the designation of this new generation of learners and emphasised the existence of variation within the digital native generation, as well as between generations, due to socio-economic factors (Bennet, Maton and Kervin, 2008). Beetham (2019, p. 39) summarises research from a number of studies which indicates that digital capabilities are contingent on external factors such as prior experience, socio-economic resources, and cultural attitudes. Thus we should perhaps, as Cisler (2000, cited in Warschauer, 2002) suggested, view digital skills on a gradation, rather than a binary of ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’. A 2004 study of US students indicated that, despite widespread ownership of technology, students had lower skill levels than might be expected (Kvavik, Caruso and Morgan, 2004, cited in Bennet, Maton and Kervin, 2008, p. 778). This agrees with the findings of Kennedy et al. (2008, p. 115); their study of first-year Australian university students demonstrated that while many were ‘highly tech-savvy’ and used a variety of new technologies, the use of and familiarity with these tools was ‘far from universal or uniform’. Thus while the majority of students possessed a core set of technology based skills, additional skills were more diverse, and did not automatically translate into general information literacy. Being a digital native was not ‘synonymous with knowing how to employ [tools] strategically to optimise learning experiences in university settings’ (Kennedy et al., 2008, pp. 117–118). Therefore, students need to be guided towards using these tools effectively, with a view to building on a core skillset rather than introducing new forms of technology.
Digital natives (if they exist at all) may be able to use technologies, but that does not mean that they are able to learn from them (Laurillard, 2019, p. xxi), and Marshall (2018, p. 199) warned against both conflating technology skills with information skills and also focusing on the identification and retrieval of resources rather than effectively using the information. Jenson (2004) found little correlation between students’ computer skills and their ability to conduct academic research. Even if, as Piaget suggested, learners construct meaning from new information by connecting it to what they already know (Kivunja, 2014, p. 105), it is not enough to have grown up using computers and search engines. While Kelly, McCain and Jukes (2009, cited in Kivunja, 2014) argued that digital natives have grown up in a world where using the internet is part of their normal experience and thus affects the way they think, Jenson’s research highlighted that students do not always understand what they see on their computer screens, or how to search for information effectively (Jenson, 2004, p. 111–112). Similarly, Margaryan, Littlejohn and Vojt (2011) found that students generally had the expertise to use conventional digital tools, they had limited understanding of how to apply them, or what alternative tools they could use to support their learning. Additionally, they found that students appeared to favour conventional, linear teaching, as opposed to non-sequential teaching proposed by Tapscott (1999). Thus, ‘it would be misleading to ground the arguments for [pedagogical] change in students’ shifting patterns of learning and technology use’ (Margaryan, Littlejohn and Vojt, 2011, p. 439). This is an important consideration; the UK PSF requires practitioners to use evidence-informed approaches and incorporate research into professional practice (AdvanceHE, 2011, V3, A5).
	Access to technology is a key predicator of digital ‘nativeness’. As of 2023, 64% of the global population are internet users (Statista, 2023), with 95% regularly accessing the internet via smartphone (Datareportal, 2023). Income levels remain an important determinant to access (Statista, 2023), and this echoes much of the research synthesised by Beetham (2019, p. 39). Nevertheless, the debate about whether ‘digital natives’ exist continues, and researchers do not always take mitigating factors into account. For example, Ting Yong and Gates (2014) concluded that students are indeed digital natives. However, their study was based on 135 students at a private university in Malaysia. This suggests a certain level of affluence; tuition fees for private universities start at RM15,000 per year (UOW Malaysia, 2022), while in 2021 the mean monthly salary was RM3,037 (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2022) equating to RM36,444 per year. Ting Yong and Gates (2014) found that 87% of students enjoyed unrestricted access to a smartphone, and only 2% reported that they had no access to a laptop. In other words, access to technology was widespread among students who were able to pay for private education, although one questions whether the same results would be the same for students at a public university. 
Janschitz and Penker (2021), conversely, concluded that digital inequalities exist in higher education to such an extent that it puts the empirical assumption that students are digital natives on shaky ground. Their study focused on 5,866 university students in Austria, a country where universities do not generally charge tuition fees (Godfrey-Evans, 2022), so this is perhaps more indicative of the general picture in education than Ting Yong and Gates’ research. Janschitz and Penker (2021) found significant differences between students’ digital competencies as well as access to technology. While the authors acknowledged that their research should be re-conducted to demonstrate the potential impact of COVID-19, they concluded that differences in students’ access to, use of, and competencies with digital technology were ‘not random, but are systematically influenced by socio-demographic factors’ (Janschitz and Penker, 2021, pp. 145–6). While digital skill acquisition is not necessarily predicated upon age, there is almost certainly a gap between those who are adept at using technology and those who are not, with each group displaying different behaviours and preferences (Dede, 2005, cited in Bennett and Maton, 2010, p. 322). 
Much of the preceding debate has been summarised neatly by Šorgo et al. (2016, p. 751): the possession of digital skills is influenced by possession of appropriate devices, learners’ experience of using IT, and personal confidence in using the internet. Other factors include age, gender, income, educational levels, and overall proficiency, with previous education seemingly the most significant (Evans and Robertson, 2019). However, Helsper and Eynon (2010) concluded that the differences between so-called digital natives or digital immigrants are not unbridgeable, and exposure to technology can help to close the gap between the haves and have-nots. In fact, they  argued that digital immigrants can develop a greater degree of digital proficiency than digital natives, in part because they are more likely to seek to apply, rather than simply absorb, the information they receive. Ransdell et al. (2010, p. 935) found that older learners were also more likely to demonstrate active participation in the online learning environment, and were more likely to exhibit an external locus of control by actively seeking feedback or searching for assistance when needed. This does of course have pedagogical implications, as it implies that digital natives are less likely to ask for help; this could be particularly damaging if we assume that these students do indeed ‘possess sophisticated knowledge of and skills with information technologies’ (Bennett, Maton and Kervin, 2008, p. 777), as empirical research indicates that this is simply not the case.
In short, while there is a role for creativity and innovative use of technology in teaching, this must be tempered with an understanding that learners may lack access to technology, and may possess only basic digital skills. Therefore, it would perhaps be sensible to focus on supplementing learners’ basic skills and inculcating an appreciation of how to employ them to optimise their learning (Kennedy et al., 2008), rather than introducing them to new or unfamiliar technology for the sake of innovation.
(1894 words)

Selection and justification of resource
My chosen resource was an online Vevox quiz. I chose this for a number of reasons. Firstly, I have previously used this software, both as a student and as a practitioner, and therefore I felt I would be able to anticipate potential problems that might arise. This would be particularly useful if digital native students are indeed less likely to ask for help. Prensky (2001) believed that digital immigrants struggle to teach digital natives, with much of the literature predicated on the idea that digital natives students can teach their teachers new skills. However, I myself am a digital native whereas a number of my students are digital immigrants, and therefore I felt it best to use a technology that I am already familiar. Mishra and Koehler (2006, cited in Selwyn, 2017) warn that ‘merely knowing how to use a technology is not the same as knowing how to teach with it’. From this perspective, as I am still developing my pedagogical knowledge, based on the TPACK model my teaching is somewhat limited to TCK – technological content knowledge (Schmidt et al., 2009) . However I felt confident that I do have the ability to use Vevox to support learning and teaching when building on students’ prior knowledge. I also took the opportunity to try some new question types with the students. 
I felt that the quiz was an appropriate way of informally testing the students knowledge. Some students are reluctant to participate in open discussion, and more vocal students do generally dominate such activities unless carefully managed (Petty, 2014, p. 213). It is also unlikely that, in a group of this size, all students would have an opportunity to speak or share their views. The anonymous quiz also enabled students to test their own knowledge without any judgement. The activity therefore aligned with several elements of the UK PSF, namely teaching and supporting learning, appropriate methods for learning (using appropriate learning technologies) as well as my own professional development (AdvanceHE, 2011, A2, K2, K4, A5).
I am aware of the limits of both my own and my students’ technical abilities. Time pressures were a consideration – technology can intensify time pressure (Selwyn, 2017, p. 108), and I did not feel that I had the time to familiarise myself sufficiently with a completely new tool. This might also pose difficulties when applying the tool in the classroom setting, and I was also conscious that the digital tool needed to support and enhance learning, rather than distract from it. A brand new piece of technology might prove overly distracting. Therefore, rather than aiming for the transformational levels of the SAMR model (Puentedura, 2015), I chose to treat the tool as a means of augmentation; the Vevox quiz acted as a direct substitute for a traditional quiz, with functional improvements as the students were able to answer anonymously and see their results instantly. Petty (2014) notes that students like immediate feedback from quizzes, and their score can be used to dictate what they do next. This was my intention with this quiz, that it would lead the students towards self-directed study. I did not quite reached the levels of ‘significant task redesign’ on the SAMR model (Puentedura, 2015), but this is something to strive for going forward.
	In terms of Moersch’s (1995) LoTi framework, I focused on the third stage, ‘infusion’; I employed a digital tool to execute a teacher-directed task that encouraged higher level cognitive processing (LoTi, 2020), as students were required to apply prior knowledge to answer the questions. Again, this did not reach the higher levels of the model, and was limited to teacher-directed, practice-based activities. However, as Selwyn (2017, p. 103) noted, this model stresses the need to focus on learning outcomes and critical content rather than technology. During this activity, the focus was on the students’ knowledge, and I used it to try and reinforce learning rather than demonstrate new technology.
Selwyn (2017) notes that all these models highlight the importance of awareness, planning and forethought in the implementation of technology, including awareness of the problem to be addressed, the students’ skills and knowledge, and ‘thoughtful pedagogic uses of technology’ (Mishra and Koehler, 2006, p. 1017, cited in Selwyn, 2017, p. 105). I made sure to consider the students’ skills and knowledge, particularly digital skills and knowledge, when selecting my tool. Vevox can be accessed in multiple ways, so students could participate in the quiz on their computer or on another device. I have previously struggled to integrate it directly into PowerPoint, and this is something I need to work on further (see reflection), but I find it helpful to embed the QR code into PowerPoint, so students can access Vevox on their phones. 
I am aware that a number of students either do not feel confident using their smartphones to access resources, or prefer to avoid distractions during class. Avoiding distractions is something I consciously encourage given the detrimental effects of multi-tasking on learning highlighted by Wood et al. (2012). Vevox can easily be integrated into Teams and students can access the quiz within the Teams call (Vevox, 2023), which I felt would make it easily accessible for less IT-proficient students. Students also had the option of accessing Vevox via the web using the 9-digit code which was clearly visible on the Vevox screen. I felt it was important to let students choose how to access the quiz. Device use while engaged in formal learning activities can be a cause of conflict between staff and students, but Marshall (2018, p. 204) notes that these are often driven by concerns about control and authority than educational effectiveness. Although numerous studies have highlighted that using technology in class is indicative of disengagement or boredom (see Marshall, 2018, pp. 207–208), I felt that the interactive nature of the activity should prompt engagement. The reality of this assumption is discussed in the evaluation and reflection below.
(985 words)

Application of learning tool
You can access a recording of the session here: BMPL4007 Learning in the Digital Era - Group A-20230323_144356-Meeting Recording.mp4
A full lesson plan can be found in Appendix A.

Evaluation and reflection
I will use Gibbs’ reflective model (1988, cited in University of Hull, 2022) to evaluate and reflect on my use of this digital learning tool. I used it as part of a session on academic integrity. This session took place while I was in the process of marking the students’ first assignments, which acted as a means of assessing their understanding of referencing and plagiarism, among other things (AdvanceHE, 2011, K2). Prior to using the tool, we had a group discussion about plagiarism and how to avoid it, and considered different scenarios. I then used the quiz as a tool for evaluating the effectiveness of my teaching (AdvanceHE, 2011). I connected the Vevox quiz to Teams so the students could access it directly through the Teams interface. I also provided the QR code, and the access code in the Teams chat. Despite this, some students were very slow to engage. Lack of engagement is a particular problem in online teaching, and lack of digital skills also forms a barrier to accessing activities. This is why I tried to make the quiz as accessible as possible by multiple means.
	I hoped that the students would engage with the quiz and use the variety of question types as a means of testing their own knowledge. It was not a formal assessment, and students answered anonymously, but it provided me with an indication of the students’ level of knowledge as a group and I was a little disheartened by some of the results. The lack of engagement was disappointing, as I hoped that the students would appreciate the importance of the topic. Nevertheless, when I asked for feedback afterwards, I found that the students who had actively participated found the quiz enjoyable and a useful method of testing their understanding and identifying gaps in their knowledge. I was very pleased to hear this and this made up for my disappointment at the patchy engagement.
To evaluate the experience, there was a (not unexpected) lack of engagement, however those students who did participate enjoyed the activity and found it useful. In order to support individual learning and promote participation and equality of opportunity (AdvanceHE, 2011, A2, V2) I used the quiz as a way for the students to self-diagnose gaps in their knowledge. I asked them to identify whether they needed to start by looking at plagiarism or Harvard referencing, and provided them with links to helpful resources during the second part of the session which was devoted to independent study. The feedback indicated that they found the quiz helpful in this regard, although I chose to treat the students as adults and trust that they would complete independent study, so I do not know how effective this was overall. 
	The lack of engagement was not unexpected, both based on my previous experience with this group and the wider context of online learning. Lack of connection with peers, as well as underlying technological issues, can affect attendance and engagement, as well as the perceived lack of social accountability rendered by the digital environment (Hollister, et al., 2022). While I know that those students who participated found the activity useful, I should have considered how to measure the effectiveness of their self-directed study. I considered asking the students to complete a referencing task for homework, but this would have necessitated additional work for me to mark them, and as Petty (2014) noted, students prefer instant feedback. I could have tested their learning by reconvening the class and re-taking the quiz, but I did not expect a high level of engagement if I took that path. Therefore I chose to use the students’ second assignments as a means of evaluating the effectiveness of my teaching (AdvanceHE, 2011, K5) though I think I would do this differently in future.
	In conclusion I think the quiz itself was effective because I used a technology that assisted with, rather than distracted from, teaching. I was conscious of the ‘digital natives’ debate and bore in mind that while the students might have access to technology, they were not necessarily adept at using it in unfamiliar ways, and therefore I chose not to adopt any drastically new approaches when implementing this activity (AdvanceHE, 2011, K2, K3), although I did employ some new question types that the students may not have encountered previously. I also created an effective learning environment for the class by encouraging discussion of the topic before introducing the quiz (AdvanceHE, 2011, K4, A4). By this means, I encouraged the students to build on existing knowledge as a means for them to assess any gaps. However, I should have given more thought to how to re-test their learning after individual study, rather than waiting for them to submit their second assignments.
Going forward, I will investigate the options for asynchronous testing, in order to assess the effectiveness of teaching and learning and provide the students with instant feedback. I will also look into how to integrate Vevox into PowerPoint, as this is something I struggle with at present. I think that this will be particularly useful for in-person teaching, where it is not necessary to integrate the quiz into Teams. Finally, as it is clear that engagement is an ongoing issue, I am going to improve my pedagogical skills to address this. Preliminary research indicates that gamification can have a positive impact on engagement and motivation for e-learning (Bouchrika et al., 2021; Saleem, Noori and Ozdamli, 2022), and therefore I intend to undertake the ‘Gamification of Learning’ course via LinkedIn Learning (2023).
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Lesson Plan

	Topic: Plagiarism and referencing
	Class: BMPL4007 Learning in the Digital Era


	Date: 23/03/2023

	Length of lesson: 2 hours
	Number of students: 30

	Resources required:
PowerPoint, Moodle, Teams, Vevox

	Aim of Lesson:
· Consolidate knowledge of what constitutes plagiarism
· Examine different types of plagiarism
· Strengthen existing understanding of Harvard referencing  
· Highlight resources to assist with avoiding plagiarism


	Learning Outcomes – The Learners Should Be Able To:
· Identify different forms of plagiarism
· Recognise where Harvard referencing is required in their work
· Apply appropriate referencing conventions to a range of sources


	Previous student knowledge required for the session:	
Ability to access Teams and log into Moodle.


	Anticipated difficulties (if applicable):
· Poor IT skills, problems logging into Teams, accessing Moodle etc. on different devices.
· Unwillingness to engage.


	Professional Standards (where are these being met within the session)

I intend to meet the following UK PSF key standards during the session:
· A1 – I will plan learning activities which are relevant to the lesson and the course.
· A2 – I will teach and support learning throughout the session by providing foundational information and encouraging students to use this to reach logical conclusions.
· A4 – I will develop an effective learning environment by consistently implementing and enforcing core behaviour expectations.
· K2 – I will employ an appropriate method of teaching, learning and assessment for this level of academic study.
· K4 – I will use appropriate learning technologies (in this case, PowerPoint, MS Teams and Vevox) to support learning
· K5 – I will set an independent task to evaluate the effectiveness of my teaching by implementing a Vevox quiz.
· V1 – I will respect individual learners and diverse learning communities by both respecting and acknowledging their views and needs.
· V2 – I will promote participation and equality of opportunity by providing a range of activities and providing as much support as is necessary and reasonable.
· V4 – I will acknowledge the wider context in which higher education operates by identifying links between the module and the students’ professional practice.
































Lesson Detail:

	
Stage 
	
Focus
	
Strategy 
	
Time 


	Introduction









Development 























Plenary/conclusion


	Aims and objectives

What is plagiarism?







Is this plagiarism?










How do we avoid plagiarism?



How and when do we cite?

How well do we understand plagiarism?



Consolidating understanding with appropriate resources
	Outline aims and objectives for the class.

Class discussion – what is plagiarism? What can be plagiarized? 
Why do we need to avoid it? Cardiff University video. Reiterate that just because the similarity score is low, this does not mean that work is not plagiarised.


Present different scenarios to class via PowerPoint to promote discussion – is this plagiarism? Why? Why not?
· Copying a friend’s work – structure/words
· Quoting other authors – quotation marks/cited/not cited
· Paying someone else to write the assignment
· Using AI

Class discussion. What can we do to avoid plagiarism?
Steer discussion towards: cite our sources, paraphrase, independent thought.

Vevox quiz including: what 4 things do we need in a reference, when do we cite etc.

Vevox quiz continuation. Questions on plagiarism, what it is, how to avoid it.



Independent learning. Students to complete the “Getting to grips with Harvard referencing” online learning package in remaining class time, and email screenshot of completion screen.

	2 mins

5 mins

4 mins





20 mins










5 mins




10 mins


10 mins




Remainder of session





	Assessment Strategies: when and how are they included within the lesson?

Informal discussion of various scenarios, with supplementary questions, to test group understanding of what constitutes plagiarism and how it can be avoided. 

Individual test of knowledge via Vevox quiz – testing basic knowledge of referencing (what details are included), as well as understanding of what constitutes plagiarism, building on earlier discussion.




	Informal reflection (to be completed after the session)

The discussion went well, although as usual a handful of students dominated discussion. The students appeared to have a good understanding of what constituted plagiarism and were able to justify their answers when asked.
The quiz took longer than anticipated as several students seemed to have difficulty joining and I had to allow additional time for this. Overall, engagement with the quiz was lower than expected, and the results suggested that not all students had followed the earlier discussion or remembered some basic things we discussed.
I let the students use the second half of the session for independent study, but I realise that by not monitoring their activity I cannot discern how many actually used the time effectively. Going forward I will think about how to measure engagement when the students are left to their own devices, possibly by reconvening the session after a fixed time. However, I suspect that this will not be well-attended.
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